From: abby@mycci.net

To: Dana Mahaffey
Subject: ESPLC VS the City of Sacramento
Date: Friday, March 3, 2017 6:46:48 PM

I strongly urge the city to comply with the court of appeals ruling in the
case of ESPLC VS the City of Sacramento

1. Decertify current EIR
2. Conduct new traffic plan.
3. Recanter EIR

Thank you Patricia Ansell


mailto:gabby@mycci.net
mailto:DMahaffey@cityofsacramento.org

From: Tamarin

To: Mayor Steinberg; Dana Mahaffey; Jeff S. Harris
Subject: McKinley Village EIR and traffic study
Date: Friday, March 3, 2017 5:17:11 PM

MayorSteinberg@cityofsacramento.org

dmahaffey@cityofsacramento.or

jsharris@cityofsacramento.org

Please consider my prior comments (pasted below) concerning traffic submitted to your office
regarding the McKinley Village.

You are already aware that the McKinley Village will create unacceptable traffic in our
neighborhood, creating hazards to both pedestrians and other drivers. There IS an alternative
that mitigates this problem - the additional vehicle access point at Alhambra. Please adopt
this as a mitigation measure as part of the project.

Thank you for your consideration.

Tamarin Austin
270 San Miguel Way
Sacramento CA 95819

Councilmembers,

Please add me to the list of the many, many local residents who ask that vehicle access at
Alhambra be a condition of the McKinley Village project. Evidence in the record
demonstrates that such access is feasible and at only a fraction of the cost the developer

has estimated in the EIR. The inclusion of this modification allows for better traffic flow and
greatly reduces the impacts of traffic on the adjacent neighborhood, including the safety of
pedestrians, school children, and bicyclists.

Thank you for your consideration.
Tamarin Austin

270 San Miguel Way
Sacramento, CA 95819

Begin forwarded message:

From: Susie Williams <susiewil@surewest.net>
Date: February 27, 2017 at 1:10:51 PM PST

To: <Susiewil@surewest.net>
Subject: Fwd: State Supreme Court ruling on McKinley Village EIR and

traffic study


mailto:lizzypod@hotmail.com
mailto:MayorSteinberg@cityofsacramento.org
mailto:DMahaffey@cityofsacramento.org
mailto:JSHarris@cityofsacramento.org
mailto:MayorSteinberg@cityofsacramento.org
mailto:dmahaffey@cityofsacramento.org
mailto:jsharris@cityofsacramento.org
x-apple-data-detectors://0/
x-apple-data-detectors://0/
mailto:susiewil@surewest.net
mailto:Susiewil@surewest.net

Here is another example of an email message sent by a neighbor. Note the
recipient email addresses as they are all correct.

Sent from my iPad

Begin forwarded message:

Date: February 27, 2017 at 12:17:56 PM PST

To: <

Subject: State Supreme Court ruling on McKinley Village EIR
and traffic study

Dear Mayor Steinberg;

| am writing to express my deep disappointment at the City’s handling of
the whole McKinley Village subdivision story beginning with the City’s EIR
and traffic study on it and extending to the City’s actions to avoid the
decisions of both the State Court of Appeals and the State Supreme Court
nullifying the EIR and traffic study.

| am also writing to ask you to personally ensure that the city honors
those two court decisions and requires a new EIR and traffic study that
accurately describe McKinley Village’s adverse environmental and
neighborhood traffic impacts and requires their amelioration.

Sincerely,



From: Shari Beck

To: Dana Mahaffey
Subject: "Revised Draft EIR for McKinley Village
Date: Thursday, March 2, 2017 10:30:45 AM

Dana Mahaffey,

As long time residents of East Sacramento on A and 45t Streets, we implore
you to comply with the Court of Appeal’s ruling.

California’s highest courts have ruled on traffic in favor of East Sacramento
Partnerships for a Livable City (ESPLC) in its legal challenge to the City and the
developers of the McKinley Village Project. Essentially, the landmark ruling
means that FAILING TRAFFIC considered OK under the City’s general plan alone
is NOT OK!

Please listen to the residents of this area who will be impacted as well as
obey the law . The Court instructed that the McKinley Village EIR be re-
circulated. This was a landmark ruling that said the traffic snarl that might have
been allowable under the City’s General Plan was definitely not allowable. We

live here and must be heard!

Gary and Shari Beck

131 45 Street
Sacramento, CA 95819-2111


mailto:gsbeck@surewest.net
mailto:DMahaffey@cityofsacramento.org

From: Pamela Beedie

To: Mayor Steinberg; Dana Mahaffey; Jeff S. Harris
Subject: McKinley Village Traffic
Date: Saturday, March 4, 2017 6:21:59 AM

You are already aware that the McKinley Village will create unacceptable traffic in our
neighborhood, creating hazards to both pedestrians and other drivers. There IS an
alternative that mitigates this problem - the additional vehicle access point at
Alhambra. Please adopt this as a mitigation measure as part of the project.

Pam Beedie
35th Street


mailto:pbeedie@yahoo.com
mailto:MayorSteinberg@cityofsacramento.org
mailto:DMahaffey@cityofsacramento.org
mailto:JSHarris@cityofsacramento.org

From: Laura Lee Brennan

To: Mayor Steinberg; Dana Mahaffey; Jeff S. Harris
Subject: McKinley Village Traffic ~ unacceptable.

Date: Friday, March 3, 2017 5:22:09 PM

DearAll,

You are already aware that the McKinley Village will create unacceptable traffic in our neighborhood, creating
hazards to both pedestrians and other drivers. There IS an aternative that mitigates this problem - the additional
vehicle access point at Alhambra. Please adopt this as a mitigation measure as part of the project.

LauraLee Brennan

Sent from my iPhone


mailto:l2brennan@yahoo.com
mailto:MayorSteinberg@cityofsacramento.org
mailto:DMahaffey@cityofsacramento.org
mailto:JSHarris@cityofsacramento.org

RECEIVED

DATE: March 2, 2017

MAR 0 3 2017

TO: Dana Mahaffey, Associate Planner -
City of Sacramento B XQW\%V\——’
NJ

dmahaffey@cityofsacramento.org

CC: Hon. Darrell Steinberg, Mayor MayorSteinberg@cityofsacramento.org
Jeff Harris, City Councilperson jcwest@cityofsacramento.org
Steve Hansen, City Councilperson shansen@cityofsacramento.org
915 | Street, 5th Floor, Sacramento, CA 95814

FROM: C Street and Alhambra Residents signed below ( + 27« poe o (< \
c/o Carl Seymour, cseymour@surewest.net
3116 C Street, Sacramento, CA. 95816

SUB: COMMENTS ON RDEIR MCKINLEY VILLAGE

As Sacramento successfully transitions from a sleepy government town into a vibrant city we have much
to be thankful for. We attract young families to our excellent schools. Our restaurant scene is thriving
with farm-to-fork kitchens. Taxpayers have invested in a world-class arena and we are tackling
challenges such as investing in shelters for the homeless. But the dark shadow of our maturation is the
threat that increasing traffic poses to our neighborhoods. At the end of the day, it is our tree-lined,
pedestrian-friendly neighborhoods that make Sacramento a cherished place for families to live and
work.

We are writing because we have serious concerns with the City’s plans to route additional traffic and
remove speed and safety barriers in our neighborhood. Attached please find the specific proposals that
we find objectionable and where we believe that the City’s traffic mitigation plans are in violation of the
City’s General Plan or other policies and commitments. Our concern is that, if acted upon, these plans
would threaten the livability of our neighborhood. We love Sacramento and we envision our
neighborhood as a place where young and old can walk, bike, and play without the threat of increased,
dangerous, high-speed traffic.

Particularly for those of us with children or elderly, the traffic in our neighborhood borders on extreme.
For the City to push more cars travelling at higher speeds on our streets is unacceptable. Our
neighborhood is already choking in traffic, and we need a little breathing room. That's why we
respectfully request that no removal of current traffic mitigation devices be implemented; rather, we
need additional protections from the additional traffic. Proposing to remove a variety of calming and
public safety measures installed under a previous NMTP is a slap in the face to our families who use
these streets and sidewalks to walk and bike to work, McKinley Park, errands, and church, and park in
front of our own homes. It would appear to violate the law, and certainly violates our understanding of a
trust with the City.

In more detail, our concerns on the RDEIR include but are not limited to:



C STREET/ALHAMBRA BOULEVARD RESIDENTS’ COMMENTS ON MCKINLEY VILLAGE RDEIR

1) Modifications proposed for the intersection of Alhambra and McKinley Boulevard/E Street
and Alhambra Boulevard conflict with the City’s General Plan, reduce pedestrian safety, and
are contrary to encouragement of non-vehicular transportation use.

The 2035 General Plan Applies. The transportation analysis in the DEIR and the RDEIR appears to rely on
a threshold of significance for transportation impacts derived from the City’s 2030 General Plan of
intersection LOS D or better outside of the Core Area (LOS E or F are acceptable inside the Core Area
when combined with multi-modal improvements). The City’s 2035 General Plan, adopted in March 2015,
changed the definition of the Core Area to include Alhambra Blvd. The City’s currently adopted 2035
General Plan, in effect at the time the RDEIR was prepared, is the governing policy document that now
applies to the project. Specifically, applying the current (2035) General Plan’s definition of the Core Area
results in a different impact conclusion for the intersection of E Street/McKinley Blvd and Alhambra Blvd
(less than significant), where the impact was significant under the old (2030) General Plan, as noted on
page A-12 of the RDEIR. Because LOS F is acceptable at the intersection of Alhambra and McKinley Blvd
under the current (2035) General Plan, Mitigation Measure (MM) 4.9-6(b) is not needed. In fact, MM
4.9-6(b), is in direct conflict with General Plan Policy M.1.2.2 because the mitigation measure proposes
to remove a pedestrian safety/traffic calming feature directly across the street from McKinley Park (i.e.,
the bulb out on the southbound Alhambra approach) to add roadway capacity in order to prioritize
vehicular throughput at the expense of pedestrian safety.

This is a busy pedestrian crossing used by many children trying to access the park, the library, the public
pool, athletic fields and facilities, or for walking to one of the many neighborhood schools. In addition,
numerous adults walk to use these same amenities, as well as exercising on the park’s busy jogging trail.
Removing pedestrian safety features, rather than adding them, is in direct conflict with the City’s
adopted policy, with State policy put forth in Senate Bill 743 (Steinberg, 2013), and with our
neighborhood’s community values. MM 4.9-6(b) is not needed, and creates a conflict with the City’s
governing transportation policy; a potentially significant impact® that was not addressed in the DEIR,
FEIR, or RDEIR.

In addition, there are currently dedicated class 2 bike lanes on the northbound and southbound
approaches of Alhambra Blvd to McKinley Blvd. The Alhambra Blvd connection to C Street is a
designated bike route. The RDEIR does not specify what would happen to these class 2 bike lanes with
implementation of MM 4.9-6(b). Regardless of whether the class 2 bike lanes would be removed,
converted to class 3, or restriped, MM 4.9-6(b) is not necessary. Eliminating MM 4.9-6(b) would avoid
the new bike/vehicle conflict points that arise from adding dedicated right turn lanes in this location,
and also avoids the potentially significant new safety impact associated with the right turn lanes called
for in MM 4.9-6(b) that was not evaluated in the DEIR, FEIR, or in the RDEIR.

Per General Plan Policy M.1.2.2, the City should prioritize moving bicycles and pedestrians through
intersections safely and efficiently in the Core Area, including those affected intersections along

1 CEQA Appendix G Checklist. X. LAND USE AND PLANNING Would the project (b) Conflict with any applicable land
use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project (including, but not limited to the
general plan, specific plan, local coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or
mitigating an environmental effect?
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C STREET/ALHAMBRA BOULEVARD RESIDENTS' COMMENTS ON MCKINLEY VILLAGE RDEIR

Alhambra Blvd. The City should not knowingly implement unnecessary measures (MM 4.9-6(b)) that
reduce the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians at these intersections.

2) Modifications proposed to the intersection of Alhambra and McKinley/E, and Alhambra
Boulevard, serve to route traffic off of a designated collector and onto designated local residential
streets, which conflicts with the City’s General Plan (M4A — Citywide Circulation Diagram; and

Policy M 4.4.1).

The City’s General Plan designates E Street/McKinley Boulevard, in its entirety from Seventh Street to its
east terminus at Elvas Avenue, as a Collector. Most of it is designated Minor Collector, but some is
designated Major Collector. This Minor/Major Collector makes logical connections to other Major
Collectors and Arterials at numerous points throughout its course. It is also the first street, coming from
the north in the subject area, that passes underneath Business 80. Further, it connects directly to the
east/north bound on-ramp, and west/south bound off ramp, of Business 80. In its role, it is functioning
logically and per provisions of the General Plan.

Whereas, per M4A, Alhambra Boulevard north of McKinley/E is designated Local Residential, as are the
3000-3200 blocks of C Street. In addition, C Street is significantly narrower than McKinley Boulevard — it
was not designed to carry traffic in the way that McKinley is.

Modifications should not be made in such a way as to conflict with the General Plan by routing traffic off
of designated Collectors onto Local Residential Streets. Yet the RDEIR proposes to remove bulb outs,
install turn lanes, restripe, remove parking, and retime signals in such a way to do specifically that.
These proposed changes conflict with the General Plan and the City’s stated policies.

Removing parking during rush hours essentially turns Alhambra Boulevard into a morning and evening
race track, unsafe for bicycles and pedestrians, and impacting residents and businesses in the area. This
resembles the former model for Midtown, which proved to be disastrous and had to be redone at great
expense.

The net effect of the proposed modifications is to encourage traffic to use northbound Alhambra from
E/McKinley, and C Street, as commuter routes, rather than staying on the designated Collector,
McKinley Boulevard.

The street lay-out of this area dates from nearly pre-automobile times, and the designer never
envisioned, and obviously could not have planned for, thousands of vehicles weighing thousands of
pounds each rushing through each day. It is important that the residential viability of these historic
neighborhoods be protected, rather than sacrificed to the convenience of a high volume of speeding
cars, trucks, and buses. Areas affected by traffic from McKinley Village include neighborhoods from the
late 1800’s through the 1940’s. These are the core of Sacramento’s heritage and cannot be replaced.

Page 3 of 7"
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C STREET/ALHAMBRA BOULEVARD RESIDENTS’ COMMENTS ON MCKINLEY VILLAGE RDEIR

3) Maodifications proposed to the intersection of Alhambra and McKinley/E, and Alhambra
Boulevard conflict with the City’s NMTP and its stated objectives, under which a number of
the features proposed for removal were installed,

and

4) The proposed modifications conflict with mitigation developed and approved as part of

allowing previous development in the neighborhood.

As of 1988, the City of Sacramento’s General Plan included

e Goal C: “Create and maintain a street system which protects residential neighborhoods from
unnecessary levels of traffic”, and

e Policy 1: “Continue wherever possible to design streets and to approve development
applications in such a manner as to eliminate high traffic flows and parking problems within
neighborhoods”.

Somewhere over the years, this has been transmogrified into essentially “let traffic get as bad as it can
get” (“LOS Fis acceptable”).

As traffic on McKinley, Alhambra Boulevard, C, and related streets grew dramatically over the years, the
City and neighborhood taxpayers felt it necessary to study the area specifically, and the broader area in
general, and mitigate speeding, volume and other impacts of traffic because of its deleterious effects on
safety, health, and residential viability.

As far back as 1989, the resident taxpayers and their City representatives were concerned enough to
commission an extensive study by the consulting firm Deakin, Harvey, Skabardonis, published in March
1991, entitled Draft Report, Neighborhood preservation Transportation Plans for East Sacramento and
Midtown, which found abundant and serious problems related to traffic, including safety, and viability of
specified areas as residential, noting “If traffic increases are not minimized or directed away from
residential streets, abutting properties could suffer harmful decreases in livability and amenity. ... That
traffic can detract from and even destroy the amenity of residential neighborhoods has been
documented in numerous studies in the U.S. and abroad”.

This area has felt the impact of significant development over the past few decades: the formerly
abandoned Aerojet/cannery buildings became a busy business park, which subsequently expanded, and
now includes a multitude of State offices and busy medical facilities. As each of these projects was
approved, mitigation was added, not removed, even when EIRs resulted in negative declarations. Still,
the cumulative result of a series of negative declarations is that residents are expected to accept that
9+9+9=9. (Still in the works are considerations for use of the former MaryAnne’s Bakery site on
Alhambra between C and D; proposals previously floated would have involved significant numbers of
vehicular trips.)

In 2000, a comprehensive McKinley Park Traffic Calming Study, involving numerous residents, was

conducted under the City’s guidance and authority. Mitigation recommendations arising from the study
were subjected to a vote of taxpayer residents in the affected areas, which approved it. Adoption of the
recommendations was then formally approved by the City Council at their January 30, 2001 meeting. In

/
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C STREET/ALHAMBRA BOULEVARD RESIDENTS’ COMMENTS ON MCKINLEY VILLAGE RDEIR

2008, additional mitigation was approved for the area in response to the C Street Business Park
expansion.

The approved mitigation measures include some of the very features that City now proposes to remove.
How is it that for previous developments, mitigation was added, yet for the current development —
possibly the largest yet — instead of adding traffic mitigation the City is removing it? This certainly
breaks any bond of trust possible between the residents and the City.

At the same time that removing traffic mitigation is proposed for this area, traffic diverting mitigation
has already been installed for 28" and C. As if to add insult to injury, the underpass to McKinley Village
includes electronic speed monitoring signs and rumble strips, presumably to protect the concrete and
steel underpass from harm. What about protecting our residents and their children?

The City’s NTMP states as a guiding principle that traffic will not be shifted from one street at the
expense of another. However, the proposed modifications, which will encourage and facilitate the
movement of traffic off of E/McKinley onto Alhambra and thus C, do just that.

5) The RDEIR still fails to present substantial evidence that transportation impacts would be
reduced to less-than-significant levels.

The sole reason the City prepared and recirculated the RDEIR was the decision from the Third District
Court of Appeals in East Sacramento Partnership for a Livable City v. City of Sacramento, point (4)
whereby the City failed to present substantial evidence that traffic impacts at intersections operating at
LOS F pursuant to General Plan Policy M.1.2.2 were less than significant. In other words, what evidence
was entered into the record to support the conclusions that impacts to LOS F intersections on 28" Street
were less than significant, while impacts to LOS F intersections just a few blocks away in East
Sacramento were significant? The City has still not fully addressed the Court’s request for this correction
in the RDEIR. The Court noted that “Compliance with a General Plan policy does not conclusively
establish that there is no significant environmental effect.” It is the City’s duty to present substantial
evidence that compliance with General Plan Policy M.1.2.2 would result in a less-than-significant
environmental impact in the Core Area, but would result in significant impacts on similarly situated
streets just a few blocks away in East Sacramento.

6) Other concerns (a partial list only):

e The traffic analyses conducted neither determine nor consider a threshold of acceptable
and healthy levels of noise, pollution from tailpipe emissions, brake dust, or other hazards
and nuisances generated by traffic. To conclude that repeated increments do not sumto a
total is nonsensical, and done at the expense of taxpayer residents and children - their
health, safety, use of their homes and neighborhood, and their property values.
Sacramento needs to be addressing this in ‘world class city’ manner, as other cities have
successfully done, rather than taking a ‘minimum required by law’ approach.

e The RDEIR does not contain a new traffic analysis, or new mitigation that would protect
historic neighborhoods.

Page 5 of fhf



C STREET/ALHAMBRA BOULEVARD RESIDENTS’ COMMENTS ON MCKINLEY VILLAGE RDEIR

e The DEIR, EIR, and RDEIR fail to address truck and bus traffic using local residential streets
instead of readily accessible designated minor collectors, major collectors, and arterials.

e The current process does not optimally comply with the Court of Appeal decision by
decertifying the current EIR, and circulating a new EIR for additional public comment. In fact
it appears to attempt to bypass requirements elements of Court of Appeal and State
Supreme Court decisions, by rushing through an RDEIR while developers attempted to block
publication of the Court of Appeal’s decision.

e Significant existing traffic impacts continue to be insufficiently mitigated. Due to traffic, our
neighborhood experiences loss of use of front yards, serious concerns for the safety of
children, pets killed when they stray for just minutes, interior and backyard noise interfering
with enjoyment of our homes, frequent minor collisions and damage to parked vehicles, and
a host of other unacceptable consequences. The City has strayed far indeed from their 1988
General Plan goals to protect neighborhoods from problems caused by traffic.

At a minimum, the City needs to:

A) Not remove existing traffic mitigations, or otherwise modify streets in such a way as to facilitate
traffic movement rather than protect pedestrians, bicyclists, children and adult residents,
residential viability, and property values.

B) Conduct a proper analysis and impact study that addresses the issues enumerated in this letter,
as well as relevant others that may surface during the analysis.

C) Add sufficient traffic mitigation to ensure the preservation of the neighborhood and safety of its
residents.

SIGNATURES
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C STREET/ALHAMBRA BOULEVARD RESIDENTS’ COMMENTS ON MCKINLEY VILLAGE RDEIR

e The DEIR, EIR, and RDEIR fail to address truck and bus traffic using local residential streets
instead of readily accessible designated minor collectors, major collectors, and arterials.

e The current process does not optimally comply with the Court of Appeal decision by
decertifying the current EIR, and circulating a new EIR for additional public comment. In fact
it appears to attempt to bypass requirements elements of Court of Appeal and State
Supreme Court decisions, by rushing through an RDEIR while developers attempted to block
publication of the Court of Appeal’s decision.

e Significant existing traffic impacts continue to be insufficiently mitigated. Due to traffic, our
neighborhood experiences loss of use of front yards, serious concerns for the safety of
children, pets killed when they stray for just minutes, interior and backyard noise interfering
with enjoyment of our homes, frequent minor collisions and damage to parked vehicles, and
a host of other unacceptable consequences. The City has strayed far indeed from their 1988
General Plan goals to protect neighborhoods from problems caused by traffic.

At a minimum, the City needs to:

A) Not remove existing traffic mitigations, or otherwise modify streets in such a way as to facilitate
traffic movement rather than protect pedestrians, bicyclists, children and adult residents,
residential viability, and property values.

B) Conduct a proper analysis and impact study that addresses the issues enumerated in this letter,
as well as relevant others that may surface during the analysis.

C) Add sufficient traffic mitigation to ensure the preservation of the neighborhood and safety of its
residents.
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From: Suzy Campbell

To: Dana Mahaffey

Subject: Mckinley village traffic

Date: Friday, March 3, 2017 5:39:43 PM
Dana Mahaffey,

Please reconsider the inadequate traffic plan for the village in consideration of neighborhood impact, safety and
quality of life.

Thank you,
Suzy Campbell

801 Alhambra Ste 3
Sacramento CA 95816


mailto:mscamp56@sbcglobal.net
mailto:DMahaffey@cityofsacramento.org

From: Antonia Chapralis

To: Dana Mahaffey

Subject: McKinley Village EIR/Traffic Issues
Date: Monday, February 27, 2017 8:51:03 PM
Hello, Dana.

I'm sending this again to make sure you received my letter. It was
undeliverable at the address
listed for you (kmahalffey. . .)

We are already experiencing the negative impact of traffic from McKinley
Village. I've had
close encounters w/ cars speeding down 40th St. and it's getting worse!
Then the other day
there was a traffic jam at the 5-way stop at McKinley Blvd. and D St. All the
stop signs had from 1 to 3 cars lined up and a blind person was trying to
cross the street. It took two of us to help the pedestrian, but it could have
been very serious. These unmitigated traffic impacts are getting worse for
those of us living in East Sacramento proper.

While sitting through the town hall meetings regarding McKinley Village, one
could see that the current EIR was done poorly and hastily. Not all of the
planning department were on the same page and we found
it embarrassing, to say the least. Please: Conduct a full INDEPENDENT
traffic analysis. Re-circulate
the EIR now for more public input. (Don't do it during summer vacation.)
De-certify the current EIR!

Please COMPLY WITH THE DECISION OF THE COURT OF APPEALS. We
are against the "Revised
EIR for the McKinley Village Project."

Sincerely,
Tim & Toni Chapralis


mailto:paraskaki@sbcglobal.net
mailto:DMahaffey@cityofsacramento.org

Match 1, 2017

Dana Mahaffey, Associate Planner

City of Sacramento, Community Development Department
Environmental Planning Services

300 Richards Boulevard, Third Floor

Sactamento, CA 95811

VIA U.S. MATL and VIA EMAIL. dmahaffey@cityofsacramento.Org

Dear Ms. Mahaffey:

Tam an [ Street tesident in Midtown Sacramento and urge the City to comply with the Court’s ruling
in Eait Sacramento Partwerships for a Livable City v. City of Sacramento, et al., by decertifying the current
EIR, conducting a full and independent traffic analysis and recirculating the EIR for additional

- public comment. In addition, I am opposed to the Revised EIR for the McKinley Village Project
because it does not contain a new traffic analysis, and there is no mitigation for the impact of traffic
from McKinley Village on the surrounding neighborhoods and roadways. The City has essentially
ignored the Cowrt’s ruling and abandoned its duty to see that the impact of traffic from the
McKinley Village does not unfairly burden the current residents.

Recently, I notified the City about an increased difficulty exiting my driveway during commute
hours. In October 2016, the City conducted a traffic study on I Street that showed 4,500 cars pass
my home each weekday. The survey occurred on a non-event day at the new Golden One arena so
the impact of traffic from that development was not considered. Surptisingly, I learned that there
wete no current traffic counts for the other Midtown Streets (A to H Streets) from which to
compare the volume of traffic (4,500 daily cats) on my street with the othet streets. This also means
that there are no current traffic counts and studies on the other streets to compate what might
happen when McKinley Village is fully completed. The City acknowledged that 4,500 cars is 2
significant number of cars for a residential street, and that it had insufficient information to
determine if I Street was unfairly impacted by traffic compared to other stteets, vet it still
mexplicably takes the position that McKinley Village traffic will not impact the already
ovetburdened traffic on I Street. There is no current data to suppott the City’s conclusion, and it
must be required to fairly evaluate the traffic impact from McKinley Village.

In addition, I Street is the only street now in the Midtown area between A and | Streets without a
City imposed street closure, and I Street has the only unencumbered ditect path from McKinley
Village to downtown, the Golden One arena, Interstate 5 and Amtrak. Yet, without supporting
evidence, the City asserts that I Street is too far from McKinley Village to be impacted by traffic
even though it is highly likely that the residents of McKinley Village will seek the most direct and
least restrictive route to downtown, which is [ Street. The City has tumed its back on mitigating
tratfic fairly and responsibly for all its residents, and must be required to develop curtent, reliable
traffic information so that informed decisions can be made about how best to compate, evaluate,
and mitigate traffic in Midtown from the massive increase in traffic related to the McKinley Village
project.
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Please decertify the current EIR and require the City to comply with the Court of Appeal decision L
by conducting a full and independent traffic analysis and then recitculating the EIR for additional
public comment. Also, please reject the Revised EIR for the McKinley Village Project because it
does not offer any mitigation or current traffic information to make any type of informed decision
about the impacts of the project. Amny less than decertifying the current EIR and rejecting the
Revised EIR for the McKinley Village Project and the City will have ignored the Court, and ignored
its responsibility to develop responsible and current infortnation about traffic from a development
that will have a direct and major impact on its current residents.

"Thank you for considering my comments.

Sincerely,

Richard Clark

2619 1 Street
Sacramento, CA 95816
RMC100@outlook.com
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From: Ashley Conrad-Saydah

To: Mayor Steinberg; Dana Mahaffey; Jeff S. Harris
Subject: McKinley Village mitigation
Date: Friday, March 3, 2017 11:44:06 PM

To my city representatives:

McKinley Village will create unacceptable traffic in our neighborhood, creating hazards to pedestrians, cyclists, and
other drivers. Additional idling traffic increases air pollution as well, further exacerbating the health problems
aready posed by a development hemmed in by a highway and railroad. Include an additional access point at
Alhambra, replete with safe, active transit routes for cyclists and pedestrians and bus stops to ensure connectivity
with other city transit routes. Please adopt this as a mitigation measure as part of the project at the expense of the
developer, not the city.

Thank you.
Sincerely,

Ashley Conrad-Saydah
Sacramento, CA 95819

Sent from my mobile.


mailto:ashescs@gmail.com
mailto:MayorSteinberg@cityofsacramento.org
mailto:DMahaffey@cityofsacramento.org
mailto:JSHarris@cityofsacramento.org

From: rick doerr

To: Dana Mahaffey
Subject: STOP McKinley Village "Please comply with the Court of Appeal’s ruling and analyze traffic impacts”
Date: Tuesday, February 28, 2017 6:45:23 AM

Council member Dana Mahaffey,

During the months taken by the Supreme Court to reach its decision, the opinion of the Court of
Appeal could not be delivered to the Superior Court for implementation.

During the delay, the City of Sacramento issued its “Revised Draft EIR for McKinley Village.” Yet,
the Revised EIR contains no new traffic analysis. The lack of analysis in the Revised EIR does
not address the Court’s direction to properly analyze traffic impacts, and does not reduce those
impacts in any way in our neighborhoods and in the central core.

ESPLC believes that the City’s latest action violates not only the letter and spirit of CEQA, but also
the express directions given by the Court of Appeal in its published decision.

The Court of Appeal’s decision—as confirmed by the Supreme Court—is significant and, quite
literally, precedent setting. It requires cities and developers state-wide to respect the health and
well-being of the People by properly evaluating the environmental impacts of new developments
before they are approved. The decision confirms that which should have been obvious: the
developers—and the government at the behest of the developers—cannot paper over significant
environmental impacts by simply declaring those impacts to be “acceptable” without proper study
and disclosure to the people who will be impacted. Here, however, the decision will be
meaningless if the City is allowed to circumvent the Court of Appeal’s ruling before it takes effect.
To avoid that, we need your help.

Rick & Sally Doerr
199 Tivoli Way
Sacramento CA 95819


mailto:miamilakers328@yahoo.com
mailto:DMahaffey@cityofsacramento.org

From: Shannon Downs

To: Dana Mahaffey
Subject: Fwd: McKinley Village Traffic Impact on East Sacramento Residents
Date: Monday, February 27, 2017 11:34:35 AM

Dear Ms. Mahaffey,

I'm aresident of East Sacramento and live on a street that connects with Elvas. | think our
traffic is aready heavy on this road and can be very dangerous when trying to pull into traffic
because of the speed and high volume of cars. I'm very concerned of the safety of using this
road and many others in my neighborhood once McKinley Village becomes populated and we
have 300+ cars on the road.

| want you to REJECT the inadequate "Revised EIR" and COMPLY with the Court of
Appeal's decision.

Thank you,

Shannon

Shannon Downs, CLPF, NGA
Downs Fiduciary Services

3626 Fair Oaks Blvd., Suite 300
Sacramento, CA 95864

(916) 207-9994
www.downsfiduciary.com


mailto:downsfiduciary@gmail.com
mailto:DMahaffey@cityofsacramento.org
tel:(916)%20207-9994
http://www.downsfiduciary.com/
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VIA HAND DELIVERY AND BY EMAIL

Dana Mahaffey, Associate Planner

City of Sacramento, Community Development Department
Environmental Planning Services

300 Richards Boulevard, Third Floor

Sacramento, CA 95811

dmahaffey@cityofsacramento.org

RE: Comments On Revised Draft Environmental Impact Report For
The McKinley Village Project (P08-086)

Dear Ms. Mahaffey:

The Revised Draft Environmental Impact Report for the McKinley Village Project (the
“RDEIR") is fatally flawed insofar as it (i) improperly attempts to circumvent a decision by the Court
of Appeal that requires the Project EIR's decertification; (i) fails to correct deficiencies in the EIR's
traffic analysis that the Court of Appeal concluded render the EIR noncompliant with the California
Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA"); (iii) fails to satisfy the requirements for a supplemental or
subsequent EIR in that it ignores significant changes in the circumstances since the original EIR
was certified; and (iv) was not recirculated as required by CEQA. If these defects are not remedied,
the McKinley Village Project will remain in violation of CEQA, and will continue to impair the quality
of life of the residents of the City of Sacramento.

On November 7, 2016, the Court of Appeal of the State of California, Third Appellate
District, issued an opinion in the action captioned East Sacramento Partnerships for a Livable City
v. City of Sacramento, et al., Case No. C079614 (the “ESPLC Action”), in which the Court of Appeal
concluded that the Project's EIR failed to comply with CEQA (the "Opinion"). In particular, the Court
held that the EIR's traffic analysis was deficient because the EIR determined, based solely on a
mobility element in the City's 2030 General Plan, that the Project's impacts on severely degrading
traffic conditions at certain intersections were insignificant. The Court of Appeal explained that the
General Plan alone does not constitute substantial evidence that the Project's impacts on failing
traffic conditions are insignificant. On that basis, the Court remanded the case to the Superior
Court for the County of Sacramento for entry of an order requiring the City to decertify the Project
EIR, and to bring its traffic analysis into compliance with CEQA.

Not only has the City failed to follow the procedural steps mandated by the Court of Appeal
(i.e., decertification of the Project EIR), but the RDEIR is substantively deficient both in light of the
Court of Appeal's Opinion and the requirements of CEQA. First, the RDEIR does not correct the
defects that the Court of Appeal identified in its Opinion since the RDEIR, like the original EIR, fails
to support its conclusion that the Project's impacts on degrading traffic conditions are less than
significant with substantial evidence. Second, the RDEIR fails to account for substantial changes

Brown Rudnick LLP Boston | Dublin [ Hartford | London | New York |Orange County ’Paris I Providence | Washington DC
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from the time that the original Project EIR was certified—including the City's adoption of the 2035
General Plan—that require the City to prepare a supplemental or subsequent Project EIR pursuant
to Public Resources Code § 21166 and 14 Cal Code Regs. § 15162(a)(2). For example, the
RDEIR continues to analyze the Project's traffic impacts under the version of Mobility Policy 1.2.2
that was in place when the Project was originally approved. This policy was superseded by the
2035 General Plan.

Accordingly, in order to comply with CEQA and the Court of Appeal Opinion, the City must
(i) decertify the Project EIR; (i) prepare a subsequent or supplemental EIR that both corrects the
deficiencies identified by the Court of Appeal and accounts for significant changes since the original
Project EIR was certified, including the City's adoption of the 2035 General Plan; and (iii) recirculate
the subsequent or supplemental EIR for public review and comment before considering its
certification.

A. The City's Approval of the McKinley Village Project

The McKinley Village Project, which includes the construction of 336 residential units, is
located on 49 acres of land zoned for heavy industrial uses. It is surrounded by a major freeway to
the north, railroad tracks to the south, and is adjacent to a methane-polluted former landfill. Among
other impacts, the Project is expected to generate an additional 3,500 vehicle trips per day in an
already congested area.

The City circulated a draft EIR ("DEIR") for the Project for public review and comment from
November 12, 2013 until January 10, 2014. Notwithstanding the size, location, and complexity of
the Project, the DEIR claimed that all significant impacts related to the Project could be reduced to
a less than significant level. Extensive comments were submitted to the City during the DEIR public
comment period. In total, the City received nearly 130 comment letters on the DEIR, most of them
from responsible agencies, environmental groups, neighborhood organizations, and citizens
concerned about the adverse environmental impacts of the Project. For example, Caltrans
submitted comments indicating that it had "serious concerns regarding the lack of adequate traffic
analysis" in the DEIR. ESPLC also submitted comments on the DEIR that were supported by
analysis prepared by expert environmental, planning, and traffic consultants. Instead of providing
good faith, reasoned responses to the comments on the DEIR, the City published the Final EIR
("FEIR") with relatively minimal changes. The FEIR failed to adequately address the deficiencies in
the DEIR identified by ESPLC and others.

The City Council held its first public hearing on the Project on April 29, 2014. At the
hearing, Councilmember Hansen moved to approve the Project before the public comment portion
of the hearing was opened. Ultimately, in a split 6-3 vote, the City Council certified the EIR and
approved the Project. The dissenting counciimembers expressed concerns given the neighborhood
opposition; traffic, air, and noise impacts; and inadequate site access and its associated effect on
emergency response times. The City filed its Notice of Determination on April 30, 2014,

B. The ESPLC Action

On May 30, 2014, ESPLC filed a petition for writ of mandate in the Superior Court for the
County of Sacramento to challenge the City's approval of the Project. ESPLC argued that the City's
approval of the Project failed to comply with CEQA because the Project EIR (i) failed to adequately
analyze the Project's significant health impacts; (i) failed to address significant and unavoidable
traffic impacts; (iii) failed to disclose or to mitigate significant methane impacts; and (iv) failed to
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disclose significant unavoidable noise impacts. In addition, ESPLC argued that the Project was
inconsistent with the City of Sacramento's 2030 General Plan.

After the trial court denied ESPLC's petition, on June 22, 2015, ESPLC timely filed a notice
of appeal of the trial court's judgment. After briefing and oral argument, on November 7, 2016, the
Court of Appeal issued its Opinion reversing in part the trial court's denial of ESPLC's petition, and
concluding that the Project EIR's traffic analysis failed to comply with CEQA. The Court highlighted
the fact that the EIR "found traffic impacts at intersections on 28th and 29th Streets that changed
conditions from LOS C to LOS E and from LOS A to LOS D under existing plus project conditions,"
and that "[u]nder cumulative plus project conditions, several intersections on 28th, 29th, and 30th
Streets are at LOS F, with significant delays." As the Court of Appeal explained:

The EIR found these impacts to be less than significant based solely on the
mobility element in the City's general plan, without any evidence that such
impacts were insignificant. Indeed, the Master EIR for the City's 2030 general
plan, which adopted the mobility element at issue, recognized that the impact of
traffic increases above LOS D-E were “significant and unavoidable.” Further, the
EIR finds similar changes to LOS conditions in East Sacramento, outside the
core area, are significant impacts and require mitigation. Accordingly, there is
evidence of a significant impact on traffic on 28th, 29th, and 30th Streets. As

in Amador Waterways, the EIR contains no explanation why such increases in
traffic in the core area are not significant impacts, other than reliance on the
mobility element of the general plan that permits LOS F in the core area during
peak times.

The Court of Appeal went on to explain that the EIR's conclusion that the foregoing traffic
impacts were not significant was not supported by substantial evidence because "[t]he general plan
alone does not constitute substantial evidence that there is no significant impact." The Court
concluded as follows:

Because the EIR fails to explain or provide substantial evidence to support the
finding of no significant traffic impact at these intersections, we must reverse the
trial court’s denial of ESPLC'’s petition for a writ of mandate and remand the case
for issuance of a writ directing the City to set aside its certification of the
final EIR and to take the action necessary to bring the transportation and
circulation section of the EIR into compliance with CEQA.... The City need
only correct the deficiency in the EIR that we have just described before
considering recertification of the EIR. (Emphasis added.)

Thus, the Court of Appeal's Opinion plainly directs the trial court to enter an order requiring
decertification of the Project EIR, remediation of the EIR's deficient traffic analysis, and
recertification of the EIR.

Neither the City of Sacramento nor the City Council filed a petition for review of the Court of
Appeal’s decision by the California Supreme Court. However, on December 23, 2016, the City of
Sacramento filed a request in the California Supreme Court for the depublication of the Court of
Appeal’s Opinion. Over a dozen non-parties to the ESPLC Action also filed requests for
depublication of the Court of Appeal’s Opinion, and ESPLC filed oppositions to those requests. On
February 15, 2017, the California Supreme Court denied all of the requests for depublication and
declined to review the matter on its own motion, thereby rendering the Court of Appeal’s Opinion
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final. On February 17, 2017, the Court of Appeal issued a remittitur of the matter to the Superior
Court. As directed by the Court of Appeal, on remand, the Superior Court is to enter an order
requiring that the EIR be decertified and its traffic analysis brought into compliance with CEQA.

C. The Revised FEIR Violates both CEQA and the Opinion of the Court of Appeal

As noted, and for the reasons explained below, the RDEIR for the Project does not comply
with CEQA or the Court of Appeal’s Opinion in the ESPLC Action.

Terra Nova, a leading expert on CEQA issues, reviewed the RDEIR in light of the 2035 General
Plan and the Court of Appeal’s Opinion, and concluded that the RDEIR complies with neither. Terra
Nova's review is attached hereto as Exhibit A, and is incorporated into this letter as though set forth
in full.

1. The RDEIR Reflects an Improper Attempt to Circumvent the Court of Appeal’s
Determination that the Project EIR Must Be Decertified

Upon determining that the Project EIR failed to comply with CEQA, and reversing and
remanding the ESPLC Action to the Superior Court for the County of Sacramento, the Court of
Appeal expressly directed the Superior Court to issue “a writ directing the City to set aside its
certification of the final EIR . . ..” Nevertheless, the City has not decertified the Project EIR in
accordance with the Court of Appeal’s Opinion. Instead, the City attempted to circumvent the Court
of Appeal’s Opinion by taking advantage of the aforementioned requests for depublication of the
Opinion, and the unusual delay that this caused to the remittitur's issuance to the Superior Court,
which in turn delayed entry of an order by the Superior Court in the form directed by the Court of
Appeal.

Specifically, while the requests for depublication were pending in the California Supreme
Court, instead of decertifying the EIR as required by the Opinion, the City purported to "revise" the
Project EIR and posted a Notice of Availability of the RDEIR, purporting to commence a review and
public comment period of 45 days that expires on March 3, 2015. However, as the Court of
Appeal's decision is now final, and the remittitur to the trial court has been issued, there is no
justification for the City's attempt to preemptively circumvent an order that the trial court must issue
in the form directed by the Court of Appeal. In accordance with the Court of Appeal’s express
instruction, that order must require the City to decertify the project EIR.

2. The RDEIR Does Not Correct the Fatal Deficiency |dentified by the Court of Appeal

As detailed in the accompanying letter from Terra Nova, the RDEIR remains defective for
the same reason identified by the Court of Appeal, namely, that it fails to provide substantial
evidence to support its conclusion that certain degrading traffic conditions are not significant.
Indeed, the RDEIR contains no new analysis and provides no new evidence that could justify its
conclusion that LOS F traffic impacts at intersections in the City's "Core Area" are insignificant.
Although the City's “explanation” of Mobility Element policy M.1.2.2 has been expanded since the
original EIR to explain certain “community values,” it does not address the Court of Appeal's
statement that “‘community values’ do not... necessarily measure environmental impacts.”

Moreover, although the RDEIR attempts to explain how the Mobility Element is consistent
with state policies regarding the reduction of vehicle trips and associated greenhouse gas
emissions, the RDEIR does not quantify how the Mobility Policy will improve these environmental
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impacts. Rather than providing any evidence (let alone substantial evidence) that the degrading
traffic conditions identified by the Court of Appeal do not constitute significant environmental
impacts, the RDEIR continues to rely solely on the Mobility Element in the 2030 General Plan to
support its conclusion that degrading traffic conditions at certain intersections in the City’s “Core
Area” are less than significant. As a result, the RDEIR fails to cure the fatal defect identified by the
Court of Appeal, or to address the Court’s clear and unambiguous statement that "[t]he general plan
alone does not constitute substantial evidence that there is no significant impact.”

3. The RDEIR Does Not Satisfy The City's CEQA Obligation to Prepare a Subsequent or
Supplemental EIR

The City is required to prepare a Subsequent or Supplemental EIR pursuant to Public
Resources Code Section 21166, which provides as follows:

When an environmental impact report has been prepared for a project
pursuant to this division, no subsequent or supplemental environmental
impact report shall be required by the lead agency or by any responsible
agency, unless one or more of the following events occurs:

(a) Substantial changes are proposed in the project which will require major
revisions of the environmental impact report.

(b) Substantial changes occur with respect to the circumstances under
which the project is being undertaken which will require major revisions
in the environmental impact report.

(c) New information, which was not known and could not have been known
at the time the environmental impact report was certified as complete,
becomes available.

See also 14 CCR § 15162(a)(2).

Following the City's certification of the Project EIR in 2014, the City of Sacramento adopted
its 2035 General Plan. The 2035 General Plan indisputably constitutes a "substantial change" that
must be accounted for in the City's review of the McKinley Village Project following the Court of
Appeal's Opinion before a subsequent or supplemental EIR can be certified. The adoption of the
2035 General Plan dramatically changes much of the analysis in multiple sections of the RDEIR.
For example, the 2035 General Plan substantially revised Mobility Element Policy M 1.2.2, on which
the Project EIR's traffic analysis relies. Nevertheless, the RDEIR analyzes traffic impacts under the
superseded version of Mobility Policy 1.2.2 that appeared in the City's 2030 General Plan. The
changes to Mobility Policy 1.2.2 in the City’s 2035 General Plan create potentially significant
environmental impacts relating not only to traffic, but to air quality, noise, and emergency services.
These impacts must be studied before a supplemental or subsequent EIR can be certified. Thus,
the RDEIR is inadequate because its analysis is based on policies and provisions in a General Plan
that is no longer valid.

4. The City Failed to Recirculate the EIR as Required By CEQA

Not only did the City fail to decertify the Project EIR, fail to correct the deficiencies in the
EIR, and fail to prepare a subsequent or supplemental EIR to account for substantial changes as
required by CEQA, but the City also created a faulty and invalid process for circulation of, and
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public comment on, the RDEIR. Recirculation of an EIR is governed by 14 CCR § 15088.5, which
provides, in relevant part, as follows:

(a) A lead agency is required to recirculate an EIR when significant new
information is added to the EIR after public notice is given of the
availability of the draft EIR for public review under Section 15087 but
before certification. As used in this section, the term “information” can
include changes in the project or environmental setting as well as
additional data or other information. New information added to an EIR is
not “significant” unless the EIR is changed in a way that deprives the
public of a meaningful opportunity to comment upon a substantial adverse
environmental effect of the project or a feasible way to mitigate or avoid
such an effect (including a feasible project alternative) that the project's
proponents have declined to implement. “Significant new information”
requiring recirculation include, for example, a disclosure showing that:

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

(2) A substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact
would result unless mitigation measures are adopted that reduce the
impact to a level of insignificance.

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

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

See also Public Resources Code Section 21092.1.

As discussed above, the City is required to prepare a subsequent or supplemental EIR that
accounts for the City’s adoption of the 2035 General Plan. That subsequent or supplemental EIR
will necessarily include “significant new information” within the meaning of Section 15088.5 of the
CEQA Guidelines, and will thus require recirculation.

But even if the RDEIR was procedurally proper or substantively adequate (it is not), and
even if a partial recirculation of the EIR was appropriate in this case (it is not), the City’s circulation
of the RDEIR would remain deficient and a violation of CEQA. In its Notice of Availability of the
RDEIR, the City acknowledged that it would not recirculate the EIR as a whole, and stated that
“Iblecause the Court of Appeal expressly limited the scope of the cure required to remedy the EIR'’s
deficiency, the City is recirculating only the Revised Draft EIR and Appendix A to the Revised Draft
EIR for review and comment.” The Court of Appeal’s determination that the Project EIR failed to
comply with CEQA was based on its conclusion that the EIR’s traffic analysis was deficient.
Nevertheless, the City did not recirculate even the complete Section 4.9 of the EIR that discusses
“Transportation and Circulation.” Instead, the City circulated only a portion of that section reflecting
changes that the City made to the Project EIR. However, as explained in the accompanying letter
from Terra Nova, it is difficult if not impossible to evaluate the RDEIR because a reader must flip
back and forth between the original EIR that the Court of Appeal found defective, and the very
limited RDEIR that the City made available for review. A reader cannot simply review the RDEIR



March 3, 2017
»ip] Page 7
L) [N

and understand its discussion in context, as the RDEIR includes, for example, partial data from
tables that appear in the EIR. Particularly for an issue as complex and interdependent as traffic, the
City cannot, consistent with its obligations under CEQA, simply extract and circulate for review just
a fragment of the EIR’s traffic discussion.

Accordingly, the City must prepare a supplemental or subsequent EIR that accounts for
changes since the original EIR was certified, and that includes an adequate traffic analysis which is
supported by substantial evidence. Because that supplemental or subsequent EIR will include
substantial new information including, among other things, analysis based on the 2035 General
Plan, the City must recirculate that EIR for public review and comment pursuant to CEQA Section
15088.5(a).

D. Conclusion

For all of the reasons stated above, the RDEIR does not comply with CEQA or with the
Court of Appeal's decision in the ESPLC Action. To comply with CEQA and with the Court of
Appeal's decision, the City must (i) decertify the Project EIR; (ii) prepare a subsequent or
supplemental EIR that both corrects the deficiencies identified by the Court of Appeal and accounts
for significant changes since the original Project EIR was certified, including the City's adoption of
the 2035 General Plan; and (iii) recirculate the subsequent or supplemental EIR for public review
and comment before considering its certification.

Sincerely,

BROWN RUDNICK LLP

o

STEPWEN R. COOK
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February 28, 2017

Mr. Stephen R. Cook

Brown Rudnick LLP

2211 Michelson Drive, 7™ Floor
Irvine, CA 92612

RE: McKinley Village Project (P08-806) Revised Draft Environmental Impact Report (SCH
2008082049)

Dear Mr. Cook:

Following our telephone conversations, this letter is written in response to your request that
we review the revised Environmental Impact Report for the McKinley Village Project
(revised DEIR), released by the City for public comment on January 18, 2017. This review
has been undertaken to analyze whether the revised DEIR conforms to the requirements of
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), and the direction provided by the Court
of Appeal in its Opinion in this case, as provided below, also in the context of the
requirements of CEQA. The court found that:

“...Here, the EIR found traffic impacts at intersections on 28th and 29th Streets
that changed conditions from LOS C to LOS E and from LOS A to LOS D under
existing plus project conditions. Under cumulative plus project conditions,
several intersections on 28th, 29th, and 30th Streets are at LOS F, with
significant delays. The EIR found these impacts to be less than significant
based solely on the mobility element in the City’s general plan. However, the
EIR finds similar changes to LOS conditions in East Sacramento, outside the
core area, are significant impacts and require mitigation. Accordingly, there is
evidence of a significant impact on traffic on 28th, 29th, and 30th Streets. As
in Amador Waterways, the EIR contains no explanation why such increases in
traffic in the core area are not significant impacts, other than reliance on the
mobility element of the general plan that permits LOS F in the core area
during peak times.

In response to a comment questioning the City’s discretion in establishing its
own LOS thresholds of significance, the final EIR states that the LOS thresholds
of the City’s general plan reflect “community values.” Such “community
values” do not, however, necessarily measure environmental impacts. (Cf.
Berkeley Jets, supra, 91 Cal. App.4th at p. 1381 [land use noise threshold not
determinative for CEQA].) The core area of the general plan covers downtown
and midtown Sacramento and includes both busy commercial and quiet
residential streets. The CEQA Guidelines caution that “the significance of an
activity may vary with the setting.” (CEQA Guideline, § 15064, subd.(b).)

42635 MELANIE PLACE, SUITE 101, PALM DESERT, CA 92211 (760) 341-4800
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The general plan alone does not constitute substantial evidence that there is
no significant impact. “[T]he fact that a particular environmental effect meets
a particular threshold cannot be used as an automatic determinant that the
effect is or is not significant. To paraphrase our decision in Communities for a
Better Environment, a threshold of significance cannot be applied in a way
that would foreclose the consideration of other substantial evidence tending to
show the environmental effect to which the threshold relates might be
significant...

...Because the EIR fails to explain or provide substantial evidence to support
the finding of no significant traffic impact at these intersections, we must
reverse the trial court’s denial of ESPLC'’s petition for a writ of mandate and
remand the case for issuance of a writ directing the City to set aside its
certification of the final EIR and to take the action necessary to bring the
transportation and circulation section of the EIR into compliance with
CEQA....The City need only correct the deficiency in the EIR that we have just
described before considering recertification of the EIR.” (emphasis added)

Document Format and Content

The DEIR contains only portions of Section 4.9, Transportation and Circulation, on the basis
that “Section 15088.5 requires recirculation of only the significant new information, rather
than the entire EIR.”! This reasoning fails for two reasons. First, the writer mis-represents the
provisions of CEQA Section 15088.5. Section 15088.5(c) reads:

“If the revision is limited to a few chapters or portions of the EIR, the lead agency need only
recirculate the chapters or portions that have been modified.”

In this case, the recirculated document must include the entire Section 4.9, Transportation
and Circulation, not only those paragraphs or pages which the City has edited. It is
impossible to consider the revised DEIR’s adequacy in this case, because one must move
back and forth between the original EIR and the revision to understand the discussion in
context. This includes eviscerated Tables, where only portions of the Table are provided in
the revised DEIR, and the balance must be found in the original. Particularly for an issue as
complex and interdependent as traffic, pulling the discussion out of context is inappropriate,
and inconsistent with the requirements of CEQA.

Second, the City was required by the court to “set aside its certification of the final EIR.” As
a result of the City’s failure to set aside that certification, there is no EIR on which to depend,
and the document should have been recirculated in its entirety, although only the changes in
the Transportation and Circulation section were to be made. The court was clear: the City
was to only make the changes necessary to this section “before considering recertification of
the EIR.” We understand that the City has not complied with the Court of Appeal’s direction

L McKinley Village Project Revised Draft Environmental Impact Report, page 1-2.
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to set aside the certification of the document. The City should not compound that error by
improperly distributing only revised pages instead of the document as a whole, as required by
CEQA.

In addition, the City’s analysis considers the wrong Mobility Element policy, a policy that is
simply no longer operative. Since the certification of the original EIR, the City has
substantially amended and adopted a revised Mobility Element Policy M 1.2.2. The revised
DEIR should have analyzed the revised policy, not the original, since the original no longer
applies or exists.

The substantial change in the adopted General Plan leads to another conclusion: the revised
DEIR is inadequate because it considers a General Plan which no longer exists. Under CEQA
Section 15088.5(a), a “lead agency is required to recirculate an EIR when significant new
information is added to the EIR after public notice is given of the availability of the draft EIR
for public review...but before certification.” In this case, the City’s updated General Plan
contains substantial new information and changes in policy that must be included in the
revised DEIR, because there is no certified EIR at this time. For these reasons, the City must
undertake a Supplemental EIR to comply with CEQA. Again, the City’s failure to comply
with the Court of Appeal Opinion directing the City to set aside the certification is no reason
to avoid compliance with CEQA.

Analysis

The revised DEIR contains no new analysis, and provides no justification for significant
impacts associated with intersections in the City’s Core Area. The “explanation” of the City’s
Mobility Element policy M.1.2.2 has been expanded to better explain the “community
values” of increased bicycle and pedestrian activity, but does not address the court’s direction
that “community values do not, however, necessarily measure environmental impacts.” The
revised DEIR states that the threshold of significance relating to LOS is two-pronged:

The first prong of the threshold is to analyze whether “traffic generated by the project
degrades LOS from an acceptable LOS (without the project) to an unacceptable LOS (with
the project).”” If it does, then the project will have significant environmental impacts. The
revised DEIR, however, continues to state that the fact that the project will degrade LOS in
the Core Area is less than significant solely because of the existence of the now defunct
Mobility Element policy. There is no consideration that this policy does not measure
environmental impact. The revised DEIR failed to provide an analysis of the environmental
impact associated with this degradation. As a result, the impacts associated with the first
prong of the threshold of significance remain significant and unavoidable, and should be
declared as such in the revised DEIR.

The second prong of the threshold is to determine whether “[t]he LOS (without
Project) is unacceptable and Project generated traffic increases the average vehicle

. CEQA Guidelines, Appendix G.
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delay by 5 seconds or more.” In this case, the revised DEIR clearly states that three
intersections would experience a reduction from LOS C/D to LOS E/F, and therefore fail to
meet this threshold in the Core Area, and four additional intersections would continue to
operate at LOS E and F, and meet this threshold during the AM/PM peak hour. In both cases,
the only explanation given for a determination of “less than significant impacts” is Mobility
Element policy M 1.2.2. The analysis in the EIR shows that this impact is significant, since
by any standard, including the City’s own in every other area but the Core, LOS E and F are
unacceptable. The revised DEIR, however, fails to address the court’s determination that the
“general plan alone does not constitute substantial evidence that there is no significant
impact.” The revised DEIR also fails to address the issue that “a threshold of significance
cannot be applied in a way that would foreclose the consideration of other substantial
evidence tending to show the environmental effect to which the threshold relates might be
significant.” In this case, under the requirements of CEQA and consistent with the court’s
interpretation, the City offers no substantial evidence that the reductions in LOS that will be
experienced in at least 6 intersections will not have a substantial environmental impact, given
that LOS E and F are considered unacceptable in the City and throughout California. The
LOS standard is well established, and extends well beyond local jurisdictions. For example,
the California Department of Transportation will not fund street improvement projects for
locations with unacceptable LOS E or F, unless the relevant jurisdiction can first demonstrate
that it will improve the level of service to LOS D or better. This represents substantial
evidence that the LOS standard of LOS D or better is a tangible and widely accepted measure
of environmental impact when considering intersection traffic flow.

Appendix A
As described above, the revised DEIR includes no new quantitative analysis of the traffic

impacts associated with the proposed project. Instead, the revised DEIR relies on an
explanation of the City’s policy M 1.2.2, provided in Appendix A of the document. This
appendix attempts at length to justify why an unacceptable LOS in the Core Area is possible
and acceptable. The analysis, however, does not provide any explanation of whether a failure
in LOS standards is an environmental impact. On the contrary, the analysis provided in the
Appendix states that in an urban core which is “transit-rich” results in “decreased per capita
vehicle travel and increased use of alternative travel modes.” If this is the case, the traffic
model for the General Plan and the McKinley Village project must show that LOS will be
improved in this environment. Current traffic modeling technology allows for the assignment
of vehicle trips to transit, pedestrian or NEV use. This type of quantified analysis would be
substantial evidence under CEQA that the Mobility Element policy is having a positive
environmental impact. However, the revised DEIR, the EIRs for General Plan 2030 or 2035
do not provide such an analysis, and do not demonstrate that the City’s Core Area policy
will, in fact. have any effect on the environment.

The Appendix explains at length how the Mobility Element policy complies with state
policies relating to reduced vehicle trips and associated reductions in greenhouse gas
emissions. However, the Appendix fails to quantify how the policy will improve both these
environmental impacts. Without a demonstrated decrease in either vehicle trips (reflected in
LOS) or in greenhouse gas emissions, the Appendix fails to provide the analysis necessary
under CEQA to show the level or environmental impact, and the associated reduction that the



Mr. Stephen R. Cook
February 28, 2017
Page 5 of 6

policy will have on that impact. As a result, the Appendix neither addresses the
environmental threshold required under CEQA, nor the court’s order to demonstrate whether
there will be an environmental impact and how that impact will be reduced. Furthermore, the
analysis in the Appendix considers a policy which no longer exists. The General Plan 2035
text for Mobility Element Policy 1.2.2 substantially changed from that in the 2030 General
Plan. The Appendix’s analysis, therefore, is flawed, and should be redone to consider current

City policy.

The Appendix also lists a number of improvements that the applicant has been conditioned to
complete in order to reduce the project’s impacts on area traffic. What the Appendix fails to
demonstrate is that these improvements are project-related conditions of approval that would
be required to accommodate the project’s impacts on the circulation system. They are not, as
required in the Mobility Element policy, improvements related to improving the regional
transportation network into and in the Core Area. Therefore, they cannot be considered to be
implementing the policy, and must be considered only as they relate to direct project impact
improvements.

Finally, we note that the Appendix continues to include the addition of a vehicular and/or
bicycle tunnel at Alhambra Boulevard as a condition of approval. As we have noted in our
previous reviews of the environmental documentation for this project, the original EIR had
absolutely no analysis of the impacts associated with the tunnel, stating that the tunnel had
not been analyzed because it was infeasible. The City, however, continues to give the
applicant credit for this access alternative as part of the suite of conditions of approval that
purport to mitigate the project’s traffic impacts. It is not acceptable under CEQA to provide
no analysis of the impacts of a condition of approval, and then to impose it on a project and
expect it to be implemented.

2035 General Plan

In 2013, shortly after the approval of the proposed project, the City adopted changes to its
General Plan. Although the original EIR was prepared under the 2030 General Plan, the
revised EIR should analyze the project’s consistency with the 2035 General Plan, since it is
now the document that governs the City’s land use decisions.

Most significant in this change as it relates to the traffic impacts for the project is the horizon
year adopted with the General Plan update. The original EIR studied a horizon year of 2030,
consistent with the adopted General Plan at the time. However, the 2013 update changed that
horizon year to 2035. The revised EIR must include traffic analysis for horizon year 2035.
Without this analysis, it cannot claim that the project is consistent with the General Plan.

The 2035 General Plan includes comprehensive and extensive changes to the Mobility
Element that have not been considered in the revised EIR. Perhaps most significantly, the
2035 General Plan significantly modifies Mobility Element Policy 1.2.2, including changes,
additions and deletions to roadways where unacceptable levels of service are made
acceptable, including the removal of Alhambra Boulevard and addition of Elvas Avenue and
H Street as acceptable LOS E roadways. These changes have the potential to significantly
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affect the impacts of the proposed project on both neighborhood roadways and the regional
traffic system.

The potentially significant impacts of the changes in Mobility Element Policy 1.2.2 are far
reaching. They include, but are not limited to not only traffic, but also to air quality, noise
and emergency services. There must be an analysis conducted to consider how much more
significant the changes and additions will negatively impact air quality, as a result of
increased idling, “hot spot” creation at failed intersections, and GHG emissions over many
years of congested traffic. The revised EIR must consider how much more noise will result to
adjacent sensitive receptors, including parks, playgrounds, schools, homes, and care
facilities, as a result of stalled traffic which will be made worse by the proposed project.
Similarly, the revised EIR must consider what impacts the proposed project, when added to
the expanded number of failed intersections in the neighborhood, will impact response time
for police, fire and ambulance services in the area. In other words, the revised EIR must
consider the totality of its potential traffic impacts in light of the increased congestion
generated by the changes made in the 2035 General Plan, and determine whether all the
impacts of the project will be greater because of these regionally reduced levels of service.

Finally and most importantly, because the City has adopted major revisions to its General
Plan which contain substantial new information and changes in policy, and because there is
no certified EIR for the project at this time, the City must undertake a Supplemental EIR for
the project to comply with CEQA.

Conclusion

As described above, the revised DEIR does not meet the requirements of CEQA, nor the
direction provided by the Court of Appeal. The City has failed to provide, both in form and
content, the analysis necessary to address the significant impacts associated with traffic as a

result of the proposed project.

Sincerely,
/7/.@")
> / // el

Nicole Sauviat Criste
Principal
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Dear Ms. Mahaffey,
On behalf of East Sacramento Partnerships for a Livable City, please see the attached letter providing

comments on the Revised Draft Environmental Impact Report for the McKinley Village Project (PO8-
086).

Thank you,
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Brown Rudnick LLP

2211 Michelson Drive
Seventh Floor

Irvine, CA 92612

T: 949-752-7100

F: 949-252-1514
marevalo@brownrudnick.com

www.brownrudnick.com

Please consider the environment before printing this e-mail

The information contained in this electronic message may be legally privileged and confidential under applicable law, and is
intended only for the use of the individual or entity named above. If the recipient of this message is not the above-named
intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination, copy or disclosure of this communication is strictly
prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please notify Brown Rudnick LLP, (617) 856-8200 (if dialing
from outside the US, 001-(617)-856-8200) and purge the communication immediately without making any copy or
distribution.



mailto:MArevalo@brownrudnick.com
mailto:DMahaffey@cityofsacramento.org
mailto:SCook@brownrudnick.com
mailto:SKaiser@brownrudnick.com
mailto:marevalo@brownrudnick.com
http://www.brownrudnick.com/

30 Xa=-3aEx350=<0

H&OWI\RUDNICK

2211

STEPHEN R. COOK )
Michelson

scook@brownrudnick.com Drive

Seventh

Floor

March 3, 2017 Irvine
California

92612

tel 949.752.7100
fax 949.252.15 14

VIA HAND DELIVERY AND BY EMAIL

Dana Mahaffey, Associate Planner

City of Sacramento, Community Development Department
Environmental Planning Services

300 Richards Boulevard, Third Floor

Sacramento, CA 95811

dmahaffey@cityofsacramento.org

RE: Comments On Revised Draft Environmental Impact Report For
The McKinley Village Project (P08-086)

Dear Ms. Mahaffey:

The Revised Draft Environmental Impact Report for the McKinley Village Project (the
“RDEIR") is fatally flawed insofar as it (i) improperly attempts to circumvent a decision by the Court
of Appeal that requires the Project EIR's decertification; (i) fails to correct deficiencies in the EIR's
traffic analysis that the Court of Appeal concluded render the EIR noncompliant with the California
Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA"); (iii) fails to satisfy the requirements for a supplemental or
subsequent EIR in that it ignores significant changes in the circumstances since the original EIR
was certified; and (iv) was not recirculated as required by CEQA. If these defects are not remedied,
the McKinley Village Project will remain in violation of CEQA, and will continue to impair the quality
of life of the residents of the City of Sacramento.

On November 7, 2016, the Court of Appeal of the State of California, Third Appellate
District, issued an opinion in the action captioned East Sacramento Partnerships for a Livable City
v. City of Sacramento, et al., Case No. C079614 (the “ESPLC Action”), in which the Court of Appeal
concluded that the Project's EIR failed to comply with CEQA (the "Opinion"). In particular, the Court
held that the EIR's traffic analysis was deficient because the EIR determined, based solely on a
mobility element in the City's 2030 General Plan, that the Project's impacts on severely degrading
traffic conditions at certain intersections were insignificant. The Court of Appeal explained that the
General Plan alone does not constitute substantial evidence that the Project's impacts on failing
traffic conditions are insignificant. On that basis, the Court remanded the case to the Superior
Court for the County of Sacramento for entry of an order requiring the City to decertify the Project
EIR, and to bring its traffic analysis into compliance with CEQA.

Not only has the City failed to follow the procedural steps mandated by the Court of Appeal
(i.e., decertification of the Project EIR), but the RDEIR is substantively deficient both in light of the
Court of Appeal's Opinion and the requirements of CEQA. First, the RDEIR does not correct the
defects that the Court of Appeal identified in its Opinion since the RDEIR, like the original EIR, fails
to support its conclusion that the Project's impacts on degrading traffic conditions are less than
significant with substantial evidence. Second, the RDEIR fails to account for substantial changes
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from the time that the original Project EIR was certified—including the City's adoption of the 2035
General Plan—that require the City to prepare a supplemental or subsequent Project EIR pursuant
to Public Resources Code § 21166 and 14 Cal Code Regs. § 15162(a)(2). For example, the
RDEIR continues to analyze the Project's traffic impacts under the version of Mobility Policy 1.2.2
that was in place when the Project was originally approved. This policy was superseded by the
2035 General Plan.

Accordingly, in order to comply with CEQA and the Court of Appeal Opinion, the City must
(i) decertify the Project EIR; (i) prepare a subsequent or supplemental EIR that both corrects the
deficiencies identified by the Court of Appeal and accounts for significant changes since the original
Project EIR was certified, including the City's adoption of the 2035 General Plan; and (iii) recirculate
the subsequent or supplemental EIR for public review and comment before considering its
certification.

A. The City's Approval of the McKinley Village Project

The McKinley Village Project, which includes the construction of 336 residential units, is
located on 49 acres of land zoned for heavy industrial uses. It is surrounded by a major freeway to
the north, railroad tracks to the south, and is adjacent to a methane-polluted former landfill. Among
other impacts, the Project is expected to generate an additional 3,500 vehicle trips per day in an
already congested area.

The City circulated a draft EIR ("DEIR") for the Project for public review and comment from
November 12, 2013 until January 10, 2014. Notwithstanding the size, location, and complexity of
the Project, the DEIR claimed that all significant impacts related to the Project could be reduced to
a less than significant level. Extensive comments were submitted to the City during the DEIR public
comment period. In total, the City received nearly 130 comment letters on the DEIR, most of them
from responsible agencies, environmental groups, neighborhood organizations, and citizens
concerned about the adverse environmental impacts of the Project. For example, Caltrans
submitted comments indicating that it had "serious concerns regarding the lack of adequate traffic
analysis" in the DEIR. ESPLC also submitted comments on the DEIR that were supported by
analysis prepared by expert environmental, planning, and traffic consultants. Instead of providing
good faith, reasoned responses to the comments on the DEIR, the City published the Final EIR
("FEIR") with relatively minimal changes. The FEIR failed to adequately address the deficiencies in
the DEIR identified by ESPLC and others.

The City Council held its first public hearing on the Project on April 29, 2014. At the
hearing, Councilmember Hansen moved to approve the Project before the public comment portion
of the hearing was opened. Ultimately, in a split 6-3 vote, the City Council certified the EIR and
approved the Project. The dissenting counciimembers expressed concerns given the neighborhood
opposition; traffic, air, and noise impacts; and inadequate site access and its associated effect on
emergency response times. The City filed its Notice of Determination on April 30, 2014,

B. The ESPLC Action

On May 30, 2014, ESPLC filed a petition for writ of mandate in the Superior Court for the
County of Sacramento to challenge the City's approval of the Project. ESPLC argued that the City's
approval of the Project failed to comply with CEQA because the Project EIR (i) failed to adequately
analyze the Project's significant health impacts; (i) failed to address significant and unavoidable
traffic impacts; (iii) failed to disclose or to mitigate significant methane impacts; and (iv) failed to
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disclose significant unavoidable noise impacts. In addition, ESPLC argued that the Project was
inconsistent with the City of Sacramento's 2030 General Plan.

After the trial court denied ESPLC's petition, on June 22, 2015, ESPLC timely filed a notice
of appeal of the trial court's judgment. After briefing and oral argument, on November 7, 2016, the
Court of Appeal issued its Opinion reversing in part the trial court's denial of ESPLC's petition, and
concluding that the Project EIR's traffic analysis failed to comply with CEQA. The Court highlighted
the fact that the EIR "found traffic impacts at intersections on 28th and 29th Streets that changed
conditions from LOS C to LOS E and from LOS A to LOS D under existing plus project conditions,"
and that "[u]nder cumulative plus project conditions, several intersections on 28th, 29th, and 30th
Streets are at LOS F, with significant delays." As the Court of Appeal explained:

The EIR found these impacts to be less than significant based solely on the
mobility element in the City's general plan, without any evidence that such
impacts were insignificant. Indeed, the Master EIR for the City's 2030 general
plan, which adopted the mobility element at issue, recognized that the impact of
traffic increases above LOS D-E were “significant and unavoidable.” Further, the
EIR finds similar changes to LOS conditions in East Sacramento, outside the
core area, are significant impacts and require mitigation. Accordingly, there is
evidence of a significant impact on traffic on 28th, 29th, and 30th Streets. As

in Amador Waterways, the EIR contains no explanation why such increases in
traffic in the core area are not significant impacts, other than reliance on the
mobility element of the general plan that permits LOS F in the core area during
peak times.

The Court of Appeal went on to explain that the EIR's conclusion that the foregoing traffic
impacts were not significant was not supported by substantial evidence because "[t]he general plan
alone does not constitute substantial evidence that there is no significant impact." The Court
concluded as follows:

Because the EIR fails to explain or provide substantial evidence to support the
finding of no significant traffic impact at these intersections, we must reverse the
trial court’s denial of ESPLC'’s petition for a writ of mandate and remand the case
for issuance of a writ directing the City to set aside its certification of the
final EIR and to take the action necessary to bring the transportation and
circulation section of the EIR into compliance with CEQA.... The City need
only correct the deficiency in the EIR that we have just described before
considering recertification of the EIR. (Emphasis added.)

Thus, the Court of Appeal's Opinion plainly directs the trial court to enter an order requiring
decertification of the Project EIR, remediation of the EIR's deficient traffic analysis, and
recertification of the EIR.

Neither the City of Sacramento nor the City Council filed a petition for review of the Court of
Appeal’s decision by the California Supreme Court. However, on December 23, 2016, the City of
Sacramento filed a request in the California Supreme Court for the depublication of the Court of
Appeal’s Opinion. Over a dozen non-parties to the ESPLC Action also filed requests for
depublication of the Court of Appeal’s Opinion, and ESPLC filed oppositions to those requests. On
February 15, 2017, the California Supreme Court denied all of the requests for depublication and
declined to review the matter on its own motion, thereby rendering the Court of Appeal’s Opinion
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final. On February 17, 2017, the Court of Appeal issued a remittitur of the matter to the Superior
Court. As directed by the Court of Appeal, on remand, the Superior Court is to enter an order
requiring that the EIR be decertified and its traffic analysis brought into compliance with CEQA.

C. The Revised FEIR Violates both CEQA and the Opinion of the Court of Appeal

As noted, and for the reasons explained below, the RDEIR for the Project does not comply
with CEQA or the Court of Appeal’s Opinion in the ESPLC Action.

Terra Nova, a leading expert on CEQA issues, reviewed the RDEIR in light of the 2035 General
Plan and the Court of Appeal’s Opinion, and concluded that the RDEIR complies with neither. Terra
Nova's review is attached hereto as Exhibit A, and is incorporated into this letter as though set forth
in full.

1. The RDEIR Reflects an Improper Attempt to Circumvent the Court of Appeal’s
Determination that the Project EIR Must Be Decertified

Upon determining that the Project EIR failed to comply with CEQA, and reversing and
remanding the ESPLC Action to the Superior Court for the County of Sacramento, the Court of
Appeal expressly directed the Superior Court to issue “a writ directing the City to set aside its
certification of the final EIR . . ..” Nevertheless, the City has not decertified the Project EIR in
accordance with the Court of Appeal’s Opinion. Instead, the City attempted to circumvent the Court
of Appeal’s Opinion by taking advantage of the aforementioned requests for depublication of the
Opinion, and the unusual delay that this caused to the remittitur's issuance to the Superior Court,
which in turn delayed entry of an order by the Superior Court in the form directed by the Court of
Appeal.

Specifically, while the requests for depublication were pending in the California Supreme
Court, instead of decertifying the EIR as required by the Opinion, the City purported to "revise" the
Project EIR and posted a Notice of Availability of the RDEIR, purporting to commence a review and
public comment period of 45 days that expires on March 3, 2015. However, as the Court of
Appeal's decision is now final, and the remittitur to the trial court has been issued, there is no
justification for the City's attempt to preemptively circumvent an order that the trial court must issue
in the form directed by the Court of Appeal. In accordance with the Court of Appeal’s express
instruction, that order must require the City to decertify the project EIR.

2. The RDEIR Does Not Correct the Fatal Deficiency |dentified by the Court of Appeal

As detailed in the accompanying letter from Terra Nova, the RDEIR remains defective for
the same reason identified by the Court of Appeal, namely, that it fails to provide substantial
evidence to support its conclusion that certain degrading traffic conditions are not significant.
Indeed, the RDEIR contains no new analysis and provides no new evidence that could justify its
conclusion that LOS F traffic impacts at intersections in the City's "Core Area" are insignificant.
Although the City's “explanation” of Mobility Element policy M.1.2.2 has been expanded since the
original EIR to explain certain “community values,” it does not address the Court of Appeal's
statement that “‘community values’ do not... necessarily measure environmental impacts.”

Moreover, although the RDEIR attempts to explain how the Mobility Element is consistent
with state policies regarding the reduction of vehicle trips and associated greenhouse gas
emissions, the RDEIR does not quantify how the Mobility Policy will improve these environmental
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impacts. Rather than providing any evidence (let alone substantial evidence) that the degrading
traffic conditions identified by the Court of Appeal do not constitute significant environmental
impacts, the RDEIR continues to rely solely on the Mobility Element in the 2030 General Plan to
support its conclusion that degrading traffic conditions at certain intersections in the City’s “Core
Area” are less than significant. As a result, the RDEIR fails to cure the fatal defect identified by the
Court of Appeal, or to address the Court’s clear and unambiguous statement that "[t]he general plan
alone does not constitute substantial evidence that there is no significant impact.”

3. The RDEIR Does Not Satisfy The City's CEQA Obligation to Prepare a Subsequent or
Supplemental EIR

The City is required to prepare a Subsequent or Supplemental EIR pursuant to Public
Resources Code Section 21166, which provides as follows:

When an environmental impact report has been prepared for a project
pursuant to this division, no subsequent or supplemental environmental
impact report shall be required by the lead agency or by any responsible
agency, unless one or more of the following events occurs:

(a) Substantial changes are proposed in the project which will require major
revisions of the environmental impact report.

(b) Substantial changes occur with respect to the circumstances under
which the project is being undertaken which will require major revisions
in the environmental impact report.

(c) New information, which was not known and could not have been known
at the time the environmental impact report was certified as complete,
becomes available.

See also 14 CCR § 15162(a)(2).

Following the City's certification of the Project EIR in 2014, the City of Sacramento adopted
its 2035 General Plan. The 2035 General Plan indisputably constitutes a "substantial change" that
must be accounted for in the City's review of the McKinley Village Project following the Court of
Appeal's Opinion before a subsequent or supplemental EIR can be certified. The adoption of the
2035 General Plan dramatically changes much of the analysis in multiple sections of the RDEIR.
For example, the 2035 General Plan substantially revised Mobility Element Policy M 1.2.2, on which
the Project EIR's traffic analysis relies. Nevertheless, the RDEIR analyzes traffic impacts under the
superseded version of Mobility Policy 1.2.2 that appeared in the City's 2030 General Plan. The
changes to Mobility Policy 1.2.2 in the City’s 2035 General Plan create potentially significant
environmental impacts relating not only to traffic, but to air quality, noise, and emergency services.
These impacts must be studied before a supplemental or subsequent EIR can be certified. Thus,
the RDEIR is inadequate because its analysis is based on policies and provisions in a General Plan
that is no longer valid.

4. The City Failed to Recirculate the EIR as Required By CEQA

Not only did the City fail to decertify the Project EIR, fail to correct the deficiencies in the
EIR, and fail to prepare a subsequent or supplemental EIR to account for substantial changes as
required by CEQA, but the City also created a faulty and invalid process for circulation of, and
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public comment on, the RDEIR. Recirculation of an EIR is governed by 14 CCR § 15088.5, which
provides, in relevant part, as follows:

(a) A lead agency is required to recirculate an EIR when significant new
information is added to the EIR after public notice is given of the
availability of the draft EIR for public review under Section 15087 but
before certification. As used in this section, the term “information” can
include changes in the project or environmental setting as well as
additional data or other information. New information added to an EIR is
not “significant” unless the EIR is changed in a way that deprives the
public of a meaningful opportunity to comment upon a substantial adverse
environmental effect of the project or a feasible way to mitigate or avoid
such an effect (including a feasible project alternative) that the project's
proponents have declined to implement. “Significant new information”
requiring recirculation include, for example, a disclosure showing that:

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

(2) A substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact
would result unless mitigation measures are adopted that reduce the
impact to a level of insignificance.

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

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

See also Public Resources Code Section 21092.1.

As discussed above, the City is required to prepare a subsequent or supplemental EIR that
accounts for the City’s adoption of the 2035 General Plan. That subsequent or supplemental EIR
will necessarily include “significant new information” within the meaning of Section 15088.5 of the
CEQA Guidelines, and will thus require recirculation.

But even if the RDEIR was procedurally proper or substantively adequate (it is not), and
even if a partial recirculation of the EIR was appropriate in this case (it is not), the City’s circulation
of the RDEIR would remain deficient and a violation of CEQA. In its Notice of Availability of the
RDEIR, the City acknowledged that it would not recirculate the EIR as a whole, and stated that
“Iblecause the Court of Appeal expressly limited the scope of the cure required to remedy the EIR'’s
deficiency, the City is recirculating only the Revised Draft EIR and Appendix A to the Revised Draft
EIR for review and comment.” The Court of Appeal’s determination that the Project EIR failed to
comply with CEQA was based on its conclusion that the EIR’s traffic analysis was deficient.
Nevertheless, the City did not recirculate even the complete Section 4.9 of the EIR that discusses
“Transportation and Circulation.” Instead, the City circulated only a portion of that section reflecting
changes that the City made to the Project EIR. However, as explained in the accompanying letter
from Terra Nova, it is difficult if not impossible to evaluate the RDEIR because a reader must flip
back and forth between the original EIR that the Court of Appeal found defective, and the very
limited RDEIR that the City made available for review. A reader cannot simply review the RDEIR
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and understand its discussion in context, as the RDEIR includes, for example, partial data from
tables that appear in the EIR. Particularly for an issue as complex and interdependent as traffic, the
City cannot, consistent with its obligations under CEQA, simply extract and circulate for review just
a fragment of the EIR’s traffic discussion.

Accordingly, the City must prepare a supplemental or subsequent EIR that accounts for
changes since the original EIR was certified, and that includes an adequate traffic analysis which is
supported by substantial evidence. Because that supplemental or subsequent EIR will include
substantial new information including, among other things, analysis based on the 2035 General
Plan, the City must recirculate that EIR for public review and comment pursuant to CEQA Section
15088.5(a).

D. Conclusion

For all of the reasons stated above, the RDEIR does not comply with CEQA or with the
Court of Appeal's decision in the ESPLC Action. To comply with CEQA and with the Court of
Appeal's decision, the City must (i) decertify the Project EIR; (ii) prepare a subsequent or
supplemental EIR that both corrects the deficiencies identified by the Court of Appeal and accounts
for significant changes since the original Project EIR was certified, including the City's adoption of
the 2035 General Plan; and (iii) recirculate the subsequent or supplemental EIR for public review
and comment before considering its certification.

Sincerely,

BROWN RUDNICK LLP

o

STEPWEN R. COOK
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February 28, 2017

Mr. Stephen R. Cook

Brown Rudnick LLP

2211 Michelson Drive, 7™ Floor
Irvine, CA 92612

RE: McKinley Village Project (P08-806) Revised Draft Environmental Impact Report (SCH
2008082049)

Dear Mr. Cook:

Following our telephone conversations, this letter is written in response to your request that
we review the revised Environmental Impact Report for the McKinley Village Project
(revised DEIR), released by the City for public comment on January 18, 2017. This review
has been undertaken to analyze whether the revised DEIR conforms to the requirements of
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), and the direction provided by the Court
of Appeal in its Opinion in this case, as provided below, also in the context of the
requirements of CEQA. The court found that:

“...Here, the EIR found traffic impacts at intersections on 28th and 29th Streets
that changed conditions from LOS C to LOS E and from LOS A to LOS D under
existing plus project conditions. Under cumulative plus project conditions,
several intersections on 28th, 29th, and 30th Streets are at LOS F, with
significant delays. The EIR found these impacts to be less than significant
based solely on the mobility element in the City’s general plan. However, the
EIR finds similar changes to LOS conditions in East Sacramento, outside the
core area, are significant impacts and require mitigation. Accordingly, there is
evidence of a significant impact on traffic on 28th, 29th, and 30th Streets. As
in Amador Waterways, the EIR contains no explanation why such increases in
traffic in the core area are not significant impacts, other than reliance on the
mobility element of the general plan that permits LOS F in the core area
during peak times.

In response to a comment questioning the City’s discretion in establishing its
own LOS thresholds of significance, the final EIR states that the LOS thresholds
of the City’s general plan reflect “community values.” Such “community
values” do not, however, necessarily measure environmental impacts. (Cf.
Berkeley Jets, supra, 91 Cal. App.4th at p. 1381 [land use noise threshold not
determinative for CEQA].) The core area of the general plan covers downtown
and midtown Sacramento and includes both busy commercial and quiet
residential streets. The CEQA Guidelines caution that “the significance of an
activity may vary with the setting.” (CEQA Guideline, § 15064, subd.(b).)

42635 MELANIE PLACE, SUITE 101, PALM DESERT, CA 92211 (760) 341-4800
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The general plan alone does not constitute substantial evidence that there is
no significant impact. “[T]he fact that a particular environmental effect meets
a particular threshold cannot be used as an automatic determinant that the
effect is or is not significant. To paraphrase our decision in Communities for a
Better Environment, a threshold of significance cannot be applied in a way
that would foreclose the consideration of other substantial evidence tending to
show the environmental effect to which the threshold relates might be
significant...

...Because the EIR fails to explain or provide substantial evidence to support
the finding of no significant traffic impact at these intersections, we must
reverse the trial court’s denial of ESPLC'’s petition for a writ of mandate and
remand the case for issuance of a writ directing the City to set aside its
certification of the final EIR and to take the action necessary to bring the
transportation and circulation section of the EIR into compliance with
CEQA....The City need only correct the deficiency in the EIR that we have just
described before considering recertification of the EIR.” (emphasis added)

Document Format and Content

The DEIR contains only portions of Section 4.9, Transportation and Circulation, on the basis
that “Section 15088.5 requires recirculation of only the significant new information, rather
than the entire EIR.”! This reasoning fails for two reasons. First, the writer mis-represents the
provisions of CEQA Section 15088.5. Section 15088.5(c) reads:

“If the revision is limited to a few chapters or portions of the EIR, the lead agency need only
recirculate the chapters or portions that have been modified.”

In this case, the recirculated document must include the entire Section 4.9, Transportation
and Circulation, not only those paragraphs or pages which the City has edited. It is
impossible to consider the revised DEIR’s adequacy in this case, because one must move
back and forth between the original EIR and the revision to understand the discussion in
context. This includes eviscerated Tables, where only portions of the Table are provided in
the revised DEIR, and the balance must be found in the original. Particularly for an issue as
complex and interdependent as traffic, pulling the discussion out of context is inappropriate,
and inconsistent with the requirements of CEQA.

Second, the City was required by the court to “set aside its certification of the final EIR.” As
a result of the City’s failure to set aside that certification, there is no EIR on which to depend,
and the document should have been recirculated in its entirety, although only the changes in
the Transportation and Circulation section were to be made. The court was clear: the City
was to only make the changes necessary to this section “before considering recertification of
the EIR.” We understand that the City has not complied with the Court of Appeal’s direction

L McKinley Village Project Revised Draft Environmental Impact Report, page 1-2.
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to set aside the certification of the document. The City should not compound that error by
improperly distributing only revised pages instead of the document as a whole, as required by
CEQA.

In addition, the City’s analysis considers the wrong Mobility Element policy, a policy that is
simply no longer operative. Since the certification of the original EIR, the City has
substantially amended and adopted a revised Mobility Element Policy M 1.2.2. The revised
DEIR should have analyzed the revised policy, not the original, since the original no longer
applies or exists.

The substantial change in the adopted General Plan leads to another conclusion: the revised
DEIR is inadequate because it considers a General Plan which no longer exists. Under CEQA
Section 15088.5(a), a “lead agency is required to recirculate an EIR when significant new
information is added to the EIR after public notice is given of the availability of the draft EIR
for public review...but before certification.” In this case, the City’s updated General Plan
contains substantial new information and changes in policy that must be included in the
revised DEIR, because there is no certified EIR at this time. For these reasons, the City must
undertake a Supplemental EIR to comply with CEQA. Again, the City’s failure to comply
with the Court of Appeal Opinion directing the City to set aside the certification is no reason
to avoid compliance with CEQA.

Analysis

The revised DEIR contains no new analysis, and provides no justification for significant
impacts associated with intersections in the City’s Core Area. The “explanation” of the City’s
Mobility Element policy M.1.2.2 has been expanded to better explain the “community
values” of increased bicycle and pedestrian activity, but does not address the court’s direction
that “community values do not, however, necessarily measure environmental impacts.” The
revised DEIR states that the threshold of significance relating to LOS is two-pronged:

The first prong of the threshold is to analyze whether “traffic generated by the project
degrades LOS from an acceptable LOS (without the project) to an unacceptable LOS (with
the project).”” If it does, then the project will have significant environmental impacts. The
revised DEIR, however, continues to state that the fact that the project will degrade LOS in
the Core Area is less than significant solely because of the existence of the now defunct
Mobility Element policy. There is no consideration that this policy does not measure
environmental impact. The revised DEIR failed to provide an analysis of the environmental
impact associated with this degradation. As a result, the impacts associated with the first
prong of the threshold of significance remain significant and unavoidable, and should be
declared as such in the revised DEIR.

The second prong of the threshold is to determine whether “[t]he LOS (without
Project) is unacceptable and Project generated traffic increases the average vehicle

. CEQA Guidelines, Appendix G.
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delay by 5 seconds or more.” In this case, the revised DEIR clearly states that three
intersections would experience a reduction from LOS C/D to LOS E/F, and therefore fail to
meet this threshold in the Core Area, and four additional intersections would continue to
operate at LOS E and F, and meet this threshold during the AM/PM peak hour. In both cases,
the only explanation given for a determination of “less than significant impacts” is Mobility
Element policy M 1.2.2. The analysis in the EIR shows that this impact is significant, since
by any standard, including the City’s own in every other area but the Core, LOS E and F are
unacceptable. The revised DEIR, however, fails to address the court’s determination that the
“general plan alone does not constitute substantial evidence that there is no significant
impact.” The revised DEIR also fails to address the issue that “a threshold of significance
cannot be applied in a way that would foreclose the consideration of other substantial
evidence tending to show the environmental effect to which the threshold relates might be
significant.” In this case, under the requirements of CEQA and consistent with the court’s
interpretation, the City offers no substantial evidence that the reductions in LOS that will be
experienced in at least 6 intersections will not have a substantial environmental impact, given
that LOS E and F are considered unacceptable in the City and throughout California. The
LOS standard is well established, and extends well beyond local jurisdictions. For example,
the California Department of Transportation will not fund street improvement projects for
locations with unacceptable LOS E or F, unless the relevant jurisdiction can first demonstrate
that it will improve the level of service to LOS D or better. This represents substantial
evidence that the LOS standard of LOS D or better is a tangible and widely accepted measure
of environmental impact when considering intersection traffic flow.

Appendix A
As described above, the revised DEIR includes no new quantitative analysis of the traffic

impacts associated with the proposed project. Instead, the revised DEIR relies on an
explanation of the City’s policy M 1.2.2, provided in Appendix A of the document. This
appendix attempts at length to justify why an unacceptable LOS in the Core Area is possible
and acceptable. The analysis, however, does not provide any explanation of whether a failure
in LOS standards is an environmental impact. On the contrary, the analysis provided in the
Appendix states that in an urban core which is “transit-rich” results in “decreased per capita
vehicle travel and increased use of alternative travel modes.” If this is the case, the traffic
model for the General Plan and the McKinley Village project must show that LOS will be
improved in this environment. Current traffic modeling technology allows for the assignment
of vehicle trips to transit, pedestrian or NEV use. This type of quantified analysis would be
substantial evidence under CEQA that the Mobility Element policy is having a positive
environmental impact. However, the revised DEIR, the EIRs for General Plan 2030 or 2035
do not provide such an analysis, and do not demonstrate that the City’s Core Area policy
will, in fact. have any effect on the environment.

The Appendix explains at length how the Mobility Element policy complies with state
policies relating to reduced vehicle trips and associated reductions in greenhouse gas
emissions. However, the Appendix fails to quantify how the policy will improve both these
environmental impacts. Without a demonstrated decrease in either vehicle trips (reflected in
LOS) or in greenhouse gas emissions, the Appendix fails to provide the analysis necessary
under CEQA to show the level or environmental impact, and the associated reduction that the
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policy will have on that impact. As a result, the Appendix neither addresses the
environmental threshold required under CEQA, nor the court’s order to demonstrate whether
there will be an environmental impact and how that impact will be reduced. Furthermore, the
analysis in the Appendix considers a policy which no longer exists. The General Plan 2035
text for Mobility Element Policy 1.2.2 substantially changed from that in the 2030 General
Plan. The Appendix’s analysis, therefore, is flawed, and should be redone to consider current

City policy.

The Appendix also lists a number of improvements that the applicant has been conditioned to
complete in order to reduce the project’s impacts on area traffic. What the Appendix fails to
demonstrate is that these improvements are project-related conditions of approval that would
be required to accommodate the project’s impacts on the circulation system. They are not, as
required in the Mobility Element policy, improvements related to improving the regional
transportation network into and in the Core Area. Therefore, they cannot be considered to be
implementing the policy, and must be considered only as they relate to direct project impact
improvements.

Finally, we note that the Appendix continues to include the addition of a vehicular and/or
bicycle tunnel at Alhambra Boulevard as a condition of approval. As we have noted in our
previous reviews of the environmental documentation for this project, the original EIR had
absolutely no analysis of the impacts associated with the tunnel, stating that the tunnel had
not been analyzed because it was infeasible. The City, however, continues to give the
applicant credit for this access alternative as part of the suite of conditions of approval that
purport to mitigate the project’s traffic impacts. It is not acceptable under CEQA to provide
no analysis of the impacts of a condition of approval, and then to impose it on a project and
expect it to be implemented.

2035 General Plan

In 2013, shortly after the approval of the proposed project, the City adopted changes to its
General Plan. Although the original EIR was prepared under the 2030 General Plan, the
revised EIR should analyze the project’s consistency with the 2035 General Plan, since it is
now the document that governs the City’s land use decisions.

Most significant in this change as it relates to the traffic impacts for the project is the horizon
year adopted with the General Plan update. The original EIR studied a horizon year of 2030,
consistent with the adopted General Plan at the time. However, the 2013 update changed that
horizon year to 2035. The revised EIR must include traffic analysis for horizon year 2035.
Without this analysis, it cannot claim that the project is consistent with the General Plan.

The 2035 General Plan includes comprehensive and extensive changes to the Mobility
Element that have not been considered in the revised EIR. Perhaps most significantly, the
2035 General Plan significantly modifies Mobility Element Policy 1.2.2, including changes,
additions and deletions to roadways where unacceptable levels of service are made
acceptable, including the removal of Alhambra Boulevard and addition of Elvas Avenue and
H Street as acceptable LOS E roadways. These changes have the potential to significantly
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affect the impacts of the proposed project on both neighborhood roadways and the regional
traffic system.

The potentially significant impacts of the changes in Mobility Element Policy 1.2.2 are far
reaching. They include, but are not limited to not only traffic, but also to air quality, noise
and emergency services. There must be an analysis conducted to consider how much more
significant the changes and additions will negatively impact air quality, as a result of
increased idling, “hot spot” creation at failed intersections, and GHG emissions over many
years of congested traffic. The revised EIR must consider how much more noise will result to
adjacent sensitive receptors, including parks, playgrounds, schools, homes, and care
facilities, as a result of stalled traffic which will be made worse by the proposed project.
Similarly, the revised EIR must consider what impacts the proposed project, when added to
the expanded number of failed intersections in the neighborhood, will impact response time
for police, fire and ambulance services in the area. In other words, the revised EIR must
consider the totality of its potential traffic impacts in light of the increased congestion
generated by the changes made in the 2035 General Plan, and determine whether all the
impacts of the project will be greater because of these regionally reduced levels of service.

Finally and most importantly, because the City has adopted major revisions to its General
Plan which contain substantial new information and changes in policy, and because there is
no certified EIR for the project at this time, the City must undertake a Supplemental EIR for
the project to comply with CEQA.

Conclusion

As described above, the revised DEIR does not meet the requirements of CEQA, nor the
direction provided by the Court of Appeal. The City has failed to provide, both in form and
content, the analysis necessary to address the significant impacts associated with traffic as a

result of the proposed project.

Sincerely,
/7/.@")
> / // el

Nicole Sauviat Criste
Principal







From: Jill and Rick

To: Dana Mahaffey
Subject: Revised EIR for the McKinley Village Project
Date: Thursday, March 2, 2017 4:51:39 PM

Dear Ms Mahaffey,

This email isto voice our household's concerns regarding the traffic issues imposed upon our
neighborhood due to the building of McKinley Village. Therevised EIR for McKinley
Village Project does not contain anew traffic analysis nor new mitigation that would lessen
the significant traffic impacts of the new devel opment on existing neighborhoods.

Significant traffic patterns are starting to emerge during the building of McKinley Village and
they will only exacerbate. Our family uses Elvas Ave to move in and out of the neighborhood
on aregular basis. To save money afew years ago, the City of Sacramento put more signs at
the intersection of 56th and H Street instead of putting aleft hand turn arrow. New driversto
the neighborhood continually slow traffic at that intersection to take time to read the signs or
wait for oncoming traffic. The signage says oncoming traffic hasared light. Thislack of
spending afew years ago is starting to impact the traffic patterns and will only get worse with
the new development residents using Elvas as a main thoroughfare. A second entrance point
under the railroad at Alhambra Blvd should be addressed as promised by the city. This
entrance point makes more sense than the two points already under construction. Itiscloseto
freeway access and commercial areas. Currently the C Street/40th Street entrance to
McKinley Village does not have atraffic light. With a high density in-fill development such
asthis, atraffic light isnecessary. River Park is an example of development with few
entrance/exit points but it has atraffic light at H Street and Carlson. In addition, with the C
Street Cannery having more tenants such as the UC Davis Medical Group we are experiencing
more week day traffic on Elvas Ave. Without atraffic light at the current McKinley Village
entrance we are starting to find it difficult to enter Elvas Ave because of the trickling of
vehicles from the stop signs on C Street.

| look forward to the City complying with the decision of the Court of Appeal in the case of
East Sacramento Partnerships for a Livable City (ESPLC) v. City of Sacramento, et al. by
decertifying the current EIR, conducting a full, independent traffic analysis, and recirculating
the EIR for additional public comment. Failure to do thiswill only waste more taxpayer
money.

Thank you,

Jill and Rick Ferreter
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mailto:DMahaffey@cityofsacramento.org

From: Mary French

To: Dana Mahaffey
Subject: Fwd: McKinley Village EIR - traffic concerns
Date: Tuesday, February 28, 2017 7:29:22 PM

| am aresident of East Sacramento and | am writing to request that the City of
Sacramento properly address the traffic problems and inadequate analysis of
traffic in the EIR for McKinley Village. Thetraffic from McKinley Village spills
out into the surrounding area and increases traffic congestion on many streets
routes such as Elvas,, H, J, Alhambra, etc. Thisissue was never adequately
addressed and the City does not appear to be handling thisissue in a manner
compliant with the court decision. The City should be representing its residents,
including those of uswho live and work in the area, and not simply working on
behalf of the developer. The lack of substantial evidence in the report cannot be
remedied without atraffic study.

This matter should not be rushed through without adequate analysis. Issuing a
revised draft EIR at this juncture is premature as the Superior Court has not yet
issued itsorder. | urge the City to comply with the decision of the Court of
Appeal in the case of East Sacramento Partnerships for a Livable City (ESPLC)
v. City of Sacramento, et al. by decertifying the current EIR, conducting afull,
independent traffic analysis, and recirculating the EIR for additional public
comment.

Sincerely,

Mary French
Sacramento

Mary French
mmmfrench@comcast.net


mailto:mmmfrench@comcast.net
mailto:DMahaffey@cityofsacramento.org
mailto:mmmfrench@comcast.net

From: Michael J Greene

To: Jeff S. Harris

Cc: Dana Mahaffey

Subject: RE: McKinley Village Concerns

Date: Thursday, March 2, 2017 11:17:17 AM
Jeff;

Thank you for replying to my 2/27 email about the courts’ decisions regarding McKinley Village and
your description of those decisions.

| opposed the project, as proposed, because it didn’t include Alhambra access/egress. In my
opinion, this meant that the project was premature and should have been disapproved by the
Planning Commission as well as the City Council.

| did and do appreciate the public attention you brought to bear on the Alhambra issue and thank
you for that too.

Please let me know if | can ever be of assistance to you in your work for east Sacramento.

Mike

Michael Greene

CDS Consulting

3701 McKinley Blvd
Sacramento, CA 95816
cdsconsulting@surewest.net
916-849-1570 cell

From: Jeff S. Harris [mailto:JSHarris@cityofsacramento.org]
Sent: Thursday, March 02, 2017 9:38 AM

To: Michael J Greene

Subject: McKinley Village Concerns

Dear Michael,

It is important to note that only one flaw in the EIR traffic analysis (not the traffic study- which is the
actual counting of cars) was specified by the appellate court as needing further justification. This was

the LOS degrade to F at three intersections on 28th, 29th, and 30 streets. No other aspects of the
EIR were found deficient by the court in appeal. This deficiency has been addressed and it has been
placed back in trial court, with a decision pending. | want to stress that no level of court has
rendered a decision that a new EIR be written. The recirculation for comments was elective, and the
City thought it a good idea to ensure transparency.
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To address your questions specifically, | have advocated for an Alhambra access, but taken on its
own was so expensive that it would have made the project unfeasible. The only affordable pathway
(largely due to UPRR requirements) presents itself when Caltrans moves forward on widening
Business 80. At that time all of the bridges across the freeway will be rebuilt and neither the city nor
the developer would incur the cost of a $28 million shoo fly bridge. If the opportunity presents itself,
and if traffic actually dictates the need, | will push for that access. This of course illustrates difference
of opinions about whether or not traffic will be made untenable by McKinley Village. At this point, |
believe that the impacts on East Sac will be far less than people fear. This opinion is based on my
experience living in River Park for the last thirty years. With 10,200 trips daily on Carlson Drive (and
being completely workable), the traffic generated by McKinley Village should prove manageable.

As far as traffic mitigations go, | have already had staff do conceptual design, and | have located
funding for the construction of a four way stop at the bend on Elvas and Lanatt to the east of

McKinley Village Way. | am concerned about impacts on C st. to the west, as well as 35t st and
have staff looking at possible projects to address issues that may arise as the population grows in
McKinley Village. It will take time to understand what the traffic impacts actually are.

As a contractor, | can say unequivocally that this is one of the best built developments that | have
ever seen. The residents that have purchased are quite happy there. The new parks are nicely
designed and open to all. This fits with the City goals of promoting infill and lowering VMT (Vehicle
Miles Traveled). | understand fully that there are those that do not favor the project, yourself
included, but this project is moving forward and | believe it to be a more than acceptable addition to
the city and east Sac. As your representative | accept responsibility for working to alleviate any traffic
issues that might arise. As a representative | well know that there are people on both sides of EVERY
issue. McKinley Village no doubt was controversial. | believe that is embraced by the majority, and
will be even more so as people see the quality of the project in reality.

Sincerely,
Jeff Harris
Councilmember District 3



From: Michael J Greene

To: Mayor Steinberg; Dana Mahaffey

Cc: Jeff S. Harris

Subject: State Supreme Court ruling on McKinley Village EIR and traffic study
Date: Monday, February 27, 2017 12:17:57 PM

Dear Mayor Steinberg;

| am writing to express my deep disappointment at the City’s handling of the whole McKinley Village
subdivision story beginning with the City’s EIR and traffic study on it and extending to the City’s
actions to avoid the decisions of both the State Court of Appeals and the State Supreme Court
nullifying the EIR and traffic study.

| am also writing to ask you to personally ensure that the city honors those two court decisions and
requires a new EIR and traffic study that accurately describe McKinley Village’s adverse
environmental and neighborhood traffic impacts and requires their amelioration.

Sincerely,

Michael Greene

CDS Consulting

3701 McKinley Blvd
Sacramento, CA 95816
cdsconsulting@surewest.net
916-849-1570 cell
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From: Mike Grinstead

To: Dana Mahaffey
Subject: Revised Draft EIR for McKinley Village
Date: Tuesday, February 28, 2017 7:46:16 AM

*Please do not publish my email address*

It came to my attention that the traffic study in the McKinley Village EIR had legal troubles. This is not surprising to those of us who
live in East Sacramento, as | do. The connection of McKinley Village Way to C street has a dangerous curve to the east (multiple cars
have crashed through the fence of the house at the apex) and through narrow neighborhood C street to the west. | cannot imagine
any more traffic on C street between 33rd and Alhambra. There are already multiple speed bumps here, people move their mirrors
to the car so that they don't get knocked off. | am sure if you checked police logs you would see multiple sideswiped cars here.

From my layperson perspective It does not make sense how this EIR could find for no traffic impacts without the connection of
McKinley village directly to Alhambra. You don't need to be a traffic engineer to figure this out, just go and sit at the intersection of
Cand 32nd for an hour and count how many near miss traffic issues there are. Now imagine more traffic. Alhambra is designed to
carry more traffic than it does. Vehicles need to be able to exit McKinley Village directly onto Alhambra. Common sense tells me
that this is would be a good solution. | read in the paper that this is a great solution, and was only not done because of money. To

me this does not make sense.

| believe a real traffic study that looks at the connection of McKinley Village directly to Alhambra in a vehicle sized underpass below
the railroad tracks is warranted. This also seems to be what the court has ruled if | read the email below correctly. Please follow the

Superior Court Order.

The traffic in this area directly effects me as | travel in between East Sacramento and Downtown. | use Elvas and C street regularly. |
have not done any technical analysis for my opinions and am giving this opinion from a concerned layperson perspective who will
be subject to any adverse impacts of more traffic.

Thank you,

Mike Grinstead
5301 B Street
Sacramento CA 95819

From: noreply+feedproxy@google.com <noreply+feedproxy@google.com> on behalf of East Sacramento Preservation
<noreply+feedproxy@google.com>

Sent: Tuesday, February 28, 2017 2:36 AM

To: mikegrin@hotmail.com

Subject: East Sacramento Preservation

East Sacramento Preservation

rts Rule Against McKinley Vill n Traffic—Action N Neighborh

Posted: 27 Feb 2017 11:08 AM PST
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The
neighborhood has an opportunity to redress McKinley Village traffic concerns. Please read the below message and documents
and reach out to city officials.

Friends and Neighbors—
We already know that more and more traffic from more and more development will continue to flood our neighborhood streets.
Traffic—Ilike water—uwill flow wherever it can go.
California’s highest courts have ruled on traffic in favor of East Sacramento Partnerships for a Livable City (ESPLC) in its legal
challenge to the City and the developers of the McKinley Village Project.
Essentially, the landmark ruling means that FAILING TRAFFIC considered OK under the City’s general plan alone is NOT OK!
“...The general plan alone does not constitute substantial evidence that there is no significant impact. . . .”

But, before the Court’s ruling could be implemented, the City and the developers first tried blocking its publication.
Failing that, they now are attempting to rush through a “Revised Draft EIR for McKinley Village,” which does NOT COMPLY with either
state law under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), or the published ruling of the Court of Appeal of the State of
California—upheld by the California State Supreme Court.
Join neighbors in support of ACTION before 4:00 PM this FRIDAY, MARCH 3, 2017.

« PLEASE READ the attached files.

* VOICE YOUR CONCERNS to the City Council.

* SUBMIT A LETTER requiring the City to comply with the Court of Appeal’s ruling.

* DELIVER to: Dana Mahaffey, Associate Planner
City of Sacramento, Community Development Department
Environmental Planning Services
300 Richards Boulevard, Third Floor
Sacramento, CA 95811
E-MAIL: dmahaffey@cityofsacramento.org
* DEADLINE: March 3, 2017 at 4:00 PM.

Following is a detailed letter explaining the case.

A chart containing key dates and events in McKinley Village litigation, including requests for depublication, along with two of ESPLC’s
representative Letters filed in the California State Supreme Court is forthcoming.

February 26, 2017

Dear Friends and Neighbors,

On November 7, 2016, the Court of Appeal of the State of California for the Third Appellate District, ruled in favor of East Sacramento
Partnerships for a Livable City (ESPLC) in its lawsuit challenging the City of Sacramento and the developers of the McKinley Village
project in connection with certain traffic impacts. The Court of Appeal ruled that the City of Sacramento’s failure to properly analyze these
traffic impacts violated the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).

The Court of Appeal has directed the Superior Court to issue an Order to the City requiring that it:

e decertify the existing Environmental Impact Report (EIR);
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e correct deficiencies in the existing EIR;
e recirculate a CEQA-compliant EIR before recertification.

It appears that the City is attempting to circumvent the Court of Appeal’s ruling by adopting a “Revised Draft EIR for McKinley Village” before
the Superior Court can issue the Order. The Revised EIR does not contain the traffic analysis required by the Court of Appeal.

We encourage residents throughout the City who are concerned about unmitigated traffic from intensifying development flooding our
neighborhoods to submit a letter or email to the City urging the City to reject the inadequate “Revised EIR,” and requiring that the City
comply with the Court of Appeal’s decision. Please see the end of this update for guidelines on communicating your concerns to the City, on
the record, before the March 3rd deadline.

Court of Appeal’s Ruling on Traffic

The Court of Appeal’s decision was certified for publication, meaning that it can be cited in other cases as legal precedent. Only about 10% of
California Court of Appeal decisions are published. Although the relevant traffic-related portion of the decision addresses a narrow issue, the
ruling has implications far beyond the McKinley Village Project. As written:

“... The general plan alone does not constitute substantial evidence that there is

no significant impact. . . .

... athreshold of significance cannot be applied in a way that would foreclose

the consideration of other substantial evidence tending to show the environmental

effect to which the threshold relates might be significant. . . .”

The Court of Appeal went on to prescribe the remedy:

“Because the EIR fails to explain or provide substantial evidence to support the finding of no significant traffic impact at these intersections, we
must reverse the trial court’s denial of ESPLC's petition for a writ of mandate and remand [return] the case for issuance of a writ directing
the City to set aside its certification of the final EIR and to take the action necessary to bring the transportation and
circulation section of the EIR into compliance with CEQA. . ..

... The City need only correct the deficiency in the EIR that we have just described before considering recertification of the EIR.”
(Emphasis added.)

The developer of the project first called the Appellate Court’s ruling a minor technicality, easily remedied. Then, together with the City, the
developer petitioned the Appellate Court for a rehearing on this issue.

The City’s request for rehearing was denied. However, before the Appellate Court could deliver its decision to the Sacramento Superior Court
(which is responsible for issuing the order directly to the City), the City and the McKinley Village developer launched a statewide campaign to
delay issuance of the order—and to diminish the significance of the Court of Appeal decision—by petitioning the California State Supreme
Court to “depublish” the Court of Appeal decision. The City and legal counsel for McKinley Village were among the first groups of developers,
state and local agencies, and building industry associations pressing for depublication.

After receiving multiple requests, the Supreme Court asked to see the record of the Appellate Court hearing, including the Administrative
Record, which spans tens of thousands of pages. In opposition to these depublication requests, ESPLC pointed out that the rule being
advocated by the groups seeking depublication would:

“. .. enable California cities to circumvent CEQA by adopting LOS F (i.e., “failing”) traffic conditions as thresholds of significance in their
general plans, and to thereby avoid any responsibility for analyzing a project’s impacts on traffic, to avoid requiring feasible mitigation
measures to address such impacts, or to avoid adopting statements of overriding considerations where mitigation is infeasible. Such a rule
would undermine the fundamental goals of CEQA.”

After two months evaluating more than a dozen letters, the California Supreme Court denied all of the requests for depublication. On its own
motion, it declined to review the matter and declared that the opinion of the Court of Appeal “is now final.”

The Court of Appeal’s published opinion on traffic in favor of ESPLC is now the law of the land.

Revised Draft EIR

During the months taken by the Supreme Court to reach its decision, the opinion of the Court of Appeal could not be delivered to the Superior
Court for implementation.

During the delay, the City of Sacramento issued its “Revised Draft EIR for McKinley Village.” Yet, the Revised EIR contains no new traffic
analysis. The lack of analysis in the Revised EIR does not address the Court’s direction to properly analyze traffic impacts, and does not reduce
those impacts in any way in our neighborhoods and in the central core.

ESPLC believes that the City’s latest action violates not only the letter and spirit of CEQA, but also the express directions given by the Court of
Appeal in its published decision.

The Court of Appeal’s decision—as confirmed by the Supreme Court—is significant and, quite literally, precedent setting. It requires cities
and developers state-wide to respect the health and well-being of the People by properly evaluating the environmental impacts of new
developments before they are approved. The decision confirms that which should have been obvious: the developers—and the government at
the behest of the developers—cannot paper over significant environmental impacts by simply declaring those impacts to be “acceptable”
without proper study and disclosure to the people who will be impacted. Here, however, the decision will be meaningless if the City is allowed
to circumvent the Court of Appeal’s ruling before it takes effect. To avoid that, we need your help.

Voice your concerns to the City Council!

ESPLC encourages all who are impacted negatively in any way by unmitigated traffic to voice your concerns to the City Council in a letter or e-
mail, which must be received by the City on or before

March 3, 2017.

Letters and e-mails should be focused on the issues currently before the City Council which conflict with the Court of Appeal’s decision.
Specifically:

e Express opposition to the “Revised EIR for the McKinley Village Project,” noting that it does not contain a new traffic analysis, and no
new mitigation that would lessen the significant traffic impacts of the project on the area neighborhoods and roadways.

e Significant traffic impacts continue to be unmitigated. Describe how you, your family, and neighbors are experiencing traffic issues even
now, during construction of the Village project.

e Urge the City to comply with the decision of the Court of Appeal in the case of East Sacramento Partnerships for a Livable City



(ESPLC) v. City of Sacramento, et al. by decertifying the current EIR, conducting a full, independent traffic analysis, and recirculating
the EIR for additional public comment.

e Failure to follow the law will lead to further unnecessary taxpayer expense if the City must again be compelled to comply with state laws
governing the environment.

Deadline:March 3, 2017 at 4:00 PM

Deliver Letter to:Dana Mahaffey, Associate Planner

City of Sacramento, Community Development Department
Environmental Planning Services

300 Richards Boulevard, Third Floor

Sacramento, CA 95811

-or-

E-mail Letter to:dmahaffey@cityofsacramento.org

You are subscribed to email updates from E ramento Preservation. Email delivery powered by Google
To stop receiving these emails, you may unsubscribe now.

Google Inc., 1600 Amphitheatre Parkway, Mountain View, CA 94043, United States
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From: Patti

To: Dana Mahaffey
Subject: McKinleyvillage MESS
Date: Tuesday, February 28, 2017 7:38:03 AM

To Dana Mahaffey, Associate Planner

City of Sacramento, Community Development Department
Environmental Planning Services

300 Richards Boulevard, Third Floor

Sacramento, CA 95811

Ms. Mahaffey,

We are urging the City to reject the inadequate “Revised EIR,” and requiring that the
City comply with the Court of Appeal’s decision.

On November 7, 2016, the Court of Appeal of the State of California for the Third
Appellate District, ruled in favor of East Sacramento Partnerships for a Livable
City (ESPLC) in its lawsuit challenging the City of Sacramento and the developers
of the McKinley Village project in connection with certain traffic impacts. The Court
of Appeal ruled that the City of Sacramento’s failure to properly analyze these traffic
impacts violated the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).

The Court of Appeal has directed the Superior Court to issue an Order to the City
requiring that it:

e decertify the existing Environmental Impact Report (EIR);
e correct deficiencies in the existing EIR;
e recirculate a CEQA-compliant EIR before recertification.

It appears that the City is attempting to circumvent the Court of Appeal’s ruling by
adopting a “Revised Draft EIR for McKinley Village” before the Superior Court can
issue the Order. The Revised EIR does not contain the traffic analysis required by
the Court of Appeal.

Express opposition to the “Revised EIR for the McKinley Village Project,” noting that
it does not contain a new traffic analysis, and no new mitigation that would lessen
the significant traffic impacts of the project on the area neighborhoods and
roadways.

e Significant traffic impacts continue to be unmitigated. Describe how you, your
family, and neighbors are experiencing traffic issues even now, during
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construction of the Village project.

e Urge the City to comply with the decision of the Court of Appeal in the case of
East Sacramento Partnerships for a Livable City (ESPLC) v. City of
Sacramento, et al. by decertifying the current EIR, conducting a full,
independent traffic analysis, and recirculating the EIR for additional public
comment.

e Failure to follow the law will lead to further unnecessary taxpayer expense if
the City must again be compelled to comply with state laws governing the
environment.

Patti and Don Herberger
116 Meister Way
Sacramento, Ca. 95819



From: Jennifer Howell

To: Dana Mahaffey

Subject: DO not pass EIR for McKinley Village
Date: Friday, March 3, 2017 4:11:05 PM
Dear Dana Mahaffey,

| currently live at 4525 D ST. I'm writing to express my concern over opposition to the Revised EIR for McKinley
Village. | love this neighborhood and have and have had concerns over the traffic problems McKinley Village
causes our neighborhood. Please reconsider passing the Revised EIR for McKinley Village. It will impact MY
neighborhood negatively.

Thank you,

Jennifer Howell
4525 D ST
Sacramento, CA
95819

916 202-0520

Sent from my iPhone
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From: Michael Irwin

To: Dana Mahaffey

Subject: Fwd: | oppose the Revised EIR for the McKinley Village Project
Date: Thursday, March 2, 2017 4:40:17 PM

---------- Forwarded message ----------

From: Michael Irwin <mirwin916@gmail.com>
Date: Thu, Mar 2, 2017 at 4:36 PM
Subject: | oppose the Revised EIR for the McKinley Village Project

To: kmahaffey@cityof sacramento.org

Dear City Council members and planners,

| have been a resident of the East Sacramento area for over fifty years. | have
witnessed many changes to East Sacramento during that time.

| oppose the revised EIR for the McKinley Village Project which does not contain a
new traffic analysis nor mitigation measures for the increased traffic this project is
going to bring.

McKinley Village has only 2 access points (vs. 16+ for East Sacramento) the main
access will push hundreds of added vehicle trips into the McKinley Park
neighborhood.

The only mitigation to this point has been the addition of a few stop signs. Planners
shrug and say it is normal to have increased traffic flows during peak traffic hours. It
is foolish to believe that the McKinley Village Project is not going to have significant
impact on traffic flows in the McKinley Park neighborhood.

The revised EIR should contain a NEW real world traffic analysis in addition to
mitigation measures. Sacramento Regional Transit District is facing budget shortfalls
and now that the Sutter Memorial Hospital has been closed RT is considering a
proposal to abandon the 34 Line which serves the McKinley Park neighborhood.
Shutting down the 34 line would increase the single vehicle pressure in the
neighborhood.

The EIR was not done correctly (per the courts) the first time around. Take the time
to do a new traffic analysis and do it right.

Thank you,
Michael Irwin

4019 McKinley Boulevard
Sacramento, CA 95819
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From: Karen Jacques

To: Dana Mahaffey
Subject: McKinley Village EIR
Date: Sunday, February 26, 2017 10:22:14 PM

February 26, 2017

Dana Mahaffey

Associate Planner,

Community Development Department
Environmental Planning Services

300 Richards Blvd. Third Floor

Sacramento CA 95811

Re: City Need to Comply with Appellate Court Decision in the case of East Sacramento Partnerships
for aLivable City (ESPLC) v. City of Sacramento

Dear Ms. Mahaffey,

| am writing to you as along term resident of Sacramento who has spent years working to make the
Central City (wherel live) awell planned, desirable place to live. | wish to make the following
comments with regard to the Revised McKinley Village EIR that you are currently circulating in
response to the above referenced case.

1) The Revised EIR is not responsive to the court decision because it does not contain a new traffic
analysis and new mitigation measures that would lessen the traffic impacts of the McKinley Village
project.

2) Because the revised EIR is not responsive to the Appellate Court's decision, the City needs to
decertify it and issue a new EIR that includes afull and independent analysis of traffic impacts and
the ways that those impacts can be mitigated.

3) The serious traffic impacts that McKinley Village will cause are obvious. Thereis currently no
bus service planned for McKinley Village and the options for people to walk or bike to destinations
beyond its boundaries are very limited. McKinley Village residents will enter and leave on streets
that already have heavy traffic. A full traffic analysis that can identify the best ways to mitigate
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traffic impacts is badly needed.

4) The Appellate Court has ruled and the Supreme Court has supported its ruling. City residents have
alegal right to turn to the courts for redress when they believe that the City has made a decision that
iswrong. They also have aright to expect the City to abide by what the court decides and not waste
taxpayer money by forcing them to return to court yet again.

Sincerely

Karen Jacques

Central City Resident



From: Karen Jacques

To: Dana Mahaffey
Subject: McKinley Village EIR
Date: Sunday, February 26, 2017 10:22:14 PM

February 26, 2017

Dana Mahaffey

Associate Planner,

Community Development Department
Environmental Planning Services

300 Richards Blvd. Third Floor

Sacramento CA 95811

Re: City Need to Comply with Appellate Court Decision in the case of East Sacramento Partnerships
for aLivable City (ESPLC) v. City of Sacramento

Dear Ms. Mahaffey,

| am writing to you as along term resident of Sacramento who has spent years working to make the
Central City (wherel live) awell planned, desirable place to live. | wish to make the following
comments with regard to the Revised McKinley Village EIR that you are currently circulating in
response to the above referenced case.

1) The Revised EIR is not responsive to the court decision because it does not contain a new traffic
analysis and new mitigation measures that would lessen the traffic impacts of the McKinley Village
project.

2) Because the revised EIR is not responsive to the Appellate Court's decision, the City needs to
decertify it and issue a new EIR that includes afull and independent analysis of traffic impacts and
the ways that those impacts can be mitigated.

3) The serious traffic impacts that McKinley Village will cause are obvious. Thereis currently no
bus service planned for McKinley Village and the options for people to walk or bike to destinations
beyond its boundaries are very limited. McKinley Village residents will enter and leave on streets
that already have heavy traffic. A full traffic analysis that can identify the best ways to mitigate
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traffic impacts is badly needed.

4) The Appellate Court has ruled and the Supreme Court has supported its ruling. City residents have
alegal right to turn to the courts for redress when they believe that the City has made a decision that
iswrong. They also have aright to expect the City to abide by what the court decides and not waste
taxpayer money by forcing them to return to court yet again.

Sincerely

Karen Jacques

Central City Resident



From: Melinda Johnson

To: Dana Mahaffey

Subject: COURT RULING ON MCKINLEY VILLAGE
Date: Friday, March 3, 2017 11:41:35 PM
To Dana Mahaffey:

| am writing to let you know that McKinley Village has been avery bad neighbor to the
residents of McKinley Park.

The placeis flooded, has obvious water issues and attached are photos of the flooding, of
Teichert employees trying to drain the place into our sewer system, erosion to the railroad
overpass into McKinley Villiage and photos of the significant recent flooding on 33rd St., 34th
St., 35th St. and Santa Inez Way between H street and Parkway .

| don't think thisis a coincidence. Thisterrified our several neighbors with small kids, the
water came up too fast to get to their cars. | have many more photos and can send them later.

| would also like to point out that the City did not demonstrate that the GP policy
was an adequate threshold to measure the impact of traffic failure in the core and
surrounding areas . Also it was inappropriate to send only revised pages from the
traffic section, which make s proper analysisimpossible, the EIR should have been
decertified, the policy no longer exists and that they should be studying the impact
based on GP 2035 .

| would appreciate atimely response to my letter and look forward to hearing from
youl.

Sincerely,
Melinda Johnson

B MCVILLAGE-TEICHERT PUMPING WATER-FEB.2017....

B MCVILLAGE LEVEE EROSION 2:21:17.jpg
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From: Melinda Johnson

To: Dana Mahaffey

Subject: COURT RULING ON MCKINLEY VILLAGE
Date: Friday, March 3, 2017 11:41:35 PM
To Dana Mahaffey:

| am writing to let you know that McKinley Village has been avery bad neighbor to the
residents of McKinley Park.

The placeis flooded, has obvious water issues and attached are photos of the flooding, of
Teichert employees trying to drain the place into our sewer system, erosion to the railroad
overpass into McKinley Villiage and photos of the significant recent flooding on 33rd St., 34th
St., 35th St. and Santa Inez Way between H street and Parkway .

| don't think thisis a coincidence. Thisterrified our several neighbors with small kids, the
water came up too fast to get to their cars. | have many more photos and can send them later.

| would also like to point out that the City did not demonstrate that the GP policy
was an adequate threshold to measure the impact of traffic failure in the core and
surrounding areas . Also it was inappropriate to send only revised pages from the
traffic section, which make s proper analysisimpossible, the EIR should have been
decertified, the policy no longer exists and that they should be studying the impact
based on GP 2035 .

| would appreciate atimely response to my letter and look forward to hearing from
youl.

Sincerely,
Melinda Johnson

B MCVILLAGE-TEICHERT PUMPING WATER-FEB.2017....
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From: nickwkastle@yahoo.com

To: Dana Mahaffey
Subject: McKinley Village Traffic (Revised EIR Opposition)
Date: Tuesday, February 28, 2017 2:52:10 PM

Dear Ms. Mahaffey,

My name is Nick Kastle and | live at 107 Tivoli Way in East Sacramento. As you know, Tivoli way is
directly in front of the McKinley Village entrance. My family and | have been watching the impact of
traffic as we can see it from our front porch. | have been particularly interested in how much traffic
has increased and further —how much irresponsible traffic | am seeing. This is a concern to me as |
have a 2yr old and a 4yr old who enjoy living so close to their friends on Tivoli and walking to their
houses (with my wife and 1) as well as to Compton’s market; however, with the lack of planning and
what seems to be a bribed effort to pack in houses in such a small area | am growing deeply
concerned about the safety of my children as well as the added congestion and carbon impact of
such a poorly planned project.

As | follow this subject | am compelled to write to you directly and say that | adamantly oppose the
“Revised EIR for McKinley Village” as it fails to contain any new traffic analysis. Further, | do not see
that it offers any significant changes to current traffic impacts and by extension safety for my family.
Further, as there is not a true solution offered to the congestion and the fact that Cst and 40th are a
virtually now unsafe for my wife and | to walk across the street because of the new traffic (drivers
speeding and running stop signs) | ask you comply with the decision of the Court of Appeal in the
case of East Sacramento Partnerships for a Livable City (ESPLC) v. City of Sacramento, et al. by
decertifying the current EIR, conducting a full, independent traffic analysis, and recirculating the EIR

for additional public comment.

I implore the City of Sacramento to adhere to the request of its citizens and not ram-rod a plan
through because you have been pushed by a developer. If you love the charm of East Sac then you
will avoid hurting my (and others) families further and look at this responsibly as a fellow citizen.

With Respect,

Nick Kastle

107 Tivoli Way
Sacramento CA 95819
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From: Mary Anne

To: Dana Mahaffey

Cc: (home), Mary Anne

Subject: Compliance with Court of Appeal ESPLC v. City of Sac
Date: Tuesday, February 28, 2017 3:59:13 PM

Dear Dana Mahaffey,

| am writing to express my opposition to the “Revised EIR for the McKinley Village
Project.” As an East Sac resident (Tivoli Way), | have already experienced significant
traffic impacts with this project not even 15 percent developed. Our two block long
street serves as an exit route receiving inordinate traffic for a small city street.

In addition to the current (and future) traffic impacts), The Revised EIR does not
contain a new traffic analysis or any new mitigation that would lessen the significant
traffic impacts of the project on the area neighborhoods and roadways.

| am urging the City to comply with the decision of the Court of Appeal in the case of
East Sacramento Partnerships for a Livable City (ESPLC) v. City of Sacramento, et
al. by decertifying the current EIR, conducting a full, independent traffic analysis, and
recirculating the EIR for additional public comment.

This is the least you can do as you have transformed a city neighborhood into a
thoroughfare.

Sincerely,
MaryAnne Kelly
227 Tivoli Way
Sac, CA 95819
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February 27, 2017

Dana Mahaffey, Associate Planner

City of Sacramento, Community Development Department
Environmental Planning Services

300 Richards Boulevard, Third Floor

Sacramento, CA 95811

| am opposed to the city's issue of a "Revised EIR for McKinley Village Project".
This does not address the Court of Appeals ruling. There must be a traffic analysis
that complies with CEQA. The city must properly analyze traffic impacts on
existing neighborhoods and mitigate those impacts where necessary. I'm
concerned about the increase in speeding traffic on Elvas Ave. My access is on a
blind corner at C St. that will only get more dangerous as more cars use Elvas.

Please comply with the ruling by decertifying the current EIR, conducting a full,
independent traffic analysis, and recirculating the EIR for additional public
comment. The failure of the city to comply with the ruling will only waste more
taxpayer dollars that could be used to make our city and neighborhoods more
livable.

Thank you,

Kate Lenox
4823 C St.
Sacramento 95819



From: Holly Longacre

To: Dana Mahaffey
Subject: Revised EIR for the McKinley Village Project

Date: Friday, March 3, 2017 2:47:10 PM

To: Dana Mchaffey
Associate Planner
City of Sacramento

Good Afternoon Ms. Mchaffey,

Asaresident of the nearby McKinley Village Project, | am opposed to the “Revised EIR for
the McKinley Village Project” because it fails to include a new traffic analysis nor does it
propose any hew solutions to address the current traffic problems that our neighborhood
experiences.

During the construction of the McKinley Village development, our neighborhood saw a
dramatic increase in truck and car traffic, resulting in damaged roadways, polluted air, noise,
and building material deposits such as loose gravel, dirt and concrete on our roads and in our
gutters.

My family and | have resided on Elvas Avenue for ailmost 2 years and it is an undisputable
fact that many people use the Elvas Avenue and H Street roadways as a thoroughfare to
commute to and from work. While this lessens the amount of drivers on our freeways, it
resultsin afrustrating amount of traffic congestion along Elvas Avenue. This constant and
ever increasing traffic creates an unsafe environment for the Elvas Avenue neighbors,
including our children and pets.

Currently, at the intersection of H Street and Elvas Avenue, near Clubhouse 56 and Tupelo
Coffee, this roadway widens to two lanes traveling in each direction and then narrows to one
lane in each direction near F Street for an approximate distance of only 0.3 miles. This sudden
widening causes those traveling East on Elvas Avenue to drive well above the 35 mph speed
limit in order to “get ahead” of the car in front of them before the road narrows to only one
lane. This stretch, from Elvas Avenue and H Street to the new stop sign at the McKinley
Village entrance spans for a 1.7 miles of uninterrupted speedway where drivers barrel down,
undermining the multiple posted speed limit signs and disregarding the safety those who live
here.

Thisignored problem, which has existed prior to the construction of McKinley Village, will
only grow into larger issues with traffic, noise and safety concerns, once homesin the
McKinley Village development begin to be inhabited.

A new, current, and detailed traffic analysis, in addition to solutions that make our streets safer
isnecessary if we areto avoid possible devastating consequences in the near future. What will
it take for the City of Sacramento to open their eyes and address these concerns? Will it take a
child being hit by a speeding car? A vehicle losing control as they try to cut off another driver
thus crashing into a home or yard? Or afamily being seriously injured asthey try to cross a
road without any crosswalks or stop signsfor 1.7 miles?
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| urge the City of Sacramento to reject the new “Revised EIR for the McKinley Village
Project” dueto itslack of any kind of investigation regarding our current traffic concerns.

Thank you for your time and consideration in this matter.
Sincerely,

Holly Longacre

5643 Elvas Ave
Sacramento CA 95819
916-844-8890

Hollylongacre2013@gmail.com
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From: Kathleen Marshsll

To: Mayor Steinberg

Cc: Jeff S. Harris; Dana Mahaffey

Subject: State Supreme Court ruling on McKinley Village EIR and traffic study
Date: Tuesday, February 28, 2017 10:42:43 PM

Dear Mayor Steinberg,

As an east Sacramento home owner and proud community member | am deeply disturbed by
the handling of the McKinley Village traffic study.

Please help ensure the city honors the state Supreme Court ruling and require a new EIR and
traffic study that accurately reflects the environmental and traffic impact of McKinley village.

Thank you for your time and consideration,
Kathleen Marshall, MD


mailto:kathymarshall19@yahoo.com
mailto:MayorSteinberg@cityofsacramento.org
mailto:JSHarris@cityofsacramento.org
mailto:DMahaffey@cityofsacramento.org

From: Gary McDowell

To: Dana Mahaffey
Subject: McKinley Village
Date: Sunday, January 22, 2017 4:05:18 PM

Please define LOS C, E & F, regarding McKinley Village. Do you know what city council members approved the
origina EIR?

| drive down McKinley , E St., etc. everyday and the original traffic study must have been done on other streets.
Planning and Council should be ashamed for insulting the East Sacramento Neighborhood. Angelides and NOT the
city should pay for additional traffic mitigation, or abandon a project that should never have been approved.

Gary McDowell

Sent from my iPhone
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From: susan

To: Dana Mahaffey
Subject: Fw: Comply with ruling
Date: Wednesday, March 1, 2017 8:09:38 PM

Sent from Outlook

From: susan <susan_mcmillan@hotmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, February 28, 2017 10:18 AM
To: kmahaffey@cityofsacramento.org
Subject: Comply with ruling

Please comply with the Court of Appeal's ruling and oppose the current EIR for the McKinley
Village Project. A full independent traffic impact study must be implemented. Our
neighborhood streets are quickly becoming more jammed up with congestion and this project
will cause an enormous increase of problems.

Susan McMillan

1133 33rd st

Sacto., CA 95816

Sent from Outlook
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From:
To:

Jeannie Meagher
Dana Mahaffey; Jeannie Meagher

Subject: Laws for McKinley Village

Date:

Tuesday, February 28, 2017 11:25:04 AM

To Dana Mahaffey,
City of Sacramento

| express opposition to the “Revised EIR for the McKinley Village Project,” noting that
it does not contain a new traffic analysis, and no new mitigation that would lessen the
significant traffic impacts of the project on the area neighborhoods and roadways.

Significant traffic impacts continue to be unmitigated. I, my family and my neighbors
are experiencing traffic issues even now, during construction of the Village project. It
impacts our every day lives.

| urge the City to comply with the decision of the Court of Appeal in the case of East
Sacramento Partnerships for a Livable City (ESPLC) v. City of Sacramento, et al. by
decertifying the current EIR, conducting a full, independent traffic analysis, and
recirculating the EIR for additional public comment.

Failure to follow the law will lead to further unnecessary taxpayer expense, if the City
must again be compelled to comply with state laws governing the environment.

Please consider these matters seriously. They effect every day the quality of our lives,
living in East Sacramento, adjacent to the McKinley Housing Project, constructed by
owners, who apparently do not care about quality of lifein East Sacramento.

Thank you for your consideration.
Jean Amdahl Meagher

1212 41st Street

Sacramento, CA 95819

Email

jeanniemb4@gmail.com
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From: Michael J Greene

To: Jeff S. Harris

Cc: Dana Mahaffey

Subject: RE: McKinley Village Concerns

Date: Thursday, March 2, 2017 11:17:17 AM
Jeff;

Thank you for replying to my 2/27 email about the courts’ decisions regarding McKinley Village and
your description of those decisions.

| opposed the project, as proposed, because it didn’t include Alhambra access/egress. In my
opinion, this meant that the project was premature and should have been disapproved by the
Planning Commission as well as the City Council.

| did and do appreciate the public attention you brought to bear on the Alhambra issue and thank
you for that too.

Please let me know if | can ever be of assistance to you in your work for east Sacramento.

Mike

Michael Greene

CDS Consulting

3701 McKinley Blvd
Sacramento, CA 95816
cdsconsulting@surewest.net
916-849-1570 cell

From: Jeff S. Harris [mailto:JSHarris@cityofsacramento.org]
Sent: Thursday, March 02, 2017 9:38 AM

To: Michael J Greene

Subject: McKinley Village Concerns

Dear Michael,

It is important to note that only one flaw in the EIR traffic analysis (not the traffic study- which is the
actual counting of cars) was specified by the appellate court as needing further justification. This was

the LOS degrade to F at three intersections on 28th, 29th, and 30 streets. No other aspects of the
EIR were found deficient by the court in appeal. This deficiency has been addressed and it has been
placed back in trial court, with a decision pending. | want to stress that no level of court has
rendered a decision that a new EIR be written. The recirculation for comments was elective, and the
City thought it a good idea to ensure transparency.
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To address your questions specifically, | have advocated for an Alhambra access, but taken on its
own was so expensive that it would have made the project unfeasible. The only affordable pathway
(largely due to UPRR requirements) presents itself when Caltrans moves forward on widening
Business 80. At that time all of the bridges across the freeway will be rebuilt and neither the city nor
the developer would incur the cost of a $28 million shoo fly bridge. If the opportunity presents itself,
and if traffic actually dictates the need, | will push for that access. This of course illustrates difference
of opinions about whether or not traffic will be made untenable by McKinley Village. At this point, |
believe that the impacts on East Sac will be far less than people fear. This opinion is based on my
experience living in River Park for the last thirty years. With 10,200 trips daily on Carlson Drive (and
being completely workable), the traffic generated by McKinley Village should prove manageable.

As far as traffic mitigations go, | have already had staff do conceptual design, and | have located
funding for the construction of a four way stop at the bend on Elvas and Lanatt to the east of

McKinley Village Way. | am concerned about impacts on C st. to the west, as well as 35t st and
have staff looking at possible projects to address issues that may arise as the population grows in
McKinley Village. It will take time to understand what the traffic impacts actually are.

As a contractor, | can say unequivocally that this is one of the best built developments that | have
ever seen. The residents that have purchased are quite happy there. The new parks are nicely
designed and open to all. This fits with the City goals of promoting infill and lowering VMT (Vehicle
Miles Traveled). | understand fully that there are those that do not favor the project, yourself
included, but this project is moving forward and | believe it to be a more than acceptable addition to
the city and east Sac. As your representative | accept responsibility for working to alleviate any traffic
issues that might arise. As a representative | well know that there are people on both sides of EVERY
issue. McKinley Village no doubt was controversial. | believe that is embraced by the majority, and
will be even more so as people see the quality of the project in reality.

Sincerely,
Jeff Harris
Councilmember District 3



MURPHY
2731 G Street
Sacramento, CA 95816
916-447-8178
Michaelmmurphy4@gmail.com

March 2, 2017

VIA EMAIL

Dana Mahaffey

City of Sacramento

Community Development Department
300 Richards Boulevard, 3rd Floor
Sacramento, CA 95811

RE: McKinley Village — Comments to Draft Environmental Impact Report (“Draft
EIR”) P08-086 — 2017

Dear Ms. Mahaffey:

[ live in the Marshall School neighborhood at 28" and G Streets. My street is the direct
access to McKinley Village. Since there are only two access points to McKinley Village,
my neighborhood will be greatly impacted by the increase in traffic to and from McKinley
Village. Since the construction began, my neighbors and [ have repeatedly reported the
McKinley Village construction personnel for not following the traffic mitigation plan that
was part of the approval of the project. The impacts will only grow as people begin to
move into McKinley Village.

[ offer the following comments to the Draft EIR.

First, at p. 2.2, the 3" Appellate Court Decision (Nov 16, 2016) East Sacramento
Partnerships for a Livable City (ESPLC) v. City of Sacramento noted the following:

Under cumulative plus project conditions, several intersections on 28th, 29th, and
30th Streets are at LOS F, with significant delays. The EIR found these impacts to
be less than significant based solely on the mobility element in the City’s general
plan. However, the EIR finds similar changes to LOS conditions in East
Sacramento, outside the core area, are significant impacts and require mitigation.
Accordingly, there is evidence of a significant impact on traffic on 28th, 29th, and
30" Streets (p. 22)

At, p. 2.2, the Revised EIR fails to acknowledge or address the significant impacts to the
Midtown access to McKinley Village and relies still solely on conformity with the General
Plan for the finding of no significance. This is unacceptable. My neighborhood is
residential and just as important as East Sacramento. We deserve the same consideration and
traffic mitigation as East Sacramento.
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The 3™ Appellate Court decision states further that:

“...compliance with a general plan policy does not conclusively establish there is no
significant environmental impact, and the City failed to explain why it found none in
this circumstance” (p. 2)

It is the responsibility of the City to look out for the residents, not just the developer of
McKinley Village. The revised EIR should include new traffic analysis and not simply
repeat the language from the General Plan as its rationale for not mitigating the increased
traffic in our neighborhood. We deserve better.

The traffic burden created by McKinley Village could be alleviated by creating a third
vehicle access point at Alhambra Blvd. The community demanded this element be added
to the McKinley Village project. Funds were dedicated to study and possible creation of
the tunnel access. What happened? There has been no official announcement as to the
status of the Alhambra access.

I urge the City to obey the ruling by the Court of Appeal regarding ESPLC v. City of
Sacramento, et al., by decertitying the current EIR. Midtown residents deserve a full,
independent traffic analysis of the traffic impacts to 28", 29" and 30™ Streets, focusing on
the 28™ Street impacts because 28" is a residential street, similar to East Sacramento
streets. Once that has been done then the EIR should be recirculated for additional public
comment. Thank you.

Very truly yours,
: Mo, b—
;o Mo
Michael Murphy

mm



From: Susan Norris

To: Dana Mahaffey
Subject: mckinley village
Date: Tuesday, March 7, 2017 3:00:20 PM

i am sorry thisemail is coming so late, but i have been on vacation. Please make the
developers comply with the court ruling for McKinley Village. The whole process of
McKinley Village has been ajoke. Isthisreally what the City Council and the Sacramento
Planners are about? Do the right thing.......

Susan Norris, Realtor, Lic #01328937

Real Estate Source Inc.

Cell: (916) 849-6421

sunorrisrealestate@gmail.com
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From: twhailey@aol.com

To: Dana Mahaffey
Subject: Re: McKinnley Village
Date: Tuesday, February 28, 2017 9:01:49 AM

To whom it may concern,

| am writing this letter to you to raise extreme concern regarding the New McKinnley Village project and
it's impact and anticipated future impact on traffic in my quiet East Sacramento neighborhood, Meister
Terrace. | purchased my home 18 years ago, and even though | am a few houses down from Elvas/C
Street, it has been relatively quiet and very easy to navigate to and from work and school in the morning
and afternoon. | live on Tivoli Way. | work at the new Sutter Hospital in midtown. My simple, five minute
commute has become very hazardous because of this new project. The corner of Tivoli and Elvas has
certainly been ignored during the planning stages of this idiotic stop sign at the entrance of McKinnley
Village. This intersection was so poorly planned out! | feel that the firmly assimilated current residents on
both Tivoli and 40th street were simply ignored when this intersection was conceived!

McKinnley Village isn't even fully functioning yet and | have already almost been hit by a car three times
in the past four months! NEVER, in the past 18 years have | suffered even one near collision while
entering or exiting from Elvas to Tivoli Way! | have two grown children who travel often on this path and |
have gravely concerned for their safety, as well as the safety of my fellow neighbors. Mark my words, if
any of my family members suffer a fatal or life changing accident because of this intersection, | will seek
legal counsel immediately! Please consider this email an urgent plea to reconsider this intersection and
plan for a way to alert cars that stop at the stop signs at that intersection to use extreme caution while
cars are entering from 40th street and Tivoli Way! What is happening now is that the stop sign is so far
away from the entrance of our streets, that the cars stop and then blast through our intersections at 35
miles per hour ... even when seeing that we are trying to enter Elvas ... cars are not yielding or being
cautious at all! They are acting as if they stopped and now they can just blast through Elvas, no matter
how many cars to are attempting to enter the zone. Also, the stop sign closest to Tivoli gets backed up in
the morning, to the point where nobody is yielding to a car attempting to exit Tivoli and enter the area
toward the stop sign. This is very frustrating. We have to block one lane of Elvas and force ourselves
into the other lane or we can not enter the intersection (hence another opportunity to get hit by oncoming
traffic!). What were you guys thinking? This is only going to get 1,000 time worse when McKinnley
Village is in full force .... please make changes ... be creative, come up with a solution that takes into
consideration the current homeowners, as if our lives mattered.

We have already put up with so much with the construction of this project and it is very difficulty to be a
20 year homeowner and tax payer and have our needs dismissed over profits!

Please feel free to get back to me with any questions or clarification on this traffic concern.

Dawn M. Olson
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From: Jo Ann Pinotti

To: Dana Mahaffey

Cc: David Gonsalves

Subject: McKinley Village project

Date: Tuesday, February 28, 2017 10:12:48 AM

To: DanaMahaffey, Associate Planner

CC: David Gonsalves, District Director to Jeff Harris, Sacramento City Council Member, District 3

Re:  McKinley Village project revised EIR

| am aresident of East Sacramento and am writing to express my opposition to the “Revised EIR for the McKinley
Village project”.

This report does not contain a new traffic analysis. The report also does not outline new mitigation to lessen the
significant impact of this project on area neighborhoods and residential streets.

I urge the City of Sacramento to comply with the decision of the Court of Appeal by decertifying the current EIR. |
also urge the City to conduct a full, independent traffic analysis and provide the EIR for public comment. Failureto
follow the law will lead to further unnecessary taxpayer expensesif the City must again be compelled to comply
with state environmental laws.

Sincerely,
Jo Ann Pinotti

5261 K Street
East Sacramento
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Marshall New Era Neighborhood Association
903 28th St

Sacramento CA 95816-4305
marshall.newera@gmail.com

March 3, 2017

VIA EMAIL

Dana Mahaffey Associate Planner

City of Sacramento, Community Development Department
Environmental Planning Services

300 Richards Boulevard, Third Floor

Sacramento, CA 95811

Dear Ms. Mahaffey:

The Marshall New Era Neighborhood Association (MNENA) is writing to express opposition to
the “Revised EIR for the McKinley Village Project - January 2017” (Revised EIR). The revised
EIR does not contain any new traffic analyses, and proposes no new mitigation that would
lessen the significant traffic impacts of the project on our neighborhoods and streets.

The MNENA submitted comments on the McKinley Village draft EIR on January 10, 2014. Our
comments stated that “this project will bring at least 1,800 vehicle trips per day into Midtown without
a thorough and comprehensive analysis of how this increased traffic will actually impact our
neighborhood.”

Unfortunately, two years later, with construction now well underway, the City’s traffic analysis
is still woefully inadequate. Significant traffic impacts continue to be unmitigated. During the
past 12 months, our neighbors have repeatedly reported tractor-trailers and other construction-
related vehicles which are transporting materials, as well as, staging operations along 28th St
between C St and H St. These observed traffic impacts on our neighborhood are directly related
to construction of the McKinley Village project.

The Revised EIR cites the City’s 2030 General Plan Policy M 1.2.2 exemption for Level of Service
(LOS) standards as allowing the worst (LOS “F”) conditions at intersections directly affecting
the MNENA community. The clearly stated goal of Policy M 1.2.2 to “increase transit ridership,
biking and walking which decreases auto travel...” The McKinley Village project increases rather
than decreases auto travel. The project also does nothing to increase transit ridership, biking or
walking, therefore use of this exemption is a subversion of the General Plan goal.



Marshall New Era Neighborhood Association
903 28th St

Sacramento CA 95816-4305
marshall.newera@gmail.com

The MNENA urges the City to comply with the decision of the Court of Appeal in the case

of East Sacramento Partnerships for a Livable City (ESPLC) v. City of Sacramento, et al. by
decertifying the current EIR, conducting a full, independent traffic analysis, and recirculating
the EIR for additional public comment. We have provided additional detailed comments as
attached.

We have collaborated with, and appreciate the City’s ongoing efforts to address traffic concerns
along C Street — the traffic circle at 23rd St, two new stop signs, and the half street closure at
28th and C Street. These projects may help to slow traffic down, but they do not address the
increased traffic volume which is the primary impact of the McKinley Village project. The
MNENA believes that the only real solution to address these traffic issues is to put a vehicular
underpass entrance (tunnel) into the McKinley Village development at Alhambra Blvd. The
Revised EIR references the Alhambra Tunnel/ Alternative Improvements and Services (p. A-8,
A-9), however we have not received information regarding the disposition of this effort. We are
already living with the consequences of the City’s planning decisions related this project and we
urge the City to address these issues.

Sincerely,

George Raya

Marshall-New Area Neighborhood Association

cc. Steve Hansen, Councilmember



Marshall New Era Neighborhood Association
903 28th St

Sacramento CA 95816-4305
marshall.newera@gmail.com

Specific Comments on the Revised Draft McKinley Village EIR

p. 1-1, 1-2 Please number the table(s) and provide units/description for the numbers shown (seconds of
delay). Copies of Tables 4.9-10 and 4.9-20 should be included in the Revised EIR since they are
extensively cited throughout the revisions and should be subject to re-review and comment.

p. 2.2 As noted in the 3™ Appellate Court Decision (Nov 16, 2016) ESPLC v City of Sacramento

Under cumulative plus project conditions, several intersections on 28th, 29th, and 30th Streets
are at LOS F, with significant delays. The EIR found these impacts to be less than significant
based solely on the mobility element in the City’s general plan. However, the EIR finds similar
changes to LOS conditions in East Sacramento, outside the core area, are significant impacts and
require mitigation. Accordingly, there is evidence of a significant impact on traffic on 28th, 29th,
and 30" Streets (p. 22)

p. 2.2 The Revised EIR does not acknowledge or address these significant impacts and relies still solely
on conformity with the General Plan for the finding of no significance. The 3™ Appellate Court decision
states further that:

“...compliance with a general plan policy does not conclusively establish there is no significant
environmental impact, and the City failed to explain why it found none in this circumstance” (p.
2)

The Revised EIR should provide new analyses or explanation and not just simply repeat the General Plan
policy justification for degradation of service to LOS F as presented in the Draft EIR from November 2013
(p. 4.9-45)

p 2.4 Section 4.9-1 The revised EIR states that decreased LOS are consistent with the City’s policy
included in General Plan Policy M 1.2.2 (a) which states that “General Plan conformance could still be
found if the project provides improvements to other parts of the citywide transportation system in order
to improve transportation-system-wide roadway capacity, to make intersection improvements, or to
enhance non-auto travel modes in furtherance of the General Plan goals.” Again, the revised EIR offers
no new explanation or analyses support the finding of no significant traffic impact at these intersections

p A-1 Appendix A provides (another) recitation of the General Plan Policy M 1.2.2 as it relates to the
“core area” of the City. As noted in the 3™ Appellate Court Decision

“The core area of the general plan covers downtown and midtown Sacramento and includes
both busy commercial and quiet residential streets. The CEQA Guidelines caution that “the
significance of an activity may vary with the setting.” (p.22)

~3~



Marshall New Era Neighborhood Association
903 28th St

Sacramento CA 95816-4305
marshall.newera@gmail.com

The impacted intersections along 28" St are clearly in a “quiet residential” setting and therefore blanket
application of the Core Area exemption to justify degraded LOS impacts at every intersection is not
warranted without sufficient analyses of traffic impacts.

p. A-8 Alhambra Tunnel/Alternative Improvements and Services. The City should provide the community
with an update on the status of the Alhambra Tunnel and the disposition of the funding $2.2 for the
tunnel or $1.9 for alternative improvements in the project vicinity. Any future revised traffic analyses
should consider the impact of a vehicular underpass (tunnel) access in improving LOS conditions at the
impacted intersections.

p. A-8 The City should post the feasibility study for a Vehicular Underpass at Alhambra which was
funded by $S100K from the project applicant. If such report is not available, the City should conduct a
community meeting to apprise the neighborhood of the Alternative Improvements and Services.



From: JAN ELLEN REIN

To: Dana Mahaffey

Cc: Jan Rein; East Sac Preservation; Steve Hansen; mayor@cityofsacramento.org
Subject: OPPOSED: REVISED EIR FOR McKINLEY VILLAGE

Date: Thursday, March 2, 2017 4:36:51 PM

Dear Ms Mahaffey,
This comment is in opposition to the Revised EIR for McKinley Village.

The revised EIR contains no new traffic analysis and no new mitigation to lessen the substantial
traffic impacts this private, for profit project imposes on the area neighborhoods and roadways.
Significant traffic impacts are now unmitigated, causing increased air pollution, noise and
inconvenience to area residents.The City of Sacramento is not above the law and must comply
with the Court of Appeal's decision in Partnership for a Livable City (ESPLC) v. City of
Sacramento et al. Specifically, the City must decertify the current EIR and conduct a full,
independent traffic analysis to be circulated for additional public comment.

The City's continued noncompliance with the law will impose unnecessary taxpayer expense if
further enforcement efforts are required due to City recalcitrance and neglect of duty. Indeed,
since McKinley Village is for private personal profit, mitigation expenses should be paid by the
private developer and\ or the McKinley Village homeowners through an assessment.

Very truly yours,

Jan Ellen Rein
2704 E. Street
Sacramento, CA
95816
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March 1, 2017

Dana Mahaffey, Associate Planner

City of Sacramento, Community Development Department
Environmental Planning Services

300 Richards Boulevard, Third Floor

Sacramento, CA 95811

VIA U.S. MAIL and VIA EMAIL: dmahaffey@cityofsacramento.org

Dear Ms. Mahaffey:

I am an I Street resident in Midtown Sacramento and urge the City to comply with the Coutt’s ruling
in East Sacramento Partnerships for a Livable City v. City of Sacramento, et al., by decertifying the current
EIR, conducting a full and independent traffic analysis and recirculating the EIR for additional
public comment. In addition, I am opposed to the Revised EIR for the McKinley Village Project
because it does not contain a new traffic analysis, and there is no mitigation for the impact of traffic
from McKinley Village on the surrounding neighborhoods and roadways. The City has essentially
ignoted the Court’s ruling and abandoned its duty to see that the impact of traffic from the

McKinley Village does not unfairly burden the current residents.

Recently, I notified the City about an increased difficulty exiting my driveway during commute
hours. In October 2016, the City conducted a traffic study on I Street that showed 4,500 cars pass
my home each weekday. The survey occutred on a non-event day at the new Golden One arena so
the impact of traffic from that development was not considered. Surptisingly, I learned that there
were no current traffic counts for the other Midtown Streets (A to H Streets) from which to
compare the volume of traffic (4,500 daily cars) on my street with the other streets. This also means
that there are no current traffic counts and studies on the other streets to compare what might
happen when McKinley Village is fully completed. The City acknowledged that 4,500 cars isa
significant aumber of cars for a residential street, and that it had insufficient information to
determine if T Street was unfairly impacted by traffic compared to other streets, yet it still
inexplicably takes the position that McKinley Village traffic will not impact the already
overburdened traffic on I Street. There is no current data to suppott the City’s conclusion, and it
must be required to fairly evaluate the traffic impact from McKinley Village.

In addition, I Street is the only street now in the Midtown area between A and J Streets without a
City imposed street closure, and T Street has the only unencumbered direct path from McKinley
Village to downtown, the Golden One arena, Interstate 5 and Amtrak. Yet, without supporting
evidence, the City asserts that I Street is too far from McKinley Village to be impacted by traffic
even though it is highly likely that the residents of McKinley Village will seek the most direct and
least restrictive route to downtown, which is I Street. The City has turned its back on mitigating
traffic faitly and responsibly for all its residents, and must be required to develop current, reliable
traffic information so that informed decisions can be made about how best to compare, evaluate,
and mitigate traffic in Midtown from the massive increase in traffic related to the McKinley Village
project.

Page 1 of 2



Please decertify the current EIR and require the City to comply with the Court of Appeal decision
by conducting a full and independent traffic analysis and then recirculating the EIR for additional
public comment. Also, please reject the Revised EIR for the McKinley Village Project because it
does not offer any mitigation ot current traffic information to make any type of informed decision
about the impacts of the project. Any less than decertifying the cutrent EIR and rejecting the
Revised EIR for the McKinley Village Project and the City will have ignored the Coutt, and ignored
its responsibility to develop responsible and cutrent information about traffic from a development
that will have a direct and major impact on its current residents.

Thank you for considering my comments.

Sincerely,

WW,_

Richard Clark

2619 I Street
Sacramento, CA 95816
RMC100@outlook.com

Page 2 of 2



From: Valerie Roberts

To: Dana Mahaffey

Subject: Fwd: Undeliverable: Fwd: Delivery Status Notification (Failure)
Date: Tuesday, February 28, 2017 12:20:58 PM

Attachments: icon.png

Forwarded conver sation
Subject: McKinley Village EIR concern

From: Valerie Roberts <vaerienorcal @amail.com>
Date: Mon, Feb 27, 2017 at 12:32 PM

To: kmahaffey@cityofsacramento.org, jharris@cityofsacdramento.org,
JCWEST @cityofsacramento.org

Hi Dana,

| continue to have concerns about whether city cares about its citizens. Weliveon D Street in
East Sacramento, which when we moved there, we moved there due to the walk ability of the
area and we can sit on our front porch and enjoy the neighbors and the quiet street. We are
lucky, as our street does not go through, but we have seen an increase in traffic since
McKinley Village has been in operation.

| oppose the “Revised EIR for the McKinley Village Project,” it does not contain a new
traffic analysis, and no new mitigation that would lessen the significant traffic impacts
of the project on the area neighborhoods and roadways.

o Please comply with the decision of the Court of Appeal in the case of East Sacramento
Partnerships for a Livable City (ESPLC) v. City of Sacramento, et al. by decertifying
the current EIR, conducting a full, independent traffic analysis, and recirculating the
EIR for additional public comment.

o Failureto follow the law will lead to further UNNECESSARY taxpayer expense if the
City must again be compelled to comply with state laws governing the environment.

Thanks for your time and commitment to the citizens of Sacramento.

Valerie Roberts
3148 D Street
Sacramento, CA 95816

From: Mail Delivery Subsystem <mailer-daemon@googlemail.com>
Date: Mon, Feb 27, 2017 at 12:32 PM

To: valerienorcal @gmail.com
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Address not found

Y our message wasn't delivered to jharris@cityofsacdramento.org
because the domain cityofsacdramento.org couldn't be found. Check
for typos or unnecessary spaces and try again.

The response from the remote server was:

DNS Error: 69993702 DNS type "mx* lookup of cityofsacdramento.org responded with
code NXDOMAIN Domain name” not found: cityofsacdramento.org

Final-Recipient: rfc822; jharris@cityofsacdramento.org
Action: failed

Status: 4.0.0
Diagnostic-Code: smtp; DNS Error: 69993702 DNS type 'mx' |lookup of
cityofsacdramento.org responded with code NXDOMAIN
Domain name not found: cityofsacdramento.org
Last-Attempt-Date: Mon, 27 Feb 2017 12:32:31 -0800 (PST)

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Valerie Roberts <val erienorcal @amail.com>
To: kmahaffey@cityof sacramento.org, jharris@cityofsacdramento.org,

JCWEST @cityofsacramento.org
Cc:

Date: Mon, 27 Feb 2017 12:32:30 -0800
Subject: McKinley Village EIR concern
Hi Dana,

| continue to have concerns about whether city cares about its citizens.
Weliveon D Street in East Sacramento, which when we moved there, we moved
there due to the walk ability of the area and we can sit on our front porch

and enjoy the neighbors and the quiet street. We are lucky, as our street

does not go through, but we have seen an increase in traffic since McKinley
Village has been in operation.

- | oppose the “Revised EIR for the McKinley Village Project,” it does

not contain a new traffic analysis, and no new mitigation that would lessen
the significant traffic impacts of the project on the area neighborhoods

and roadways.


http://cityofsacdramento.org/
http://cityofsacdramento.org/
http://cityofsacdramento.org/
mailto:jharris@cityofsacdramento.org
http://cityofsacdramento.org/
http://cityofsacdramento.org/
mailto:valerienorcal@gmail.com
mailto:kmahaffey@cityofsacramento.org
mailto:jharris@cityofsacdramento.org
mailto:JCWEST@cityofsacramento.org

- Please comply with the decision of the Court of Appeal in the

case of *East
Sacramento Partnerships for aLivable City (ESPLC)* *v.* *City of
Sacramento, et al*. by decertifying the current EIR, conducting afull,
independent traffic analysis, and recirculating the EIR for additional
public comment.

- Failureto follow the law will lead to further UNNECESSARY taxpayer
expense if the City must again be compelled to comply with state laws
governing the environment.

Thanks for your time and commitment to the citizens of Sacramento.

Vaerie Roberts
3148 D Street
Sacramento, CA 95816

From: <postmaster @cityof sacramento.org>
Date: Mon, Feb 27, 2017 at 12:32 PM

To: valerienorcal @gmail.com

Delivery has failed to these recipients or groups:
kmahaffey@cityofsacramento.or

The email address you entered couldn't be found. Please check the recipient's email
address and try to resend the message. If the problem continues, please contact your
helpdesk.

Diagnostic information for administrators:
Generating server: EX2013HYBRIDO1.sac.local

kmahaffey@cityofsacramento.or
Remote Server returned '550 5.1.1 RESOLVER.ADR.RecipNotFound; not found'

Original message headers:


mailto:postmaster@cityofsacramento.org
mailto:valerienorcal@gmail.com
mailto:kmahaffey@cityofsacramento.org
mailto:kmahaffey@cityofsacramento.org

Received: from EX2013HYBRIDO2.sac.local (10.100.7.174) bg
EX2013HYBRIDO1.sac.local (10.100.7.173) with Microsoft SMTP Server (TLS) id
15.0.1178.4; Mon, 27 Feb 2017 12:32:35 -0800

Received: from gccOl-dm2-obe.outbound.protection.outlook.com (10.100.99.3) by
EX2013HYBRIDO2.sac. local $10.100.7_174) with Microsoft SMTP Server (TLS) id
15.0.1178.4 via Frontend Transport; Mon, 27 Feb 2017 12:32:34 -0800

Received: from BLUPRO9CA0044.namprd09.prod.outlook.com (10.255.214.172) b
CYAPRO9MB1256. namprd09.prod.outlook.com (10.172.66.18) with Microsoft SMTP
Server (version=TLS1 2, cipher=TLS ECDHE_RSA WITH_AES 256 CBC_SHA384_ P384) id
15.1.933.12; Mon, 27 Feb 2017 20:32:33 +0000

Received: from BY2FFO11FD019. rotection.gbl (2a01:111:Ff400:7c0c::176) by
BLUPRO9CA0044 . outlook.office365.com (2a01:111:e400:8b7::44) with Microsoft
SMTP Server (version=TLS1 2,
cipher=TLS _ECDHE_RSA WITH_AES_256_CBC_SHA384 P384) id 15.1.933.12 via
Frontend Transport; Mon, 27 Feb 2017 20:32:32 +0000

Authentication-Results: spf=pass (sender IP is 209.85.217.174)
smtp.mailfrom=gmail.com; cityofsacramento.org; dkim=pass (signature was
verified) header.d=gmail.com;cityofsacramento.orqg; dmarc=pass action=none
header . from=gmail.com; i .

Received-SPF: Pass (protection.outlook.com: domain of _gmail.com designates
209.85.217.174 as permitted sender) receiver=protection.outlook.com;
client-ip=209.85.217.174; helo=pmail-ua0-f174.google.com;

Received: from mail-ua0-f174.google.com (209.85.2 7.174§ b

BY2FFO11FD0O19.mail.protection.outlook.com (10.1.14.107 w¥th Microsoft SMTP
Server (version=TLS1 2, cipher=TLS_ECDHE_RSA WITH AES 256 CBC_SHA P384) id
15.1.933.11 via Frontend Transport; Mon, 27 Feb 2017 20:32:32 +0000
Received: by mail-uaO-f174.google.com with SMTP id 72s048155291uaf.3;
_ Mon, 27 Feb 2017 12:32:31 -0800 (PST)
DKIM-Signature: v=1; a=rsa-sha256; c=relaxed/relaxed;
d=gmail.com; s=20161025; R .
h=m|me-verS|0n:from:dgte:message—ld:sgbject:to;
bh=PbdaBKkmWQKmK+sKdA/ 1V87G8w+15fMHVrUiboeBWZqgc=;
b=u6LBt5/f+ suanEI7/N5kUBLWMlI2FPTOnDT¥IgSQﬂdeanfPWCOGOKE+ 50W61t
ILVkN+g2onb8NZ nD1/4eJGbOVWErzxZOFtQ7jSwiNI'15wBshrHYvXMbkQ qunwgB
bM6Rha780bYsVFCEkq1mLE ILcsbd/zPKYgEh+AC 8tMuFdSBTBDDYZEfnyW2bIn20 T
mSKIBZOOCD RmsXJzAWiz/AuMO5nS+bWnDrGHVp5C/ r1gXFuU uA+9e225mp/UT3MOmV
gg 6Ys6BILKHNANV6kvusYr5TvraCVLDt09bYNEBBEocOeRoOWSADJ4phA6Q1+2EdWNXo
T

X-Google-DKIM-Signature: v=1; a=rsa-sha256; c=relaxed/relaxed;
d=1el00.net; s=20161025; R . B
h:x—gm—message—state:mlme—verS|on:from:date:message—ld:subject:to;
bh=PbdaBkmWQKmK+sKdA/1V87G8w+15FfMHVrUiboeBWZqgc=;
b=V+xvtlby+4vWJICEU1lnbt+1H5zH9Ge8p+4qwT70bSL4 OSu+JbbsGiCblsgpuzmszX
SANsSKsJYKTGZF4yicn22t5F2H4RYDWUoXpB7zisYTrwReJoJIcqEH8dwj OGWRHgq7AZe
keJIirijOkX8i%£9f/mU bskCoxtEVEc/ 1+GOVXwYpzM31ahmtCA2 i RTbhwVJvv5twC
SqLANdAZzbNz7bVOSbvXZ9 TsAlDU?iog%G7Ae3tqudtKggog+CSiSEHUFZW33dxthA
%EQUQSth7vtOZACEs+0r9AW8rUu4SW 01DO I LxXPS41C3NGUPYyAbB3X/WwG8wcVrok

zZg==

X-Gm-Message-State: AMke39n1RmBt9FOTOePfQlr71S29Fb3XtDZP1LiZ2rMKFvI1eNbSjCofED6YN

GheSQI5NMe8SHHATcoaMpBRO3g==

X-Received: b¥ 10.176.74.146 with SMTP id s18mr8314292uae.65.1488227550958;

Mon, 27 Feb 2017 12:32:30 -0800 (PST)

MIME-Version: 1.0

Received: by 10.176.8.91 with HTTP; Mon, 27 Feb 2017 12:32:30 -0800 (PST)

From: Valerie Roberts <valerienorcal@amail.com>

Date: Mon, 27 Feb 2017 12:32:30 -0800 R R R

Message-1D: <CAEhbQkIt3yBYvSq7ZtB3bGDONTY8ZwM+7DPGzT=W-60KEhwojw@mail .gmail.com>

Subject: McKinley Village EIR concern _ ; ;

To: <kmahaffe§@C|:yofsacramento.org>, <jharris@cityofsacdramento.org>,

<JCWEST@cityofsacramento.org>

Content-Type: multipart/alternative; boundary="f403045f836a851b89054988fa48"

Return-Path: valerienorcal@gmail.com

X-EOPAttributedMessage: O

X-EOPTenantAttributedMessage: e37e01f2-541b-4ffd-b8d4-76aee8b8c08d:0
X-Forefront-Antispam-Report: CIP:209.85.217.174;1PV:NLI;CTRY:US;EFV:NLI ;SFV:NSPM;SFS: (6009001

6029001 (8196002562980300002 (438002%6189002%%199003%5983160028&82202002)8554460028&83322999

450100001) (93516 9)55435699 )g63696 9) (875 OOlggg 6002)810 600288956 01) (626004) (512874002) (

6482005)§1 9998001%8 2186005;& 660300001%83059450 %8106466 01%87636 2)8348 00004)(498394004)
5356003%( 09869998& 362001%( 972006) (61 6001%&595 001)(81442002) (7596 02%(889600 ) (1096003) (

339200 g 1101360 &(867600 ) (16003) (92566002) 760023&84 26002) (246002) ;DIRZINB;SFP:
;SCL:1;SRVR:CYAPRO9OMB1256;H:-mail-ua0-f174.google.com;FPR: ;SPF:Pass;PTR:mail-ua0-f174.
google.com;MX:1;Az1;LANG:=en; R
X-Microsoft-Exchange-Diagnostics: l;BY2FFOllFD019;l:RMkmwSLCPG|SSASrn943egT9ngnx%
VigMMntyfOaMjzHXHumovEoR1ZKXe+xAvOVN1L+MZd1fHOz00 13Wxb5Tz+7ZM6g Inal 3RrHBEPTSS j6RWath j pyM/ 1Uw6sj5P++
1s0dQFMjcol2 ngcXGCJ379mm6QnsEpPeIOgKSbRGUrPWzSDovPkaj%ImEgBWLONIXﬁ OzMYuw}j LoSt8WupE4Y
LplaoEllz QXSgprzlegJimQS VVEE5TSLBAcCOMCAcTi I JUXJWSYKyT6YFE6SEEKXSbNRZYXN/Db.
abfWseoBP2hwN5e1k3XMAMbidwo dROlSuGT94Ee¥ZbWW2 gx4 ouVO th?EbDASQNxJELBXBEdoUnSC qLcB3ECa
gjzt o] eEcw s0f4v8Bi wbMzpXKo pi (o] vWKhXso0Vr e Eeg +

JztY0J52YXeEcwPdTZV3s0f4v8BihGWwbMzpXKoU3POpiG69WZ90D/ 1 YERI8/39/vwKhXso0Vr416leY TNZ5

NRDWHJIOTXmDXKOr3Cz10/2mGLtvdAlwl180d8J9TVOy3eHPksnz+al rxFm2YfSQaGoe/8hG2NXdVupOMBIEOYWNE+4DN I IKg+
fAﬁlt/GQ!Qu2mdhegmBa3E56SOeFrxrdG[2a6v4X/2vNPwu1gTNWWerggcpn+a2/t
X-MS-Office365-Filtering-Correlation-1d: d2785d15-d1c2-4154-5f83-08d45f4fcla0
X-DkimResult-Test: Passed
X-Microsoft-Antispam: UriScan:;BCL:0;PCL:0;RULEID:(22001)(81800161)(8251501002)(3001016)(3010002)
§7l702078);SRVR:C 4PRO9MB1256;

-Microsoft-Exchange-Diagnostics: 1;CY4PRO9MB1256 ;3:3wuhFXu3GQOuBTYuFWdynS/WbuOXGibQfDFDXKuLKtR2h1Y+
INGrdielddVvnefi+0USiBYmS36wF7/vaOBf8VVtR5d8h9H+bwOB/L1syAhGQWK7qSZDfoabVAr94/53MN5BiA3j 706/
hJobIbthrUZNkﬁJWQl 3FPiLJvwS/Z3Sd9F9Pxrze4NzGQMGz1eHGdK] 4megR7 K7Zu/tmwW+
LegiotzOLLXS! der kYCPOYHLAhRT/500AAMz0YBTnrJnOjsV8n/UaDEzL POSoYlglslumnanLa XNIW .

POw, 3JhxanC70%qu GeOiclFFvd68R/13a/T9YoXWrNpZF8eT63r5CVAVZ7s3/4pWpn53Y+nYgmUWC+T2wCKIDRpXQIMi 7H/
GuyvjnXc4ix8p KRiK5waFeOGeS//5WE8GFIFoqu2b1myQchxIXorGSZbBVac/MgY/KkgGS 9vd/e9Rjje8ym4IPhzic=;25:
Y |O£OaA4+anl4NJQb4NRCfravaJll v4 jDD7FOOMTOKruucvAZr 1hY+0rV+RgcG3t3vvMwsuVUKeCL7KkmMCHU5QY9
RTsyZpBwW99lel/+E7r801EeaUgAbPcFxucoBj8oZHATBaxj CKw Il KKEPYXP3GdkhRBHN19FdZjEs
akXhTigmYs9bibNmzsoTRBptPZp7rINZ+WqlDNudfaUdajp! ggKquVk14lemKt tv8PmdLBnzgN6uLhovCo8PFO7Alob
Q{cJNOHGO+JL8A¥be+/AI1b6R4 hmh+Rseg9TFvJInhmkbAKPgK6g2HkT5sabmoQ5tfe8 I 31GCKXpRgeoXk: ngWGMDQ
61YHzMrYRIVvJI85 nAlVQxOQSHIuganStkHl|fcherzC+Evgmk +5¥JggjbntCdvchhr C31a96q7 1L99DXtThjqgNm
X-Microsoft-Exchange-Diagnostics: 1;CY4PRO9MB1256;31:Vyh3tZpqlFQaJo09X0gEITI0mQgTeS3A99+

Rk rGoluwangt HbTNaBSWXGn6s4NXOrtfW785paNBPGUESLU0C4MeBrCCtAIBtP1KOpWXDR3JpkoUY/

GV RVM%PV4YA DWrWEmx5RN 1 LN4F9zX 1 kGw/UwX009CM4X5xZm2egvnHLMsq7vuxwMSObTsNUIoj rNeyrFdQA0Z28j 7N8ErcO/
k1wDth7pBY89Ac4DSpGSD1rEEgW3LhGToZ2BeDcF3ivSAVXvgbCItTCM/6s3A9du6V1400+0Nr IbbHBr6GRIHWIONXWCSPB/
xT JZRKuJPI;20:+pAKYABTBEtP2FJXHVc+h1n£WkaP4pcfth75fdeTinirjq?24t3qOTW'8X TuV7EVbiL9Csc8EIG
3NXd5016Cpk5F4VHIQemtw2M3LNZNXUrYYAynuROSWK 18ny14A/Z95V2McPunusuD IXpktvJIMaHGj



http://gcc01-dm2-obe.outbound.protection.outlook.com/
http://blupr09ca0044.namprd09.prod.outlook.com/
http://cy4pr09mb1256.namprd09.prod.outlook.com/
http://blupr09ca0044.outlook.office365.com/
http://gmail.com/
http://cityofsacramento.org/
http://gmail.com/
http://cityofsacramento.org/
http://gmail.com/
http://protection.outlook.com/
http://gmail.com/
http://protection.outlook.com/
http://mail-ua0-f174.google.com/
http://mail-ua0-f174.google.com/
http://by2ffo11fd019.mail.protection.outlook.com/
http://mail-ua0-f174.google.com/
http://gmail.com/
http://1e100.net/
mailto:valerienorcal@gmail.com
mailto:W-6OkEhwojw@mail.gmail.com
mailto:kmahaffey@cityofsacramento.org
mailto:jharris@cityofsacdramento.org
mailto:JCWEST@cityofsacramento.org
mailto:valerienorcal@gmail.com
http://mail-ua0-f174.google.com/
http://mail-ua0-f174.google.com/
http://mail-ua0-f174.google.com/

E 83IN99NcenA8D85xyefXW0602imS‘BO78+Dbqu+deZFBmfuhEZSiAb9leatFNSBdBFGTRIDk944D/yW5uge/mHH43f32FO/
gfqt8wslshYbtKMLMX1gUZLsi/vg/i cngB4DerdX OhZBGE+y3ShaQ3+M8epDZKW86D 1ZGSZhOTDx j tAdhuRR9
0okAqDvgD1rPc86YpLJIDNOj 1IgwAUQIPdVSsdL73a8mbsuGJIDEWI SQRLOOC@E? aBPoLXM1901z IKVOqdWGy6i0cjYD
ulFsbR091Yyiud40oKedMwuCcyLxXXQ755)LaeZU/CTOy31jsaimYmihzTqjMI4tBOyhTPrQURul8
X-Exchange-Antispam-Report-Test: UriScan:;

X—Exchange—Antlspam—Report—CFA—Test: BCL:O;PCL:O;RULEID:69101531078)(601004 (2401047) (13016025)
1302402 )513023025)(81215010465(13018025)(9101536074)(3 02001) (10201501046) ; SRVR:
Y4PRO9MB1256;BCL:0;PCL:0;RULEID: ; SRVR:CY4PRO9MB1256;

X—M|crosoft—Exchange—D|agnost|csz l;CY4PR09M81256;4:KIOVk/AngTLRLoEPuCLEhmIkUwBQNGnism

HdiZaSsJ4R30mSZwM WOHFXc67PqThBZHh7 1 IRGCRISNs+F5tul 133UIEqv4pnIRtGF/pwrPbg/

RV744pXexvFhLrLTOoDZmLb1BAU2j FiclyEt2BwIOlPuzjSu/182JTwIP109U34Kcku60iMO3tKENEeCrY1rTPDXWxNHhh+
IFAZrSzgHFfMsTugxY3Y5diWYk+dGENwdeh2aCbBtOc /DSB/WWSVAID2PH+/ZOKAKgcﬁEzQWquoSZWKYWXZ/

udgHum u8bl1L1Y2cri3cduSPbazB01/MuoUO4A93SUE 80N6tTmVY6ec02280RTROd CUEG3LO/ . .

118F72Ym6A60BAELcsMWxNZw4iQrePaC7L/ 1p40ibo aﬁAKwaqumsyQSU NN8vrKZKVminXgqWnfKmxU2QnjxwZxjpUvgk

u4xwpNxkxeT6Rs6L+S921 gVZd60quuI11RJDFhmH6m Tv9sh

éwglgrgggfggExchange— fagnostics: =?us-ascii?Q?1;CY4PRO9MB1256;23:0tzCv827awaXCoKFvooKZ2K8aelLzvv

+RmFDXNS?=
:?us—ascii?Q??SaogZPGXbJrGCZszDibeOkJuWAQPZZSKocf4V26TR/rBZNf Td9e%OggF?:
=?us-ascii?0?16/x WCdiOlHSWJrTthR82Qa9X'6ch¥£lebxglxesTSHokr h4e/XkB7i1?=
=?us-asci ?Q?8LxJaefOWYUFWAsQP¥x4WgHALbc r jhWwv8meBJD. Z{UZhXFtNlTNSUWNSNpN?:
=?us-ascii1?0?yx96dYyYr00rn+9ndFs/E 93p5ggv 3woHCCL+uRzLYm8SI88AR+1Zrillnt?=
=?us-asci1?Q?RrP1DzcSiXh+zZbrVIToJxKKoGIbtwBbOCBSENIs4ebx2JeKYel8j 1 JpP7HO?=
=?us-asci ?Q?OdJXzRyW?RVUCﬂzq?Fc kgkylWCOcTKdLe 6To4cobTCFoPX4X7R/dx0us5A?=
=?us-asci 1?2Q?CDDDuTemKpa9Ah9vHRhbgbATgR8ZGASW/ 07/ 1yDgfgMLG5baNao j TkO3rkcJ2?=
20?mz+T00JcWAIe0JFfmWeXAXGOsOg2MheVRBETEquz7Etn I X121+i1aQ40SN9G3Jv?=

?Q?6kh+UOgIvHaquNZG'uEHUGGx S9cFgOpbd leURDRSszeJBDu olgXXvz?=

?07Gdh80a TquTyR/S% n%QﬁZ'ZSFAHI4Y 5BCGNFDOz1Y9dqgvDJIDMuOWdefO?=

?20Q7eUl4Htm/swukGACRXTU7 IHNDN8NFWFJIHbh5hXNOkJheglLccw4felL8d63/n057=

?Q?5'HaoikuQ5'55EyOW§5MXJAMAiiLr+ou/d1T8v3nLTNXEO7Kfr80r SoBtfW?=

?2Q?A0ah7IDCvc +A+%OW DvaEOzc¥3YQNzEGYEnymW?O Fa8nyHOF4CoD+jA?

20?YF2MBx j 1 FxyKUhWap74 1ESQLAMI fr+L7rerXévOSCszRvB M+9 Vng 0?=

?Q?hez9CItm2HOc4U5ayg@ pzX01wFh6z7Jr/7b5AbE/oZy IsIHMI6+YYg/ddyF?=

20?5x2t+BCMx5mw6Unui flkgly kpchI9JICg+LGPh/BP2/P74|p|Xq|qah?:

?0?2zqGDABSp7Ry 1tj I p+T8NCFTscOMIWEDbjI5aSIkzjUiWBQsv5akWGMB31yHc?=
=?us-ascii?0?4cUEJ4YyOyl Bg Pmvz5TuhExnivwY ivvsPKQL1rn7 i JHF+XFSnxSXF1kiUlz?=
=?us-ascii?Q?VCj60kCkjw=3D?=_

X-Microsoft-Exchange-Diagnostics: ;;CY4PR09M81256;6:quK¥4yZGZVo/7dquM/ox/

ZOBI5RP13mOwWZpMWKGmhz7V3cuT8Gz602y i 1PZNGKEC T +vzotKFSeFdr8t/1QC40QCAAkzNSTNOh2EMDhK7 lumxJz
IGsXIQJnVWpFO3H4ZE5atBIndYWv3JMbYCzn033Y%JTVcH|gKLchER3J9tFDxescPotVKler/

Mt6S mnWKUsthgFﬂgAtTlmn3u8uCPoKIzOJeMYf +¥BXusrx85ft47AYjVZMgOSchQCf?p

UEezI6nbj jmX0aVZM7iwx17uA5QFUM187FvIMwN I AHhh40hP 1GsfR4vnzx010Cde+23wHyasUykDD1 IBWRPKxaxfCSXPozZv

thzGchv Djk211 szeYUAI8h5Q3XAWFB+EQrthXUtutSNon 80YV3ro8X0e9Bkk3sLEw=;5:2ZH+

AKVgdwpFbb71Fodu M8q+VaZLV/f524RFUKWTrvIf+U08K8CUAﬂ 8epqSEBXBWBDWraTYZRUszSRbVEqL+

PbfvufrxzwBhJSIne kji605uJGgBj6922qh9qu7qj7OAIIb SZXJS/L'ftuA::;24:L27WOgARtthI8YquTiu299183AEB

VvSKRz 14ZXUhWlo5Un NQ4WvDK8JK XU9SNI11UPOXT Ir+LAQaL7VwG1S8Qd17GWg6TMoleLzehrSFg=

SpamDiagnosticOutput: 1:9

SpamDiagnosticMetadata: NSPM _ . . R

X—M|crosoft—Exchange—D|agnostlgs: 1;CY4PRO9MB1256;7 - i Ik15vXxsKD9ObE jZGms InLg2GcsRNWAjFVeq+QVEJZWX3 1/

NQEVOXXYVEU3H3q9EGaCURZs EMadE§5vT5/POI1kanp9araHPOstB BMLCHpZLcPohb¢wu ucjJIn60huCVLNITRF6GIW4

EvzxgQbaqn+52UD13H3XSU I k+SxNXKXVmzA7kgM/20HVWrTrreNRDUyMCAVURG1tW3P6gVYt/tE +ngHCsung$IGS+

3&20|99WW5RL8H/KFHCSliOpVD AHMIA9+KN 1t55dazK4DCZgwDQbcxpwQcFx3 i Ic ThCVCKTF2YKsVQ8zoULmbnj tHQqMOy

3KZgz/iRLO8NnCua3KSsyxQymCu uAC@lSZg: B -

XZMTEExchange—Cross enant-OriginalArrivalTime: 27 Feb 2017 20:32:32.0246

X-MS-Exchange-CrossTenant-1d: e37e01f2-541b-4ffd-b8d4-76aee8b8c08d

X-MS-Exchange-CrossTenant-FromEntityHeader: Internet

X-MS-Exchange-Transport-CrossTenantHeadersStamped: CY4PRO9MB1256

X-0OrganizationHeadersPreserved: CY4PR09M81256_namprdOQ.?rod.outlook.com

X-CrossPremisesHeadersPromoted: EX2013HYBRIDOZ.sac.loca

X-CrossPremisesHeadersFiltered: EX2013HYBRIDO2.sac. local

X-0OriginatorOrg: saccity.onmicrosoft.com

=?us-asci
=?us-asci
=?us-asci
=?us-asci
=?us-asci
=?us-asci
=?us-asci
=?us-asci
=?us-asci
=?us-asci

Final-Recipient: rfc822:kmahaffey@cityofsacramento.org
Action: failed

Status: 5.1.1
Diagnostic-Code: smtp;550 5.1.1 RESOL VER.ADR.RecipNotFound; not found

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Valerie Roberts <val erienorcal @omail.com>
To: <kmahaffey@cityofsacramento.org>, <jharris@cityofsacdramento.org>,

<JCWEST @cityofsacramento.org>
Cc:

Date: Mon, 27 Feb 2017 12:32:30 -0800
Subject: McKinley Village EIR concern
Hi Dana,

| continue to have concerns about whether city cares about its citizens. Weliveon D Street in
East Sacramento, which when we moved there, we moved there due to the walk ability of the
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area and we can sit on our front porch and enjoy the neighbors and the quiet street. We are
lucky, as our street does not go through, but we have seen an increase in traffic since
McKinley Village has been in operation.

| oppose the “Revised EIR for the McKinley Village Project,” it does not contain a new
traffic analysis, and no new mitigation that would lessen the significant traffic impacts
of the project on the area neighborhoods and roadways.

o Please comply with the decision of the Court of Appeal in the case of East Sacramento
Partnerships for a Livable City (ESPLC) v. City of Sacramento, et al. by decertifying
the current EIR, conducting afull, independent traffic analysis, and recirculating the
EIR for additional public comment.

e Failureto follow the law will lead to further UNNECESSARY taxpayer expense if the
City must again be compelled to comply with state laws governing the environment.

Thanks for your time and commitment to the citizens of Sacramento.

Vaerie Roberts
3148 D Street
Sacramento, CA 95816

From: Valerie Roberts <valerienorcal @gmail.com>
Date: Mon, Feb 27, 2017 at 12:33 PM

To: valerie.roberts@cdfa.ca.gov

Forwar ded conver sation
Subject: McKinley Village EIR concern

From: Valerie Roberts <va erienorcal @amail.com>
Date: Mon, Feb 27, 2017 at 12:32 PM

To: kmahaffey@cityofsacramento.org, jharris@cityofsacdramento.org,
JCWEST @cityofsacramento.org

From: Mail Delivery Subsystem <mailer-daemon@googlemail.com>
Date: Mon, Feb 27, 2017 at 12:32 PM

To: valerienorcal @gmail.com

Final-Recipient: rfc822; jharris@cityofsacdramento.org
Action: failed

Status: 4.0.0
Diagnostic-Code: smtp; DNS Error: 69993702 DNS type 'mx' lookup of
cityofsacdramento.org responded with code NXDOMAIN
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Domain name not found: cityofsacdramento.org
Last-Attempt-Date: Mon, 27 Feb 2017 12:32:31 -0800 (PST)

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Valerie Roberts <val erienorcal @amail.com>
To: kmahaffey@cityof sacramento.org, jharris@cityofsacdramento.org,

JCWEST @cityofsacramento.org
Cc:

Date: Mon, 27 Feb 2017 12:32:30 -0800
Subject: McKinley Village EIR concern
Hi Dana,

| continue to have concerns about whether city cares about its citizens.
Weliveon D Street in East Sacramento, which when we moved there, we moved
there due to the walk ability of the area and we can sit on our front porch

and enjoy the neighbors and the quiet street. We are lucky, as our street

does not go through, but we have seen an increase in traffic since McKinley
Village has been in operation.

- | oppose the “Revised EIR for the McKinley Village Project,” it does

not contain a new traffic analysis, and no new mitigation that would lessen
the significant traffic impacts of the project on the area neighborhoods

and roadways.

- Please comply with the decision of the Court of Appeal in the

case of *East
Sacramento Partnerships for aLivable City (ESPLC)* *v.* *City of
Sacramento, et al*. by decertifying the current EIR, conducting afull,
independent traffic analysis, and recirculating the EIR for additional
public comment.

- Failureto follow the law will lead to further UNNECESSARY taxpayer
expense if the City must again be compelled to comply with state laws
governing the environment.

Thanks for your time and commitment to the citizens of Sacramento.
Valerie Roberts

3148 D Street
Sacramento, CA 95816


http://cityofsacdramento.org/
mailto:valerienorcal@gmail.com
mailto:kmahaffey@cityofsacramento.org
mailto:jharris@cityofsacdramento.org
mailto:JCWEST@cityofsacramento.org

From: Valerie Roberts <valerienorcal @gmail.com>
Date: Mon, Feb 27, 2017 at 12:34 PM

To: kmahaffey@cityof sacramento.org

From: <postmaster @cityofsacramento.org>
Date: Mon, Feb 27, 2017 at 12:32 PM

To: valerienorcal @gmail.com

with SMTP id 72s048155291uaf.3;
_ Mon, 27 Feb 2017 12:32:31 -0800 (PST)
DKIM-Signature: v=1; a=rsa-sha256; c=relaxed/relaxed;
d=gmail.com; s=20161025; . .
h=mime-version:from:date:message-id:subject:to;
bh=PbdaBkmWQKmK+sKdA/1V87G8w+15fMHVrUiboeBWzZqc=;
b:u6LBt5/f+Gsuan¥I7/N5kUBLWM1I2FPTOHDT¥IgSQﬂQjdanfPWCOGOKE+350W61t
ILVkN+92onb8NZ nD1/4eJGbOVWErzxZOFtQ7 jSwiNIT'15wBshrHYvXMbkQ. qunwgB
bM6Rha780bYsVFCEkq1mLEILcsbd/zPKY Eh+ACQ8tMuFdsBTBDDYZEfnyWZbIn20 T
mSy 18z00CD j RmsXJzAWi z/AuMO5nS+bWn rGHVESC/rquFuU uA+9e225mp/UT3MOmV
Y9H6Ys6BJILKHNANVEkvusYr5TvraCvVLDt09bYNEBBEocOeRoWSAD j4phA6Qi1+2EdWNXo

X-Google-DKIM-Signature: v=1; a=rsa-sha256; c=relaxed/relaxed;
d=1el100.net; s=20161025; R . R
h:x—gm—message—state:mlme—ver5|om:from:date:message—|d:subject:to;
bh=PbdaBkmWQKmK+sKdA/ i1V87G8w+15FfMHVrUiboeBWZqgc=;
b=V+xvtlby+4vWICEUlnbt+1H5zH9Ge8p+4qwT70bSL4J0Su+JbbsGiCblsgpuzmzvOX

SANsSKsJYKTGZF4yicn22t5F2H4RYDWUoXpB7zisYTrwReJoJcqEH8dw]jOGWRHgq7AZe

keJlirfjKOkX8iyj9f/mUgbskCoxtEVEc/i+GIVXwYpzM3lahmtCA2iRTbhwVJIvv5twC

SqLANdAZbNz7bVOSbvXZ9 TsAlDU?iog%G7Ae3tqudthgoy+CSiSEHUFZw33dxth4

%EQUQSth7vtOzACEs+0r9AW8rUu4SW 01DO I LxXPS41C3NGUPYAbB3X/WwG8wcVrok
zg==

X-Gm-Message-State: AMke39n1RmBtOTFOTOePFQIr71S29Fb3XtDZP1LiZ2rMKFvI1eNbSjCofED6YN

GheSQI5NMe8SHHATcoaMpBRO3g==

X-Received: by 10.176.74.146 with SMTP id s18mr8314292uae.65.1488227550958;

Mon, 27 Feb 2017 12:32:30 -0800 (PST)

MIME-Version: 1.0

Received: by 10.176.8.91 with HTTP; Mon, 27 Feb 2017 12:32:30 -0800 (PST)

From: Valerie Roberts <valerienorcal@amail.com>

Date: Mon, 27 Feb 2017 12:32:30 -0800 R R B

Message-1D: <CAEhbQkOt3yBYvSq7ZtB3bGDONTY8ZwM+7DPGzT=W-60kEhwojw@mail .gmail . com>

Subject: McKinley Village EIR concern

To: <kmahaffe§@C|tyofsacramento.org>, <jharris@cityofsacdramento.org>,

<JCWEST@cityofsacramento.org>

Content—Tyﬁe: multipart/alternative; boundary="f403045f836a851b89054988fa48"

Return-Pat valerienorcal@gmail.com

Final-Recipient: rfc822;kmahaffey @cityofsacramento.org
Action: failed

Status: 5.1.1
Diagnostic-Code: smtp;550 5.1.1 RESOLV ER.ADR.RecipNotFound; not found

---------- Forwarded message ----------

From: Valerie Roberts <val erienorcal @gmail.com>

To: <kmahaffey@cityofsacramento.org>, <jharris@cityof sacdramento.org>,
<JCWEST @cityofsacramento.org>

Cc:

Date: Mon, 27 Feb 2017 12:32:30 -0800

Subject: McKinley Village EIR concern

Hi Dana,

| continue to have concerns about whether city cares about its citizens. Weliveon D Street in
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East Sacramento, which when we moved there, we moved there due to the walk ability of the
areaand we can sit on our front porch and enjoy the neighbors and the quiet street. We are
lucky, as our street does not go through, but we have seen an increase in traffic since
McKinley Village has been in operation.

« | oppose the “Revised EIR for the McKinley Village Project,” it does not contain a new
traffic analysis, and no new mitigation that would lessen the significant traffic impacts
of the project on the area neighborhoods and roadways.

o Please comply with the decision of the Court of Appeal in the case of East Sacramento
Partnerships for a Livable City (ESPLC) v. City of Sacramento, et al. by decertifying
the current EIR, conducting afull, independent traffic analysis, and recirculating the
EIR for additional public comment.

o Failureto follow the law will lead to further UNNECESSARY taxpayer expense if the
City must again be compelled to comply with state laws governing the environment.

Thanks for your time and commitment to the citizens of Sacramento.

Valerie Roberts
3148 D Street
Sacramento, CA 95816

From: Valerie Roberts <valerienorcal @gmail.com>
Date: Mon, Feb 27, 2017 at 12:33 PM

To: valerie.roberts@cdfa.ca.gov

Forwar ded conver sation
Subject: McKinley Village EIR concern

From: Valerie Roberts <valerienorcal @gmail.com>
Date: Mon, Feb 27, 2017 at 12:32 PM

To: kmahaffey@cityofsacramento.org, jharri s@cityofsacdramento.org,
JCWEST @cityof sacramento.org

From: Mail Delivery Subsystem <mailer-daemon@googlemail.com>
Date: Mon, Feb 27, 2017 at 12:32 PM

To: valerienorcal @gmail.com
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From: < m ityofsacr to.or
Date: 2017-02-27 12:34 GMT-08:00

To: valerienorcal @gmail.com

Delivery has failed to these recipients or groups:
kmahaffey@cityofsacramento.or

The email address you entered couldn't be found. Please check the recipient's email
address and try to resend the message. If the problem continues, please contact your
helpdesk.

Diagnostic information for administrators:
Generating server: EX2013HYBRIDO02.sac.local

kmahaffey@cityofsacramento.or
Remote Server returned '550 5.1.1 RESOLVER.ADR.RecipNotFound; not found'

Original message headers:

Received: from EX2013HYBRIDOl.sac.local (10.100.7.173) by
EX2013HYBRIDO2.sac.local (10.100.7.174) with Microsoft SMTP Server (TLS) id
15.0.1178.4; Mon, 27 Feb 2017 12:34:58 -0800

Received: Trom gcc0l-dm2-obe.outbound.protection.outlook.com (10.100.99.3) by
EX2013HYBRIDO1.sac.local (10.100.7.173) with Microsoft SMTP Server (TLS) id
15.0.1178.4 via Frontend Transport; Mon, 27 Feb 2017 12:34:59 -0800

Received: from BN3PR09CA0002.nam?rdog.prod.outlook.com §10.160.111.140) by
DM5PRO9MB1515 . namprd09.prod.outlook.com (10.173.171.145) with Microsoft SMTP
Server (version=TLS1_2, cipher=TLS_ECDHE_RSA WITH_AES_256_CBC_SHA384_P384) id
15.1.933.12; Mon, 27 Feb 2017 20:34:56 +0000

Received: from BY2FFOllOLCQlS.protectlon.%bl (2a01:111:F400:7c0c::146) by
BN3PRO9CA0002 . outlook.office365.com (2a01:111:e400:400b::12) with Microsoft
SMTP Server (version=TLS1 2, . .
cipher=TLS_ECDHE_RSA WITH_AES 256 _CBC_SHA384 P384) id 15.1.933.12 via
Frontend Transport; Mon, 27 Feb 2017 20:34:56 +0000

Authentication-Results: spf=pass (sender IP is 209.85.217.169)
smtp.mailfrom=gmail .com; cityofsacramento.orqg; dkim=pass (signature was
verified) header.d=gmail.com;cityofsacramento.org; dmarc=pass action=none
header.from=gmail.com; R } B .

Received-SPF: Pass (protection.outlook.com: domain of _gmail.com designates
209.85.217.169 as permitted sender) receiver=protection.outlook.com;
client-ip=209.85.217.169; helo=mail-ua0-f169.google.com;

Received: from mail-ua0-f169.google.com (209.85.217.169) by .
BY2FF0110LC013.mail.protection.outlook.com (10.1.15.25) with Microsoft SMTP
Server §versionzTLSl_2, cipher=TLS_ECDHE_RSA WITH_AES_256_CBC_SHA P384) id
15.1.933.11 via Frontend Transport; Mon, 27 Feb 2017 20:3%4:55 +0000

Received: by mail-uaO-f169.google.com with SMTP id 40s070063423uau.2

_ for <kmahaffey@cityofsacramento.org>; Mon, 27 Feb 2017 12:34:55 -0800 (PST)

DKIM-Signature: v=1; a=rsa-sha256; c=relaxed/relaxed;

d=gmail.com; s=20161025; . R
h=mime-version:in-reply-to:references:from:date:message-id:subject:to;
bh=pXFv3cCFkb9sxXN7E8+WKNcwZN4x 1 FOVOyEuzZhZil JE=;
b=MoiPsra2czZ1kCVs5fzGONnAWGWHCuAaNdk i0FhP3Z3zm/Sh1EG06z07CvXvTLForkK/S
4nLeasTSRVdb1T2mFFQhULWBCME I/ XXR2aAM+GsSPGAamTOODLQQS4YuAbHYCRpaVMT
b6uch4kgéowelryO|oHEOPx VPo §3/bPIWRKfmunJEfAmOQSE+72nE9v067+2ASma
+VJTQDVG thJXerﬂkeRcKﬂ C8MIBLrrz7LuMTbgQTJASH1eO5nea+xRcl1Gpd3XpZDc
EHJyRmxTQZgqucSz ) jLrdfMjcCNOR1A4 j6 1F5WSE4hLPNpW78UBCOVjNRIrg/NoRTVT
pw==

X—Google—D%lM—Signature: v=1; a=rsa-sha256; c=relaxed/relaxed;

d=1e100.net; s=20161025; B R

h=x-gm-message-state:mime-version:in-reply-to:references:from:date
:message—id:sub'ect:to;

bh:ﬁXFv CcCTkb9sxXXN7E8+WKNcwZN4x I FOVOyEuZhZi I JE=;

b=E tOdOZXLSWOGLXSeGQYUmQCpMmLLUJA&M%ZWKSSCJx+bnKkthCTNVFejM8dOeGRJ
QYscuchOxajTSBJq4az7EBFizrY63Z5FQMsSe6gddgcOFddWR2 j XrXWuApq6QusXgrfl
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Ay9CpOCO/HHIrx j hWFFmEa9y56T+9 joDUOv I+11A+ncgkwlgYWN32y07 11KzTfMUm6YBd
N3200tZi4nSewFKZreyBPqacG6 IWYelK4xVEJ4722GmtxVicn5CuclunKtLVEXWLAVYE
%RBWuquMRIe4HHzid i1s5vdUgEXxOeBi ILOCV/GC+Mign7YAAIAR8sQST I 1y T4MLsSak
tUo==

Q==
§—Gm—g§sgg e-State: AMke39m1kTC/iNNJzKYygNPYSGO+/ I IcdtbZnAL8/f+aSdzj1JORDNccK1wMCIO0rNdAKBqOGz
qoi+dAXOSRxg==
X-Received: g 10.176.82.136 with SMTP id v8mr8570814uav.62.1488227694171;
Mon, 27 Feb 2017 12:34:54 -0800 (PST)
MIME-Version: 1.0 R
Received: by 10.176.8.91 with HTTP; Mon, 27 Feb 2017 12:34:53 -0800 (PST) _
In-Reply-To: <CAEthk9F4vc60u5KQatZSUebu$+oZbrK+SWthv——8JAQLdobA@ma 1._gmail.com>
References: <CAENDBQKIT3yBYvSq/7ZtB3bGDONTY8ZwN+7DPGzT=W-60kEhwojw@mail.gmail.com>

<58b48cdf.924ab00a. a6567.4d62.GMRIR@mX .google.com> j B

<CAEhbQk9F4vc6oubKQatZSUebup+oZbrK+SWhhpv--gJAQLdobA@mail .gmail . com>
From: Valerie Roberts <valerienorcal@gmail.com>
Date: Mon, 27 Feb 2017 12:34:53 -0800_ R R ~
Message-1D: <CAEhbQk9voGh20JkQA8Wg3bcj tLOdVXY-h32rcByZiWOUcK6Ag@mail .gmail.com>
Subject: Fwd: Delivery Status Notification (Failure
To: <kmahaffey@cityofsacramento.org>
Content—Tyﬁe: multipart/related; boundary="94eb2c1923cale6e66054989034a""

Return-Path: valerienorcal@gmail.com

X-EOPAttributedMessage: O

EOPTenantAttributedMessage: e37e01f2-541b-4ffd-b8d4-76aee8b8c08d:0

Forefront-Antispam-Report: CIP:209.85.217.169;1PV:NLI;CTRY:US;EFV:NLI;SFV:NSPM;SFS:(8196002)
2980300002)5438002%%189002)8199003)(22974007 377454003) (9896002) 59536001)855446002 498394004

83322999) (6 600488 76002g§ 06005)21096003%8 96002) (246 02% 6126 001358576 02) (8220 02%873300 g

54356999) (156505 001%822 53002) (49410200 1%524204 OOO?%% 572001)& 73003)6 696999) (30594500

35600388 986999)6761 9998810056 02 %16003) 06003;§545 002) (9351 9998§236 05%853946 03) (7596002)

589010 01)§84326 02)§6306 2)(7636002) (2361001 6575 40013(86 2001)(73972006) (5660300001

189998001) 3392002%( 1442002) (53386004) (566174002) (6916009) (2950100 2)6110136 04) (956001

76482005)§ 351001%; 12874002;8 2566002%%106466001g$ 3546006 42186005%(1 710500007) (450100

6394002%& 59001) 9004) (336705003) (299355004) (2657375003) ; DIR: INB; SFP:;SCL:
1;SRVR:DM5PROOMB1515; H:-mail-ua0-f169.google.com;FPR: ;SPF:Pass;PTR:mail-ua0-f169.qgoogle.
com;MX:1;A:1;LANG:en;

X-Microsoft-Exchange-Diagnostics: 1;BY2FF0110LC013;1:D99pFPONScnppTlpituLzlYczLzPhP

OSY 1/KTw8Myeaq9nfH6 IMg+g N/52ngis77ng§QvPkb03f7W2hh4er29t8bksarOvJ7tQ¥§J4Cq5cSAchzy
1rbsUXYFIADDGZarR2nv71icz+yFT084Pg013fd 879221 WOEW8p1xn10MJIzXh6xhSqSIVICif+
mVWUC33N7h98WFfCJVoqac%I8r IMg407h6TRUNNOKCKmO2Gcs1k8i/WpWh8TOVNE LA FquSG7Fg%B?RWGWEN3029060QDArh20+
1anYoOVTSQStnv0CQeR3X OvTGzPyxPc2HRt3AtCvoxVDnThyUVAxcvghjmRh1Fd789CWTHIgrOETqImgksNDWBK i
n6x86eChNQ 9An382nvaBShGPfIV4F6JkhOleELAVgI4m/3a/MUF9 G+vpkA+Nbhppdtz2hjmOigabSIBFcthXML4Ka
2iMgdakWou2b4uj 1RbuD5the8QUg2Y 10rEq I Ens2KWdvSVQ3QY90Ge28+2r2F8p02ueE1g69UGTNO7Cc6RRbILIS
1Y2InW6ZrgkdBrgZKEoeE j zmoKyAQgWYCSg==

X-MS-Office365-Filtering-Correlation-ld: edl1f2864-89af-453c-fd6d-08d45f501718

X-DkimResult-Test: Passed

X-Microsoft-Antispam: UrlScan:§41687845358829);BCL:O;PCL:O;RULEID:(22001)(81800161)(8251501002)
§30@1016) 3010002) (71702078) ; SRVR:DM5PRO9MB1515; . .

-Microsoft-Exchange-Diagnostics: 1;DM5PRO9MB1515 ;3:2bMm6u4WXCktwc3RdWpUt 3emKt9éh o
waVSvpx5522D6Y9mHoqu6cqRUWngbWYStXSDWm43uPOngdeJk2EIxNNcSPnM7h9RR Kr9zONJxA y|¥b}jBCI
q1z0WBgxXnNEXVQLBARTLUNCcLOEsSVb5Wm+kA/R7JsgYVvbrAvtGYDYR2zgNpcCOUOrmevQGK68IT jkCmHnePYi/+
vCuYFLmUIdbr72kBm TI4s/s/Jhx40gOL13EB+4h9n375HSBO+eGYx6m zCceDIUIxpshfSGILavgOPGFWGJI+N3IH7g6K/
K?tH4TXsR9I7R EJnJhcunXDeXoDrTS2L50tgaTut5vAaHjSEqCPmcvLBLeB8 eth%xXZFJRGEthXthVchtpr nCp8LEAB+

A7uriPfnOm7 XLberISRbghv7OTBfDDuv VWi 1+04LLv23awl LYAyAabN4TK70MTIVIKc
QoulUSjZIHTZ3tZnaQ4w4SOGRYQL IUJEAMTMxzYP2Ju/Fqi9hp3SIRoPBAa2g==
X-Microsoft-Exchange-Diagnostics: 1;DM5PRO9MB1515;25:1q1gD619g6BIGUOhsFMLF3J41VBC4xg
AF87Spm6zEKOb9ONMNeHWbGte 3xszEMOEwO§IU2p|£ltuwkdlhPh+gN TITNKJIeEH8MKLREYtCIEIMFZtK9
7RMapxacoh04/mhIHSnw5azb+bhyKEtNL MﬁwZIErB ZbUWFtPKQ2C jNrHBTFIBL1nSvC5ncgXo/D1WMaty/ B
Y2gFuV2Mg40uJcONM5GTNQD i UuzPXZ7kBCi g5¥g£GGW|d|rgl 8YmMMJeE 1h840xzCulL5 /MeFEH78PxOUm9tshCJzthz/
kNwRTBOgylmZrSabCSA+DLUWUuJVZZZRgBLZR|/ 4+21cveHwT+3F j/oafF4U4 1KXDd/1Wac+EN3dh5FzCR
h10J3sK7sMx1vMHGSHsMs+Z5n6V/5LDiM/k+hSYbOrb/UN11BjtZzZj2bd/YLpsiErFfs+D8WogNWZadwG3hvd/
qTIGi7PhdS3EthZHQSclB69PEgPGxdIvzo4d'breU5hS;31:?k6qusR3BH2xXW4KrYWWLRVOmcLRst+64PI5WV29kFu38+
ms7zaFCq0ulOhn/SgE78t8X1Pk9coHBQUSCO BGRIV@AZaSS 3PncgYsiubkntACtdj40Sx6Z9 R
SsAwzSnzg79HdROju IoszSWm@BpthrZzX 6h U9uPJﬁKtquW3u6 SB4avssh874. wMDygSrYTleheSLlzHgOEObWxHUlg
Eh8J4Ry IR17TK6T9k2sBLapYhW4dkw2HFKP8XMnSo lanHjbEobcXTwL j/utImQvHTP3rJK]) BE&yrb?B?ngDkl
€2sGXz0acV7SoUBWABMohHY7nYrKbLG5a0TaRexh7 fT1LVLUXXKEBYyt40DT8 uESDYT}AzqﬁJ gnP
X-Microsoft-Exchange-Diagnostics: 1;DM5PRO9MB1515;20:WWemGtjEsj9002ZAAuW/vnZh3zng08Xb 1V2+x+AVP37tG+
MVBsceHvcbZz1p 1 3EVM9 thvULdakeV+IYHKKa+LDNYCC/mffaansqCVgérR 3iClJsraS30yJ+
QejMWST1ZbNzIb51G2B BbAocdeannf?YKm%ceer5eger0/IDg6mK¥zI6T%j0Mj4vCNizc4z StMO
c9 I87sz%44ngua0pJGsij42UWYkeiTGXip 6z9e0DHNmMFVYci jhJR7efziWmWtxb6Y j70cYA RL¥CBstGdViL
2ATUmM72DjWcZoKP7rF42H3kDav IEZL3eCxrS Gn7th9chXKXBO39 6dGZk®zU§£TnX5i' HT3DU02J23GdCwhUPJgPauwdjy+
h11siolRnG2wYTD35Rtp4G04Unmr1cMX2yz2E41BXLS5mDVvh/L4/+GUy0SWPp/CGXeqlKMwtg8hHppw2J9ilmec2Sy4zr
QXbVIdD8OSRVJSg+aI4ycmLEfwk .

—Exchange—Antlspam—Report—Test: UrlScan:§41687845358829%%158342451672863)§214723524915028)§
%998&5819988515 (189930954265078) (13052087078022) (65414032941860) (29283723343056) (189983201472435) (
X-Exchan e—Antisgam—Regort—CFA—Test: BCL:O;PCL:O;RULEID:g102415395859101531078%6601004%&2401047)(
130160252(130240 58(13 230252&8121501046&%13018025)§9101 36074)(3002001) (10201501046) ; SRVR:
DM5PRO9MB1515;BCL:-0;PCL-0;RULEID: ;SRVR:DM5PROOMB1515;

X—Mlcrosoft-Exchange—D|agnost|cs: 1;DM5PRO9MB1515;4:h014Q1LQkBZ852KwhkHelQTPYAYFty _
40H2m0zKCp+PoSqP9yS1 1 jng8+ytG0o6uk40hBOjaGR673xUYNIDNA2 I TPWLOMMMSpMWEG+skAjO8i igzuA2iL1hSVrOdPDPLJI2dU
17Bh/6pMO1 jBF/V8+yydrePxhTg+0q0Y9TUINBsz9Rd 1 bKtbO156wYgb00QthLfen5CTSj2Kg3H43npd1JiAP60T
441vBhScAnzMMbOIb aNS|ImsRvKCgcuMcQTSamsz+MvCr41tf4ahvlgg UPWCKgMITHG2TL 1X5p3eKw/
DvMVAIFb DZPuaRuchZI9WT8P3zngngRgX26dhbWBCBthFJdFQPo DTegreKGaggKKUaBli 1qiggXKfv51Un
Qo40xuFJkeb20vwNbN+As/A+RX4WoCdxHia McrAdeX?BUv534gx1Isz;QJ 1+dB15zcn IAN9Xi/
80mIJJZBSOrScnStfgdCJZtI5W9V29rbmuIhq/sOOTGDtZZLRZOtuSdXTq DIh120oLrFkv7jigNxLHvS66ja39sYLNZbUa/
LOVIScW/Z+Z2ww Il oKTzXVVCIpgYnOgafRyLLWGNd6KDOINOBEPYhJAgK i XNyOrO1kh/K2Kpwr QNtleqLeQXQGGlWEAgS9Wb
RLrZ8VzJ6cdibWNX8/TNGVzopa0S7BgBA+dOWGC6cuj ESONPrXFtczwER03SB22+SP/RNO+/Fs j 3ztCgcR5kQJIQB1E2bW1r6yKR+
19mMPG16XxHBFt87a03tPEc66rrN XZC%COhZSBOUkpylzE5uHPTxI3/RSY4v0Uengz9h4tw7T LT4hSfcgc
1kLgagfhz09N7gl780 1 XskktzyXKY= o
é&gécrgggfgaExchange—D|agnost|cs: =?us-ascii?Q?1;DM5PRO9MB1515; 23 :NcO9u7v9buDUOcy5rwV1PXu3SvTF2d

WX ?=

=?us-ascii1?Q?kviHFGJIRI+u4s+07DxP26/Bk8NPNVxCc8H7LYaAcVUtzSBWdjwud IMc53do0v?=

=?us-asci ?Q?neLR5C7W5dJ¥vadHkleK+V+VTVCaAXC3CIfBWgEABzJOtnOB JGhonMff4?=

=?us-ascii1?2Q0?8cWD2xsZ13qVI1ZNsO0G/EMb1FTsKtyXeMo+uzFoU ExBJph/gL BD4QYEGgt?=

=?us-asci ?g?aGTUvaYO n*nﬁggégAﬁﬁgGWWOGC TDrr9|GbcvaOPGZsIR hoSRsVSXLte?=

r V.

X-
X-

01)(

=?us-ascii? ?{ilLyGoEO 2A5yzmOKTVR/+zBUX9J/HDO1+pMowuELbamF15?=
=?us-asci 1?2Q0?K91ubsbuWAmGhfahUcfNxsBrrB4tcRr4mz3CNt7SaM5rUAM3 I +RUaZViwwxZ?=
=?us-asci1?2Q?G/tbWn XflGUdAALrCTbESIO%/tUSWNIJJYp$tSCuLm5ExRIUbBRs sVs8vx?=
=?us-ascii?Q0?ETuGdz ghlBSbCoxxsuLBnOD 9wo+FJav7jeYMsOQUR1T8KacWAdObkxuOcBu?=
=?us-ascii1?Q0?YUEsnX3SDd9K8oi Inr4iJIM7Kk/XovLK b SLngunZVS'MSBllGYC1HOWTm?:
=?us-ascii?Q?n KBZCBcXpZYrI3PHrCUZea9/5WR9§EIzQI1vym 4ZUKYTTLXKhUSLVSibHT?=
=?us-asci i1 ?Q?WfmOgfadxgHHu i LVkHIJAYySa00ZyCBAepgtbHWCTbXQInYEDixtUrAzZTEdD?=


mailto:CAEhbQk9F4vc6ou5KQatZSUebup%2BoZbrK%2BSWhhpv--gJAQLdobA@mail.gmail.com
mailto:W-6OkEhwojw@mail.gmail.com
mailto:58b48cdf.924ab00a.a6567.4d62.GMRIR@mx.google.com
mailto:CAEhbQk9F4vc6ou5KQatZSUebup%2BoZbrK%2BSWhhpv--gJAQLdobA@mail.gmail.com
mailto:valerienorcal@gmail.com
mailto:CAEhbQk9voGh2oJkQA8Wq3bcj_tLOdVXY-h32rcByZiWOUcK6Ag@mail.gmail.com
mailto:kmahaffey@cityofsacramento.org
mailto:valerienorcal@gmail.com
http://mail-ua0-f169.google.com/
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=?us-asci i 2Q?PHOX+XXaNHT0ze4u45HN34WRF4qQxggDEFHdomgLQpAQFGhd4vdq7/+AmT jV?=
=?us-ascii1?0?DKNaRtecG3VO0ICStMoc3my+nA1EZTHhKLcVtBIB+gu65isz8Kt4 IXRcBRjDo?=
=?us-asci ?Q?ZS¥OXquOMilDNTOWQHHBthvuRs RVXHQEzzX3DK6XaDT1JyOKt 1 Ihpv3o/?=
=?us-ascii?0?ZVY1IN1JOh4xRFQ3s+LqUOwW36EKJIr20yJvuArROBOUHDTFOTMomMh3 1GnRbVU?=
=?us-asci ?Q?gsPOmZZ?mgbCht3KYLh1QYBuwaJdX/LQIeuczD/qu47DengX64FszYsW?:
=?us-ascii?Q? k7the9VpPMeeigkaVKlUIKﬁZolhSO6iWWWVX/NthJH3KMBdKuvg+7D7R?=
=?us-asci i?Q?TxXR4CBF3Ju4t16HY4WSO03G2cNMDcB17E7h2z5QNy t+FYYufH97h4VCYEV9Im?=
?Q?H7Lv8Eg9LyUmLOBILa cBYcK6KI1 E7HquUthg 8|W+Z/ELZe7QRNrD59p2?=
?20?FfGhSgYdGF2031Qpn4JL5WnNM/JaNFDG2ugXD69ZXy2 i Ad/FYVokUCpppznOl?=
?Q?0sTQtbzo0aMW4/4rR7C3xelKPwIT17ngN WNumi% JYCi1QGhmxg77J1) FBMP?=
?Q?+1cEOsabvdg FOXELaCquSvSHQmng6XVB¥ eQNYK6 1AajNdIxwmwrK1lgJdl?=
?Q?MBCyuQ/alLti ¥mbc4H1Epsb3XJXqKsk obe BwhthaVFgu+KcMgVBAa+oSP?:
?Q?bROXY7tnn61715vK+d20xx0 ImddB/ 4729]9kLquXRd4YJFc7h|AApf7ZaL?:
?2Q?vv+dDPDFATdN I X3vwakWN i OHtAn4ehAaDye 7000 I +ZuwnFsOe I TDBvCzHomA?=
?Q?CAMZT3rza4Sg7XJ2+zOb/kVXG4MrTr3mN eaEIBSrioYNuSZJINtOD IRhyWL2?=
i 7KTLVRTN5014D9ueXr3ouammf/h/91yu5GjBFvMLgvieP3?=

=?us-asci i?0?2C27Ut2Et2gKrVXW2LztGOhIHdh7HlyiZ+gmrYHLXe5Q1Y=3D?=
X—Microsoft—Exchan?e—Diagnostics: 1;DM5PRO9MB151 ;6:'d+ZMZkFNoHKr4/22v8tpZeXDCemLOdQIunzW2G88w+
spkD4YjYINSRuCUIQ5Ivpe2eP1iTCO8D12FaPvtx01a97tACt8j6N I FXFFQX2jwk+YyWCwEoFuseLkcSsmmkidnlIP+
13XuLUSuabvyYCPhJuylLedXocDzSGsbsJss9A7NkPMobuksMx3b5NPZWFoQ+H2zgWP33YtDrow4QYZmOHEOQOTX6Fh
ZiW0zJA701E! xOSth MugncMWkCFoYali1vaiWSpDDonSl95+v3E£x%TFXC2wnqMhWCG 53Bobbpj30jrhJ+
9s3RRhzZgiW24j 1F5620pgepRWEESF1SDInw+R7KYGFDWvYFeV6 i BvFArONQmMDOyOWoZ4BF698kFhak7tFGi117PwCD3M7h3
10ErCQ60jawHB4SS0fZg=;5:AgeaD IRC415WO6DFErHNZ8bc2LNmBIh1341DSnYUuqsyJzgJkpinTG/
tmeﬁaIAnguckstMbaqu+Df+7X6VgA98PrPD22n/1bb;387dogydLHvZV8LbAR9g 6P ngh+7WR4IITIRVPEgskde ==;24:
ugws 8¥n+ pgthleDQFKDdfl+IOVB+GC?BrYr5th/HTJoSdeosszscSDSSyysHAva NEhVWPd3hGUIAFIHNrn432/

wRzVInsuv8=

pamDiagnosticOutput: 1:99
SpamDiagnosticMetadata: NSPM _
X—Mlcrosoft—Exchan%e—Dla nostics: 1;DM5PRO9MB1515;7:6Yg5ElaWwTnoG16Kv3gX1/
n06ql1K39PryEtSauvuZcLreSOfB6ZHMNm6QDcczKInJ4 jkFO6g92WFUFNSEXpFXHSDys4UNajza3lpssJBoTHE/
REBmQSlevi YgagNIZOpRO8t V+i1bWxPu92tBuuXdf2 tMJA%+OARJk5P708UHqCI v4AmUg1BrvNSNBK

=?us-asci
=?us-asci
=?us-asci
=?us-asci
=?us-asci
=?us-asci
=?us-asci
=?us-asci
=?us-asci

CmgperMWTSYI4 uF18vdBjbFeqYCuxYZPPl0o3z+rbAjWwvmé XVarBl/V/BKZVAGpsz1FwVOowOgFNHNY'I5k|
Fr mSwuf%y+|P/ngG4IP2t4th4SchvVGYGSWtCtC J+qus7SLprbod4eHzJpcmD X5k0DHhO6x8hcvD Ikg=
X-MS-Exchange-CrossTenant-OriginalArrivalTime: 27 Feb 2017 20:34:55.4682

(TC

X—MS—Exchange—CrossTenant—Id: e37e01f2-541b-4ffd-b8d4-76aee8b8c08d
X-MS-Exchange-CrossTenant-FromEntityHeader: Internet
X-MS-Exchange-Transport-CrossTenantHeadersStamped: DM5PRO9MB1515
X-OrganizationHeadersPreserved: DMS5PRO9MB1515.namprd09.prod.outlook.com
X-CrossPremisesHeadersPromoted: EX2013HYBRIDO1.sac.loca
X-CrossPremisesHeadersFiltered: EX2013HYBRIDO1.sac. local

X-OriginatorOrg: saccity.onmicrosoft.com

Final-Recipient: rfc822;:kmahaffey@cityof sacramento.org

Action: failed

Status: 5.1.1

Diagnostic-Code: smtp;550 5.1.1 RESOLVER.ADR.RecipNotFound; not found

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Valerie Roberts <val erienorcal @gmail.com>
To: <km f ityofsacr to.or

Cc:
Date: Mon, 27 Feb 2017 12:34:53 -0800
Subject: Fwd: Delivery Status Notification (Failure)

Forwarded conver sation
Subject: McKinley Village EIR concern

From: Valerie Roberts <valerienorcal @gmail.com>
Date: Mon, Feb 27, 2017 at 12:32 PM

To: kmahaffey@cityof sacramento.org, jharris@cityofsacdramento.org,
JCWEST @cityofsacramento.org

Hi Dana,

| continue to have concerns about whether city cares about its citizens. Weliveon D Street in


http://dm5pr09mb1515.namprd09.prod.outlook.com/
http://saccity.onmicrosoft.com/
mailto:rfc822%3Bkmahaffey@cityofsacramento.org
mailto:valerienorcal@gmail.com
mailto:kmahaffey@cityofsacramento.org
mailto:valerienorcal@gmail.com
mailto:kmahaffey@cityofsacramento.org
mailto:jharris@cityofsacdramento.org
mailto:JCWEST@cityofsacramento.org

East Sacramento, which when we moved there, we moved there due to the walk ability of the
areaand we can sit on our front porch and enjoy the neighbors and the quiet street. We are
lucky, as our street does not go through, but we have seen an increase in traffic since
McKinley Village has been in operation.

« | oppose the “Revised EIR for the McKinley Village Project,” it does not contain a new
traffic analysis, and no new mitigation that would lessen the significant traffic impacts
of the project on the area neighborhoods and roadways.

o Please comply with the decision of the Court of Appeal in the case of East Sacramento
Partnerships for a Livable City (ESPLC) v. City of Sacramento, et al. by decertifying
the current EIR, conducting afull, independent traffic analysis, and recirculating the
EIR for additional public comment.

o Failureto follow the law will lead to further UNNECESSARY taxpayer expense if the
City must again be compelled to comply with state laws governing the environment.

Thanks for your time and commitment to the citizens of Sacramento.

Valerie Roberts
3148 D Street
Sacramento, CA 95816

From: Mail Delivery Subsystem <mailer-daemon@googlemail.com>
Date: Mon, Feb 27, 2017 at 12:32 PM

To: valerienorcal @gmail.com

Address not found

Y our message wasn't delivered to jharris@cityofsacdramento.org
because the domain cityofsacdramento.org couldn't be found. Check
for typos or unnecessary spaces and try again.

The response from the remote server was:

DNS Error: 69993702 DNS type "mx" lookup of cityofsacdramento.org responded with
code NXDOMAIN Domain name” not found: cityofsacdramento.org


mailto:mailer-daemon@googlemail.com
mailto:valerienorcal@gmail.com
http://cityofsacdramento.org/
http://cityofsacdramento.org/
http://cityofsacdramento.org/

Final-Recipient: rfc822; jharris@cityofsacdramento.org
Action: failed

Status: 4.0.0

Diagnostic-Code: smtp; DNS Error: 69993702 DNS type 'mx' lookup of
cityofsacdramento.org responded with code NXDOMAIN

Domain name not found: cityofsacdramento.org

Last-Attempt-Date: Mon, 27 Feb 2017 12:32:31 -0800 (PST)

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Valerie Roberts <val erienorcal @gmail.com>
To: kmahaffey@cityof sacramento.org, jharris@cityofsacdramento.org,

JCWEST @cityof sacramento.org
Cc:

Date: Mon, 27 Feb 2017 12:32:30 -0800
Subject: McKinley Village EIR concern
Hi Dana,

| continue to have concerns about whether city cares about its citizens.

We live on D Street in East Sacramento, which when we moved there, we moved
there due to the walk ability of the area and we can sit on our front porch

and enjoy the neighbors and the quiet street. We are lucky, as our street

does not go through, but we have seen an increase in traffic since McKinley
Village has been in operation.

- | oppose the “Revised EIR for the McKinley Village Project,” it does

not contain a new traffic analysis, and no new mitigation that would lessen
the significant traffic impacts of the project on the area neighborhoods

and roadways.

- Please comply with the decision of the Court of Appeal in the

case of *East
Sacramento Partnerships for aLivable City (ESPLC)* *v.* *City of
Sacramento, et a*. by decertifying the current EIR, conducting afull,
independent traffic analysis, and recirculating the EIR for additional
public comment.

- Failureto follow the law will lead to further UNNECESSARY taxpayer
expense if the City must again be compelled to comply with state laws
governing the environment.

Thanks for your time and commitment to the citizens of Sacramento.

Valerie Roberts
3148 D Street


mailto:jharris@cityofsacdramento.org
http://cityofsacdramento.org/
http://cityofsacdramento.org/
mailto:valerienorcal@gmail.com
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Sacramento, CA 95816

From: <postmaster @cityof sacramento.org>
Date: Mon, Feb 27, 2017 at 12:32 PM

To: valerienorcal @gmail.com

Delivery has failed to these recipients or groups:
kmahaffey@cityofsacramento.or

The email address you entered couldn't be found. Please check the recipient's email
address and try to resend the message. If the problem continues, please contact your
helpdesk.

Diagnostic information for administrators:
Generating server: EX2013HYBRIDO1.sac.local

kmahaffey@cityofsacramento.or
Remote Server returned '550 5.1.1 RESOLVER.ADR.RecipNotFound; not found'

Original message headers:

Received: from EX2013HYBRIDO2.sac.local (10.100.7.174) by
EX2013HYBRIDO1.sac.local (10.100.7.173) with Microsoft SMTP Server (TLS) id
15.0.1178.4; Mon, 27 Feb 2017 12:32:35 -0800

Received: from gccOl-dm2-obe.outbound.protection.outlook.com (10.100.99.3) by
EX2013HYBRIDO2.sac. local %10.100.7.174) with Microsoft SMTP Server (TLS) id
15.0.1178.4 via Frontend Transport; Mon, 27 Feb 2017 12:32:34 -0800

Received: from BLUPR09CAOO44.nam?rdog.prod.outlook.com (10.255.214.172) b
CYAPRO9MB1256 . namprd09.prod.outlook.com (10.172.66.18) with Microsoft SMTP
Server (version=TLS1 2, cipher=TLS ECDHE RSA WITH_AES_256_CBC_SHA384 P384) id
15.1.933.12; Mon, 27 Feb 2017 20:32:33 +0000

Received: from BY2FFO11FD019. rotection.gbl (2a01:111:F400:7c0c::176) by
BLUPRO9CA0044 . outlook.office365.com (2a01:111:e400:8b7::44) with Microsoft
SMTP Server (version=TLS1 2, . .
cipher=TLS ECDHE_RSA WITH_AES_ 256 CBC_SHA384 P384) id 15.1.933.12 via
Frontend Transport; Mon, 27 Feb 2017 20:32:32 +0000

Authentication-Results: spf=pass (sender IP is 209.85.217.174)
smtp.mailfrom=gmail.com; cityofsacramento.org; dkim=pass (signature was
verified) header.d=gmail.com;cityofsacramento.orqg; dmarc=pass action=none
header.from=gmail.com;

Received-SPF: Pass (protection.outlook.com: domain of _gmail.com designates
209.85.217.174 as permitted sender) receiver=protection.outlook.com;
client-ip=209.85.217.174; helo=mail-ua0-f174.google.com;

Received: Trom mail-ua0-f174.google.com (209.85.217.174) by .
BY2FFO11FD019.mail.protection.outlook.com (10.1.14.107) with Microsoft SMTP
Server (version=TLS1 2, cipher=TLS_ECDHE_RSA WITH_AES 256 CBC_SHA P384) id
15.1.933.11 via Frontend Transport; Mon, 27 Feb 2017 20:32:32 +0000

Received: by mail-uaO-f174.google.com with SMTP id 72s048155291uaf.3;

_ Mon, 27 Feb 2017 12:32:31 -0800 (PST)
DKIM-Signature: v=1; a=rsa-sha256; c=relaxed/relaxed;

d=gmail.com; s=20161025; . .

h=mime-version:from:date:message-id:subject:to;

bh=PbdaBkmWQKmK+sKdA/ iV87G8w+15fMHVrUiboeBWZqgc=;

b:u6LBt5/f+Gsuan¥I7/N5kUBLWMlI2FPTOnDT¥IgBQﬂdeanfPWCOGOKg+ 50W61t
ILVkN+92onb8NZ nD1/4eJGbOVWErzxZOFtQ7jSwiNI'15wBshrHYvXMbkQ. qunw%S
bM6Rha 80bYSVfCEkqlmLEILcsbd/zPKYgEh+ACQ8tMuFdSBT DDYZEFfyxLW2bIn20Zf
mSKIBZOOCD%RmSXJzAW|z/AuMOSnS+an rGHVp5C/rigXFul uA+9e225mp/UT3MOmV
Y9H6Ys6BILKHNANVEkvusYr5TvraCvVLDt09bYNEBBEocOeRoWSAD j4phA6Qi1+2EdWNXo

dPtw==
X-Google-DKIM-Signature: v=1; a=rsa-sha256; c=relaxed/relaxed;
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d=1e100.net; s=20161025; R . R
h=x—gm—message—state:mlme—ver3|on:from:date:message—ld:subject:to;
bh=PbdaBkmWQKmK+sKdA/ iV87G8w+15fMHVrUiboeBWZgc=;
b=V+xvtlby+4vWJICEU1nbt+1H5zH9Ge8p+4qwT70bSL4. OSu+JbbsGiCblsgpuzmzv0X
SANsSKsJYKTGZF4yicn22t5F2H4RYDWUoXpB7zisYTrwReJoJIcqEH8dwj OGWRHgq7AZe
keJIirijOk§g§%£9f/mU bskCoxtEVEC/1+G9VXwYpzM3lahmtCA2 iRTbhwVJvv5twC

SqLANndAZzbNz bvXZ9 TsAlDU7iog%G7Ae3tqudtKggog+CSiSEHUFZW33dxdh84
%EQUQSth7vtOZACEs+0r9AW8rUu4SW 01DO I LxXPS41C3NGUPYAbB3X/WwG8wcVrok
zg==

X-Gm-Message-State: AMke39n1RmBt9FOTOePfQIr71S29Fb3XtDZP1LiZ2rMKFvIeNbSjCofED6YN
GheSQI5NMe8SHHATcoaMpBRO3g== _ .
X-Received: b¥ 10.176.74.146 with SMTP id s18mr8314292uae.65.1488227550958;

Mon, 27 Feb 2017 12:32:30 -0800 (PST)

MIME-Version: 1.0 R

Received: by 10.176.8.91 with HTTP; Mon, 27 Feb 2017 12:32:30 -0800 (PST)

From: Valerie Roberts <valerienorcal@gmail.com>

Date: Mon, 27 Feb 2017 12:32:30 -0800 R R R

Message-1D: §CAEthKQt3yBYng7ZtBSbGDQNTY82WM+7DPGZT=W—60kEhwo|w@ma|I.gmall.com>
Subject: McKinley Village EIR concern _ ) )
To: <kmahaffey@cityofsacramento.org>, <jharris@cityofsacdramento.org>,

<JCWEST@cityofsacramento.org>

Content—Tyﬁe: multipart/alternative; boundary="f403045T836a851b89054988fa48"

Return-Path: valerienorcal@gmail.com
X-EOPAttributedMessage: O
X-EOPTenantAttributedMessage: e37e01f2-541b-4ffd-b8d4-76aee8b8c08d:0
X-Forefront-Antispam-Report: CIP:209.85.217.174;1PV:NLI;CTRY:US;EFV:NLI;SFV:NSPM;SFS: (6009001
6029001 (81960022 2980 00002%(438002%3189002%%199003%898316002 82202002) 55446002%5 3322999
450100001) (93516999) (54356999) (63696 98(875 0018 9 6002%&10 6002)6956 01) (6260 512874002
76482005%6189998001 42186005) (5660300001) (305945 5%61064 001%87636 02) (3480700004) (498394004
356003%§ 986999868 62001%57 72006)66126 001) (59536001) (81442 2% 7596 2% 8896002) (1096003)
733920 %6110136 4) (8676002) (16003) (92566002 S 576002) (84326002) (246002) ;DIR: INB;SFP:;SCL:1;

RVR:CY4PRO9VMB1256;H:mail-ua0-f174.google.com;FPR: ;SPF:Pass;PTR:mail-ua0-f174.google.com;
MX:1;A:1;LANG:en;

X-Microsoft-Exchange-Diagnostics: 1;BY2FFO11FD019;1:RMkmw5LCPGi5SASrn943egT9w angV! MMntyfOaM
JzHXHumovEOR1ZKXe+XAvOVNIL+MZd1fHOzOO0j I3Wxb5Tz+7ZM6g I nal 3RrHBEPTSS 6RWafhﬁ$yM 1Uwbs j 5P+
+1sOdQFM'colZCgJchGCJ379mmGQnsEpPeI0 KSbRGUrPWz3DovPka'%ImEgSWLO 1XjpOzMYuwT jhLoSt8WupE4
YLplaoEllz QX59przk1Q8JimQSng t5fsL AcOMCdcfiIEUX'WSY YT6YF6SEEKXSbNRZYXN/b/a5fWseoBP2hw
N5el1k3XMAMb 1dwo2dR0O1Su T94Ee52bWWZYgx40ouVOWth? bDASQNXJELBXBEdoUn5cyqlLcB3ECagjztYoJ52YXe
EcwPdfZV3s0f4v8BihGWwbMzpXKoU3POpiG69WZ90D/ 1YERI8/39/vwKhXso0Vr4161leY EegTNZS+ NRDWHJOTXxmD
XKOr3Cz10/2mGLtvdAlwl80d8J9TV0Oy3eHPksnz+al rxFm2YfSQaGoe/8hG2NXdVupOMBIEOYWNE+4DNI 1Kg+FAplt
/G91Qu2mdheUmBa3P56S0eFrxrdGr2a6v4X/2vNPwul TNWWEZr?gcpn+a2/t
X-MS-Office365-Filtering-Correlation-1d: d2785d15-d1c2-4f54-5f83-08d45f4fcla0
X-DkimResult-Test: Passed
X-Microsoft-Antispam: UriScan:;BCL:0;PCL:0;RULEID:(22001)(81800161)(8251501002) (3001016)(3010002)
§71?02078);SRVR:C 4PRO9MB1256; B
-Microsoft-Exchange-Diagnostics: 1;CY4PR09MBlZ56;3:3wuhFXu3GQOuBTYuFdenS/WbuOXG|b TDFDXKULKt
BZh;Y+INGrd|eIddanef|+QUS!BVmS@GwF7/vaOBf8VVtR5d8h9H+waB/LlsyAhG%WK?q ZDfoa6VAro4/53MN5B
iA3 706/hJobIbthrU2th+w8|63FP|L&va/ZSS@QFQerze4NzG MGz1eHGAkD4ZmxgR77K7Zu/tmW+LexqVotz
OLLX51Wzdpr3kYCPOYHLAhRT/500AAMz0YBTnrJnOjsV8n/UaDEzL9P050Y 1 Islumnk8nLa XNIWPOWX3Jhx _
anCZOis kPGeOiclIFTvd68R/13a/T9YoXWrNpZF8eT63r5CVAVZ7s3/4 WBn 3Y+nY$m WC+T2wCKIDRpXQIMi7H/G
uyVvjnXc4ix8pCKRiK5WbwFe0GeS//5Wy8GF1 ouAaZblmﬁQchXIXor6 ZbBVac/MgY/Kk9G5M9vd/e9Rj je8ym4 1P
hzic=;25:Ypi0j0aA4+nIF14NIQb4NRcTravGxJ1/Ev4jDD7FOOMTOKruucvAZr IhY+0rV+RgcG3t3vvMwsuVUKeCL
7KmMCHU5QY9RTsyZ BWW99Ie1/+E7r80IEeaU%AchqucoB'802HAfBax'CKWIkkEPKXP3G KhRBHN19fdZjEsakX
hTingsgbibNmzso RBptPZB7r9NZ+WqIDNud aUdaﬂngg qQVk14lemKtytv8Pmd an?NﬁuLhovCOSP 7Alob
Q/cJINOHGO+JL8AYbYy+/Al1 6R4?hmh+RseEQIEan mkbAKPgK6g2HkT5sabmoQ5tfe813 GCKXqueoXk¥W88W6M .
DQ61YHzMrYRIVJI85INA1VQXOCSHIuQnQwStkHi i fgcXrHbzC+ v%mkG+5ngb{bntCdvchhr C31a96q71L DxtTh&qum
X-Microsoft-Exchange-Diagnostics: 1;CY4PRO9MB1256;31:Vyh3tZpglFQaJo09XOgEITI0mQgTeS3A99+RKjrGo
Juwangt HbTNaBSWXGn6s4NXOrtfW785 aNBPGUEsLuOC4MeBrCCtAIBtPl_ORWXDRSkaoUY{GvTRVM Pv4YAS5D!
rWEmx5RN1TLN4F9zX 1 KGw/UwX009CM4AX5X. m2e2vnHLqu7vuwa59stNUIOJr eyrFdQA0Z28j 7N8ErcO/klwDth7
pPBY89Ac4DSpGSD1rEEgW3LhGToZ2BeDcF3i1vSAvXvgbCItTCM/6s3A9du6V1400+0Nr IbbHBr6GRIHWONXWCSPB/ X T
JZRKuUJPI ;20 :+pAKYABTBEtP2FJxHVc+h1lnjwkVKkP4 cfth?stdWTiY'ir'qQ24t3?OTWj8XgTuV7EVbiLQCSC8
1G3NXd5016Cpk5SFA4VHIQemtw2M3LNZNXUrYYAynuROSWKI18ny14A/Z95V2McPunusuD IXpKtvJIMaHGj/Eq83 IN99N
cenA8D85x¥efxw0602|mS¢BO78+DbuZ +dFRZFBmFuhE2S1Ab9M1watFNSBABFGTRIDK944D/yW5uge/
mHHA43F32F ﬁgfthwslsh btKMLMX1g ZLSl/v?/|chgQB4DerngOhZBGE+ 3SbaQ3+M8epDZKW86D 1ZGSZhOTDx
étAQhuBRQO qungrP986YpLJDNOJIngAUg PdVSsi L73a8mbsuGgDEsz%BLoO EE?Za PoLXM1901z IKVOqdWw
y6i0cjYDulFsbRo91Yyiud40oKedMwuCcyLxXXQ755jLaeZU/CTOy31jsamYmihzTqjMI4tBOyhTPrQURul8

X-Exchange-Antispam-Report-Test: UriScan:;
X-Exchange-Antispam-Report-CFA-Test: BCL:O;PCL:O;RULEID:89101531078)%601004)g2401047)(13016025)(
13024025§ 13023025) (81 1501046)§13018025g69101536074)(30 2001)(10201501046);SRVR:CY4
PRO9MB1256;BCL:0;PCL:0;RULEID:;SRVR:CY4PRO9MB1256;
X-Microsoft-Exchange-Diagnostics: 1;QY4PR09M81256;4:KIOVk/AWYgTLRLoEPuCL¥hmIkUwB NGnm3smH%gdZa
5sJ4R30mS2WMAWOHFXC67PqThBZHh7 I IRGCRISNs+F5tul 133U1Eqv4pnIRtGF/pwrPbq/RV744pXexvThLrLTOoD
melBAU%¢f|cIEEtZBw9IPUZJSu/l82JTwJP109U34chu60|M03tkE EeCrY1r TPDXWXNHhh+1FAZrSzgHffMsfug
xY3Y5diWYk+dG NwdehZaCbBtOcN/DSS/WWSVAID2PH+/ZOKAK 04{29wa 08ZWKYwX2/udyHumyu8b1L1Y2cri3
cduSPbazB01/MuoU04A93SUEB8cN6tTmVY6ec02zgoRTROAFCUEG3L0/118T72YmMEAG60BAELCSMWXNZw4iQrePaC7L
/Ip40ibo'anKZbwngmsyQSUGNnBerZKVmian nFKmxU2Qnj xwzZx j pUvgkudxwpNxkxeT6Rs6L+S9219gJVZd609
bqul11RIDFhmHQMKTv9sh
X-Microsoft-Exchange-Diagnostics: =?us-ascii?Q?1;CY4PRO9MB1256;23:0tzCv827awaXCoKFvooKZ2K8aelz
VvJWS+RmFDXnS?= B R
=?us-ascii?Q? 59062P6Xb3rGCZszDlbeOkJuWAQP225K00f4V26TR/rBZNf Td9e¥OgQE?=
=?us-ascii?Q?16/xDWCdi01H5wIrTbtIR8ZQa9X 6ch¥§lebx 1xesT3HokrZh4e/XkB7i7?=
=?us-ascii?Q?8LxJa| fOWYUFWAsQP¥x4w HALbCNr j hWw8meBJIDJ2 juzhXFENITNSUWNSNpN?=
=?us-ascii?0?yx96dYyYr00rn+9ndFs/E 93pSg%v 3woHCCL+uRzLYm8SI188AR+1Zrillnt?=
=?us-ascii1?Q?RrP1DzcSiXh+zZbrVI1ToJxKKoGIbtwBbOCBSENIs4ebx2JeKYel8j 1 JpP7HO?=
=?us-asci ?Q?OdJXzRyW?RVUC{zq?Fc KkQKy1WCOCTKdL6j6To4cobTCFOPX4X7R/dx0us5A?=
=?us-asci 1?Q?CDDDuTemKpa9Ah9vHRhbg6ATgR8ZGASW/ 07 1yDgfgMLG5baNao j TkO3rkcJ27?=
2Q?mz+T00JcWAle0JIFfmWeXAXGOs %ZMheVRBtTEqUZYtnIXI2I+|a 40SN9G3Jv?=
?2Q?6kh+UOp I vHauPVN2G j UEHU66X S9chO$bd leURDRSszeJBDu olgXXvz?=
2 ?GthOaSTquTgRIS n¥9ﬁ2 Z5FAH14Y T5BCGNFDOz1Y9dqgvDJIDMuOWde fO?=
?2Q?eUl4Htm/swukGdCRXTU7 IHNDN8NFWFJIHbh5hXNOkJheglL ccw4fel.8d63/n05?=
?Q?5jHaoikuQ5 sSEyOwgﬁMxJAMAl|Lr+0u/d1T8v3nLTNXgO7Kfr80r SoBtfwW?=
?0?A0ah71DCvc7+A+yOW DvaEOzc¥3YQNzEGYEnymW70 Fa8nyHOF4CoD+jA?=
20Q?YF2MBx j 1FxyKUhWap74 1ESQLAMI fr+L7rerXgVOSCbJZRVB M+9 VJgi 0?=
?2Q?hez9CItm2H c4U5ay%@ pzX01wFh6z7Jr/7b5AbE/0Zy IsIHMIG6+YYg/ddyF?=
11?20?25x2t+BCMx5mweUnui Tlkgly kpch!gJ|Cg+L§Ph/BP2/P74|plX%!qah?=
=?us-asci1?0?2zqGDABSp7Ry Itj I p+T8NCFTscOMIWFbjJI5aSIkz jUiWBQsv5akWGMB31yHc?=
=?us-ascii?Q0?4cUEJ4Yy0yl Bp Pmvz5TuhExnivwY ivvsPKQlrn7/ i jHF+XFSnxSXF1kiUlz?=
=?us-asci1?Q?VCj60kCkjw=3D?=_ B
X-Microsoft-Exchange-Diagnostics: 1;CY4PR09M81256;6:uJpKK4EZGZVo/7dquM/ox/ZOBI5RP|3mOprMWka
hz7v3cuT8Gz602y i i PZNGKEC i +vzotKFSeFdr8t/1QC40QCAAkzNSTNON2EMDhK7 lumxJz 1GsX1QjnVWpFO3H4
ZE5atBIndYWv3JIMbYCzn033Ycj TVcHigKL1cWER3J9tFDxescPotVKbW1r/Mt6SgmnWKnsh2ryFqgAtT Imn3u8uCPo

=?us-asci
=?us-asci
=?us-asci
=?us-asci
=?us-asci
=?us-asci
=?us-asci
=?us-asci
=?us-asci



http://1e100.net/
mailto:valerienorcal@gmail.com
mailto:W-6OkEhwojw@mail.gmail.com
mailto:kmahaffey@cityofsacramento.org
mailto:jharris@cityofsacdramento.org
mailto:JCWEST@cityofsacramento.org
mailto:valerienorcal@gmail.com
http://mail-ua0-f174.google.com/
http://mail-ua0-f174.google.com/

K1z0JeMYT7+yBXusrx85Ft47AYjVZMgOSgHcICT7pUEez 16nbj jmX0aVvVZM7 iwx 1 7uA5QFUM187FvIMwN I AHhh40hP1
GsTR4vnzx010Cde+23wHyasUykDD1 IBWRPKxaxfCSXPoZvtdDz6ZcqvWDjk211gkzUeYUAI8h5Q3XAWFB+EQrPhvXU
tutSNoPyg80YV3ro8X0e9Bkk3sLEw=;5:2ZH+AKVgdwpFbb7 IFodu2Mgg+VazLV/f524RFUKWT rv I f+UO8K8CUAQ
hQepqsEBXBwWBDWraTYZRUbzCSRbVEqL+PbfvufrxzwB JSIheQOk 16C5uJG 866922 h9qu7ﬁJ7OAIIbNSZXJs/L
% tuA==;24:L27WwOgARTtENp I8YUFsT i1u29g183AEBVSKRz14ZXUh loSUnWN%AVvDKg KAXU9SNT1UPOXT I r+LAQaL
VwG1S8Qd17GWq6TMoleLzehrSFg=

SpamDiagnosticOutput: 1:99

SpamDiagnosticMetadata: NSPM

X-Microsoft-Exchange-Diagnostics: 1;CY4PRO9MB1256;7: 1 1k15vxsKD9bEjZGmsInLg2GecsRnWAjFVeqg+
QVEJZWXSI/NQEVOXXYVEu3H3q9EGaCURZSSEMadgj5vT5/POI1kanp9araHPOVCSBgBMLCHpZLcPohijuIuchn6
OhuCVLNITRF6GIW4EvZzXxgQbagn+52UD13H3xSU I kK+SxNxkXVmzA7kgM/20HvWr TrreNRDUyMCAVURG1tW3P6gVY
t/tEW+z9 HCsu{xVQI68+3'zoi99WWyRL8H/KFHcSliOpVDqAHMiA9+kNIt55daZK4DCquDchxprch3i clhcv
CKF2YKsVQ8zoULmbnjfHQq Oy3KZgz/iRLOSnCuaSKSsnyymCu/uACBiSZg:
XEMSEEXChange—CrossTenant—Or|ginalArrivaITime: 27 Feb 2017 20:32:32.0246

uT

X-MS-Exchange-CrossTenant-1d: e37e01f2-541b-4ffd-b8d4-76aee8b8c08d
X-MS-Exchange-CrossTenant-FromEntityHeader: Internet
X-MS-Exchange-Transport-CrossTenantHeadersStamped: CY4PRO9MB1256

X-0OrganizationHeadersPreserved: CY4PR09M81256.namQrdOQ.%rod.outlook.com
X-CrossPremisesHeadersPromoted: EX2013HYBRIDOZ2.sac.loca
X-CrossPremisesHeadersFiltered: EX2013HYBRIDO2.sac.local
X-OriginatorOrg: saccity.onmicrosoft.com

Final-Recipient: rfc822;kmahaffey @cityofsacramento.org
Action: failed

Status: 5.1.1
Diagnostic-Code: smtp;550 5.1.1 RESOLV ER.ADR.RecipNotFound; not found

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Valerie Roberts <val erienorcal @omail.com>

To: <kmahaffey@cityofsacramento.org>, <jharris@cityofsacdramento.org>,
<JCWEST @cityof sacramento.org>

Cc:

Date: Mon, 27 Feb 2017 12:32:30 -0800

Subject: McKinley Village EIR concern

Hi Dana,

| continue to have concerns about whether city cares about its citizens. Weliveon D Street in
East Sacramento, which when we moved there, we moved there due to the walk ability of the
area and we can sit on our front porch and enjoy the neighbors and the quiet street. We are
lucky, as our street does not go through, but we have seen an increase in traffic since
McKinley Village has been in operation.

| oppose the “Revised EIR for the McKinley Village Project,” it does not contain a new
traffic analysis, and no new mitigation that would lessen the significant traffic impacts
of the project on the area neighborhoods and roadways.

o Please comply with the decision of the Court of Appeal in the case of East Sacramento
Partnerships for a Livable City (ESPLC) v. City of Sacramento, et al. by decertifying
the current EIR, conducting afull, independent traffic analysis, and recirculating the
EIR for additional public comment.

o Failureto follow the law will lead to further UNNECESSARY taxpayer expense if the
City must again be compelled to comply with state laws governing the environment.

Thanks for your time and commitment to the citizens of Sacramento.

Vaerie Roberts


http://cy4pr09mb1256.namprd09.prod.outlook.com/
http://saccity.onmicrosoft.com/
mailto:rfc822%3Bkmahaffey@cityofsacramento.org
mailto:valerienorcal@gmail.com
mailto:kmahaffey@cityofsacramento.org
mailto:jharris@cityofsacdramento.org
mailto:JCWEST@cityofsacramento.org

3148 D Street
Sacramento, CA 95816

From: Valerie Roberts <valerienorcal @gmail.com>
Date: Mon, Feb 27, 2017 at 12:33 PM

To: valerie.roberts@cdfa.ca.gov

Forwar ded conver sation
Subject: McKinley Village EIR concern

From: Valerie Roberts <vaerienorcal @amail.com>
Date: Mon, Feb 27, 2017 at 12:32 PM

To: kmahaffey@cityofsacramento.org, jharris@cityofsacdramento.org,
JCWEST @cityofsacramento.org

From: Mail Delivery Subsystem <mailer-daemon@googlemail.com>
Date: Mon, Feb 27, 2017 at 12:32 PM

To: valerienorcal @gmail.com

Final-Recipient: rfc822; jharris@cityofsacdramento.org
Action: failed

Status: 4.0.0
Diagnostic-Code: smtp; DNS Error: 69993702 DNS type 'mx' lookup of
cityofsacdramento.org responded with code NXDOMAIN
Domain name not found: cityofsacdramento.org
Last-Attempt-Date: Mon, 27 Feb 2017 12:32:31 -0800 (PST)

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Valerie Roberts <val erienorcal @amail.com>

To: kmahaffey@cityof sacramento.org, jharris@cityofsacdramento.org,

JCWEST @cityofsacramento.org
Cc:

Date: Mon, 27 Feb 2017 12:32:30 -0800
Subject: McKinley Village EIR concern
Hi Dana,

| continue to have concerns about whether city cares about its citizens.
Weliveon D Street in East Sacramento, which when we moved there, we moved
there due to the walk ability of the area and we can sit on our front porch

and enjoy the neighbors and the quiet street. We are lucky, as our street

does not go through, but we have seen an increase in traffic since McKinley
Village has been in operation.


mailto:valerienorcal@gmail.com
mailto:valerie.roberts@cdfa.ca.gov
mailto:valerienorcal@gmail.com
mailto:kmahaffey@cityofsacramento.org
mailto:jharris@cityofsacdramento.org
mailto:JCWEST@cityofsacramento.org
mailto:mailer-daemon@googlemail.com
mailto:valerienorcal@gmail.com
mailto:jharris@cityofsacdramento.org
http://cityofsacdramento.org/
http://cityofsacdramento.org/
mailto:valerienorcal@gmail.com
mailto:kmahaffey@cityofsacramento.org
mailto:jharris@cityofsacdramento.org
mailto:JCWEST@cityofsacramento.org

- | oppose the “Revised EIR for the McKinley Village Project,” it does

not contain a new traffic analysis, and no new mitigation that would lessen
the significant traffic impacts of the project on the area neighborhoods

and roadways.

- Please comply with the decision of the Court of Appeal in the

case of *East
Sacramento Partnerships for aLivable City (ESPLC)* *v.* *City of
Sacramento, et al*. by decertifying the current EIR, conducting afull,
independent traffic analysis, and recirculating the EIR for additional
public comment.

- Failureto follow the law will lead to further UNNECESSARY taxpayer
expense if the City must again be compelled to comply with state laws
governing the environment.

Thanks for your time and commitment to the citizens of Sacramento.
Valerie Roberts

3148 D Street
Sacramento, CA 95816



March 3, 2017

To: Dana Mahaffey, Associate Planner
City of Sacramento, Community Development Department
Environmental Planning Services

RE: McKinley Village

Dear Ms Mahaffrey,

This letter is to express my opposition to the “Revised EIR for the McKinley Village Project as it
does not contain a new traffic analysis and no new mitigation that would lessen the significant
traffic impacts of the project on the area neighborhoods and streets.

Even now before many of the homes are occupied in McKinley Village, there is more traffic in
the area. | drove down McKinley to the freeway last week at the time the children were riding
their bikes to school and was so surprised how much traffic was on McKinley at that time and
also since the children on bikes were not careful it presented a real hazard for them. | realize
that is not the fault of the drivers but the more traffic the more chance of an accident. Both H, J
are to be avoided at any commute time and other times also. | take alternate routes whenever
possible or make sure | have a traffic light if | want to turn onto either of these streets. Alhambra
is also more crowded and McKinley also. | have lived here for 31 years and these changes
have become worse of late. This is my home and lovely, unusual neighborhood and | am very
concerned about the quality of life changing in the area because of the traffic impact.

| urge the City to comply with the decision of the Court of Appeal in the case of East
Sacramento Partnership for a Livable City v. City of Sacramento, et al. by decertifying the
current EIR, conducting a full, independent traffic analysis, and recirculating the EIR for
additional public comment. | know nothing of the law but when | read this it appalls me that the
developers are trying to circumvent the ruling and that even though the ruling has been made
they may be able to.

Failure to follow the law will lead to further unnecessary taxpayer expense if the City must again
be compelled to comply with state laws governing the environment.

Please, do the right thing and help preserve the wonderful area in which we live.
Best regards,
Ann Rodgers

361 37th Street
Sacramento, CA 95816



From: SHANNON ROSS

To: Dana Mahaffey
Subject: McKinley Village
Date: Friday, March 3, 2017 7:02:47 PM

You are aready aware that the McKinley Village will create unacceptable traffic in our neighborhood, creating
hazards to both pedestrians and other drivers. There IS an aternative that mitigates this problem - the additional
vehicle access point at Alhambra. Please adopt this as a mitigation measure as part of the project.

Thank you,
Shannon Ross
5265 | Street

C: 916-712-7704


mailto:shannonr99@me.com
mailto:DMahaffey@cityofsacramento.org

From: Lesley Schroeder

To: Dana Mahaffey
Subject: re: McKinley Village
Date: Thursday, March 2, 2017 4:38:58 PM

To all members of the Sacramento City Council and other involved parties:

I am a long-time resident of East Sacramento. | am very concerned about
the increase in traffic and increase in safety issues due to this increased
traffic since the development of McKinley Village. I am also concerned
about the long-term consequences on the quality of life of East Sac
residents as well as the impact on our property values.

I oppose the “Revised EIR for the McKinley Village Project”. It does
not contain a new traffic analysis, and no new mitigation that would
lessen the significant traffic impacts of the project on the area
neighborhoods and roadways.

e Significant traffic impacts continue to be unmitigated. 1 live on
McKinley Blvd 3 blocks from McKinley Village. Increased traffic has
already been noticed, most concerning are cars traveling at an unsafe
speed in our neighborhood. | am especially concerned at the
increased traffic on Elvas and the speed of cars traveling to H St.
Turning right from McKinley Blvd unto Elvas is already unsafe.

e | am concerned re future emergency assess / exit from McKinley
Village with it's only two ways in and out of the development. It is a
set up for disaster.

e | urge the City to comply with the decision of the Court of Appeal in
the case of East Sacramento Partnerships for a Livable City (ESPLC)
v. City of Sacramento, et al. by decertifying the current EIR,
conducting a full, independent traffic analysis, and recirculating the
EIR for additional public comment.

e Failure to follow the law will lead to further unnecessary taxpayer
expense if the City must again be compelled to comply with state
laws governing the environment.

Thank you for your time and attention to this important matter.

Sincerely,


mailto:leschroeder54@gmail.com
mailto:DMahaffey@cityofsacramento.org

Lesley A Schroeder, MD

"To know when you have enough is to be rich beyond measure' Lao-Tzu



From:
To:

Robert & Petra Sullivan
Mayor Steinberg; Dana Mahaffey; Jeff S. Harris

Subject: State Supreme Court ruling on McKinley Village EIR and traffic study

Date:

Monday, February 27, 2017 5:56:50 PM

From: bubbacooti@comcast.net
Subject: State Supreme Court ruling on McKinley Village EIR and

traffic study
Date: February 27, 2017 at 12:17:56 PM PST
To: <MayorSteinberg@cityofsacramento.org>,

<dmahaffey@cityofsacramento.org>

Cc: <jsharris@cityofsacramento.org>

Dear Mayor Steinberg;

We are writing to express our deep disappointment at the City’s
handling of the whole McKinley Village subdivision story beginning with
the City’s EIR and traffic study on it and extending to the City’s actions to
avoid the decisions of both the State Court of Appeals and the State
Supreme Court nullifying the EIR and traffic study.

We are also writing to ask you to personally ensure that the city honors
those two court decisions and requires a new EIR and traffic study that
accurately describe McKinley Village’s adverse environmental and
neighborhood traffic impacts and requires their amelioration.

Sincerely,

Robert & Petra Sullivan

400 37th Street
Sacramento, CA 95816


mailto:bubbacooti@comcast.net
mailto:MayorSteinberg@cityofsacramento.org
mailto:DMahaffey@cityofsacramento.org
mailto:JSHarris@cityofsacramento.org
mailto:bubbacooti@comcast.net
mailto:MayorSteinberg@cityofsacramento.org
mailto:dmahaffey@cityofsacramento.org
mailto:jsharris@cityofsacramento.org

From: bthalacker@comcast.net

To: Dana Mahaffey
Subject: Draft EIR Report Violation
Date: Tuesday, February 28, 2017 9:59:15 AM

Dear Dina. Please enter these comments to the City Council and enter the request to
decertify the current EIR and comply with the Court of Appeal decision:

m The “Revised EIR for the McKinley Village Project,” does not contain a new traffic
analysis, and there is no new mitigation that would lessen the significant traffic
impacts of the project on the area neighborhoods and roadways.

= Significant traffic impacts continue to be unmitigated. Traffic during the
construction has been noisy, and constant. When the development is built up,
there will be a real impact on our neighborhood. Delays at crossings and corners
will be dangerous. Please comply with the decision of the Court of Appeal in the
case of East Sacramento Partnerships for a Livable City (ESPLC) v. City of
Sacramento, et al. by decertifying the current EIR, conducting a full, independent
traffic analysis, and recirculating the EIR for additional public comment.

m Failure to follow the law will lead to further unnecessary taxpayer expense if the
City must again be compelled to comply with state laws governing the
environment.

Also, if a third vehicle access point were added at Alhambra Blvd., this would greatly
alleviate the traffic burden for Midtown and East Sacramento.

Thank You.
Barbara Thalacker and Terry Reed

2810 | Street
Sacramento, CA 95816


mailto:bthalacker@comcast.net
mailto:DMahaffey@cityofsacramento.org

From: Kathy Ullerich
To: Dana Mahaffey
Subject: Revised EIR for the McKinley Village Project

Date:

Thursday, March 2, 2017 2:11:04 PM

Dana Mahaffey, Associate Planner

City of Sacramento

Environmental Planning Services

| want to express my opposition to the “Revised EIR for the McKinley Village Project,”
It does not contain a new traffic analysis, and no new mitigation that would lessen the
significant traffic impacts of the project on the area neighborhoods and roadways.

Significant traffic impacts continue to be unmitigated. | live at 408 Meister Way right
off of McKinley Blvd and the increased traffic along this corridor has definitely
changed the character of the neighborhood and created dangerous situations for the
many pedestrians and cyclists traveling along McKinley Blvd. to the park and other
neighborhood amenities.

Please comply with the decision of the Court of Appeal in the case of East
Sacramento Partnerships for a Livable City (ESPLC) v. City of Sacramento, et al. by
decertifying the current EIR, conducting a full, independent traffic analysis, and
recirculating the EIR for additional public comment.

| am concerned that failure to follow the law will lead to further unnecessary taxpayer
expense if the City must again be compelled to comply with state laws governing the
environment.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Kathy Ullerich
408 Meister Way
Sacramento, CA 95819


mailto:kathyullerich@comcast.net
mailto:DMahaffey@cityofsacramento.org

1iral Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board
24 February 2017

Dana Mahaffey CERTIFIED MAIL

City of Sacramento, 91 7199 9991 7035 8487 3458
Community Development Department

300 Richards Boulevard, Third Floor

Sacramento, CA 95811

COMMENTS TO REQUEST FOR REVIEW FOR THE NOTICE OF AVAILABILITY - REVISED
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT, MCKINLEY VILLAGE (P08-086) PROJECT,
SACRAMENTO COUNTY

Pursuant to the City of Sacramento Community Development Department’s 18 January 2017
request, the Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board (Central Valley Water Board)
has reviewed the Request for Review for the Notice of Availability - Draft Environment Impact
Report for the McKinley Village (P08-086) Project, located in Sacramento County.

Our agency is delegated with the responsibility of protecting the quality of surface and
groundwaters of the state; therefore our comments will address concerns surrounding those
issues.

. Regulatory Setting

Basin Plan

The Central Valley Water Board is required to formulate and adopt Basin Plans for all areas
within the Central Valley region under Section 13240 of the Porter-Cologne Water Quality
Control Act. Each Basin Plan must contain water quality objectives to ensure the
reasonable protection of beneficial uses, as well as a program of implementation for
achieving water quality objectives with the Basin Plans. Federal regulations require each
state to adopt water quality standards to protect the public health or welfare, enhance the
quality of water and serve the purposes of the Clean Water Act. In California, the beneficial
uses, water quality objectives, and the Antidegradation Policy are the State’s water quality
standards. Water quality standards are also contained in the National Toxics Rule, 40 CFR
Section 131.36, and the California Toxics Rule, 40 CFR Section 131.38.

The Basin Plan is subject to modification as necessary, considering applicable laws,
policies, technologies, water quality conditions and priorities. The original Basin Plans were
adopted in 1975, and have been updated and revised periodically as required, using Basin
Plan amendments. Once the Central Valley Water Board has adopted a Basin Plan
amendment in noticed public hearings, it must be approved by the State Water Resources

CAAL E. LoNoLey ScD, P.E,, ¢uair | PAMELA C, CREEDON P.E., BCEE. EXEGUTIVE OTFIGER

1020 Sun Center Drive #200, Rancho Cordova, CA 95870 | www.waterboards.ca.gov/centralvalley
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Control Board (State Water Board), Office of Administrative Law (OAL) and in some cases,
the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA). Basin Plan amendments
only become effective after they have been approved by the OAL and in some cases, the
USEPA. Every three (3) years, a review of the Basin Plan is completed that assesses the
appropriateness of existing standards and evaluates and prioritizes Basin Planning issues.

For more information on the Water Quality Control Plan for the Sacramento and San
Joaquin River Basins, please visit our website:
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/centralvalley/water_issues/basin_plans/.

Antidegradation Considerations

All wastewater discharges must comply with the Antidegradation Policy (State Water Board
Resolution 68-16) and the Antidegradation Implementation Policy contained in the Basin
Plan. The Antidegradation Policy is available on page IV-15.01 at:
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/centralvalleywater_issues/basin_plans/sacsjr.pdf

In part it states:

Any discharge of waste to high quality waters must apply best practicable treatment or
control not only to prevent a condition of pollution or nuisance from occurring, but also to
maintain the highest water quality possible consistent with the maximum benefit to the
people of the State.

This information must be presented as an analysis of the impacts and potential impacts
of the discharge on water quality, as measured by background concentrations and
applicable water quality objectives.

The antidegradation analysis is a mandatory element in the National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System and land discharge Waste Discharge Requirements (WDRs) permitting
processes. The environmental review document should evaluate potential impacts to both
surface and groundwater quality.

Permitting Requirements

Construction Storm Water General Permit

Dischargers whose project disturb one or more acres of soil or where projects disturb less
than one acre but are part of a larger common plan of development that in total disturbs
one or more acres, are required to obtain coverage under the General Permit for Storm
Water Discharges Associated with Construction Activities (Construction General Permit),
Construction General Permit Order No. 2009-009-DWQ. Construction activity subject to
this permit includes clearing, grading, grubbing, disturbances to the ground, such as
stockpiling, or excavation, but does not include regular maintenance activities performed to

~ restore the original line, grade, or capacity of the facility. The Construction General Permit

requires the development and implementation of a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan
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(SWPPP).

For more information on the Construction General Permit, visit the State Water Resources
Control Board website at:
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/stormwater/constpermits.shtmi.

Phase | and Il Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4) Permits’

The Phase | and Il MS4 permits require the Permittees reduce pollutants and runoff flows
from new development and redevelopment using Best Management Practices (BMPs) to
the maximum extent practicable (MEP). MS4 Permittees have their own development
standards, also known as Low Impact Development (LID)/post-construction standards that
include a hydromodification component. The MS4 permits also require specific design
concepts for LID/post-construction BMPs in the early stages of a project during the
entitlement and CEQA process and the development plan review process.

For more information on which Phase | MS4 Permit this project applies to, visit the Central
Valley Water Board website at: _
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/centralvalley/water_issues/storm_water/municipal_permits/.

For more information on the Phase Il MS4 permit and who it applies to, visit the State
Water Resources Control Board at:
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/stormwater/phase_ii_municipal.sht
ml

Industrial Storm Water General Permit
Storm water discharges associated with industrial sites must comply with the regulations
contained in the Industrial Storm Water General Permit Order No. 2014-0057-DWQ.

For more information on the Industrial Storm Water General Permit, visit the Central Valley
Water Board website at:
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/centralvalley/water_issues/storm_water/industrial_general_
permits/index.shtml.

Clean Water Act Section 404 Permit

If the project will involve the discharge of dredged or fill material in navigable waters or
wetlands, a permit pursuant to Section 404 of the Clean Water Act may be needed from the
United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACOE). If a Section 404 permit is required by
the USACOE, the Central Valley Water Board will review the permit application to ensure
that discharge will not violate water quality standards. If the project requires surface water

' Municipal Permits = The Phase | Municipal Separate Storm Water System (MS4) Permit covers medium sized
Municipalities (serving between 100,000 and 250,000 people) and large sized municipalities (serving over
250,000 people). The Phase || MS4 provides coverage for small municipalities, including non-traditional Small
MS4s, which include military bases, public campuses, prisons and hospitals.
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drainage realignment, the applicant is advised to contact the Department of Fish and Game
for information on Streambed Alteration Permit requirements.

If you have any questions regarding the Clean Water Act Section 404 permits, please
contact the Regulatory Division of the Sacramento District of USACOE at (916) 557-5250.

Clean Water Act Section 401 Permit — Water Quality Certification

If an USACOE permit (e.g., Non-Reporting Nationwide Permit, Nationwide Permit, Letter of
Permission, Individual Permit, Regional General Permit, Programmatic General Permit), or
any other federal permit (e.g., Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act or Section 9 from
the United States Coast Guard), is required for this project due to the disturbance of waters
of the United States (such as streams and wetlands), then a Water Quality Certification
must be obtained from the Central Valley Water Board prior to initiation of project activities.
There are no waivers for 401 Water Quality Certifications.

Waste Discharge Requirements — Discharges to Waters of the State

If USACOE determines that only non-jurisdictional waters of the State (i.e., “hon-federal”
waters of the State) are present in the proposed project area, the proposed project may
require a Waste Discharge Requirement (WDR) permit to be issued by Central Valley
Water Board. Under the California Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act, discharges to
all waters of the State, including all wetlands and other waters of the State including, but
not limited to, isolated wetlands, are subject to State regulation.

For more information on the Water Quality Certification and WDR processes, visit the
Central Valley Water Board website at:
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/centralvalley/help/business_help/permit2.shtml.

Dewatering Permit ‘

If the proposed project includes construction or groundwater dewatering to be discharged
to land, the proponent may apply for coverage under State Water Board General Water
Quality Order (Low Risk General Order) 2003-0003 or the Central Valley Water Board’s
Waiver of Report of Waste Discharge and Waste Discharge Requirements (Low Risk
Waiver) R5-2013-0145. Small temporary construction dewatering projects are projects that
discharge groundwater to land from excavation activities or dewatering of underground
utility vaults. Dischargers seeking coverage under the General Order or Waiver must file a
Notice of Intent with the Central Valley Water Board prior to beginning discharge.

For more information regarding the Low Risk General Order and the application process,
visit the Central Valley Water Board website at:

http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/board_decisions/adopted_orders/water_quality/2003/wqo/w
gq02003-0003. pdf

For more information regarding the Low Risk Waiver and the application process, visit the
Central Valley Water Board website at:
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http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/centralvalley/board_decisions/adopted_orders/waivers/r5-
2013-0145_res.pdf

Regulatory Compliance for Commercially Irrigated Agriculture

If the property will be used for commercial irrigated agricultural, the discharger will be
required to obtain regulatory coverage under the Irrigated Lands Regulatory Program.
There are two options to comply:

1. Obtain Coverage Under a Coalition Group. Join the local Coalition Group that

- supports land owners with the implementation of the Irrigated Lands Regulatory
Program. The Coalition Group conducts water quality monitoring and reporting to
the Central Valley Water Board on behalf of its growers. The Coalition Groups
charge an annual membership fee, which varies by Coalition Group. To find the
Coalition Group in your area, visit the Central Valley Water Board's website at:
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/centralvalley/water_issues/irrigated_lands/app_appr
oval/index.shtml; or contact water board staff at (916) 464-4611 or via email at
IrrLands@waterboards.ca.gov.

2. Obtain Coverage Under the General Waste Discharge Requirements for
Individual Growers, General Order R5-2013-0100. Dischargers not participating
in a third-party group (Coalition) are regulated individually. Depending on the
specific site conditions, growers may be required to monitor runoff from their
property, install monitoring wells, and submit a notice of intent, farm plan, and other
action plans regarding their actions to comply with their General Order. Yearly
costs would include State administrative fees (for example, annual fees for farm
sizes from 10-100 acres are currently $1,084 + $6.70/Acre); the cost to prepare
annual monitoring reports; and water quality monitoring costs. To enroll as an
Individual Discharger under the Irrigated Lands Regulatory Program, call the
Central Valley Water Board phone line at (916) 464-4611 or e-mail board staff at
IrrLands@waterboards.ca.gov.

Low or Limited Threat General NPDES Permit

If the proposed project includes construction dewatering and it is necessary to discharge
the groundwater to waters of the United States, the proposed project will require coverage
under a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit. Dewatering
discharges are typically considered a low or limited threat to water quality and may be
covered under the General Order for Dewatering and Other Low Threat Discharges to
Surface Waters (Low Threat General Order) or the General Order for Limited Threat
Discharges of Treated/Untreated Groundwater from Cleanup Sites, Wastewater from
Superchlorination Projects, and Other Limited Threat Wastewaters to Surface Water
(Limited Threat General Order). A complete application must be submitted to the Central
Valley Water Board to obtain coverage under these General NPDES permits.



McKinley Village (P08-086) Project -6- 24 February 2017
Sacramento County

For more information regarding the Low Threat General Order and the application process,
visit the Central Valley Water Board website at:
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/centralvalley/board_decisions/adopted_orders/general_ord
ers/r5-2013-0074.pdf

For more information regarding the Limited Threat General Order and the application
process, visit the Central Valley Water Board website at:
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/centralvalley/board_decisions/adopted_orders/general_ord
ers/r5-2013-0073.pdf

NPDES Permit

If the proposed project discharges waste that could affect the quality of the waters of the
State, other than into a community sewer system, the proposed project will require
coverage under a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit. A
complete Report of Waste Discharge must be submitted with the Central Valley Water
Board to obtain a NPDES Permit.

For more information regarding the NPDES Permit and the application process, visit the
Central Valley Water Board website at:
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/centralvalley/help/business_help/permit3.shtmil

If you have questions regarding these comments, please contact me at (916) 464-4644 or
Stephanie. Tadlock@waterboards.ca.gov.

C?ﬁ:‘%}t‘\ it ~ A Lok

Stephanie Tadlock
Environmental Scientist



From: Georgia Business

To: Dana Mahaffey

Subject: McKinley Village and Revised EIR
Date: Wednesday, March 1, 2017 8:50:32 PM
Dear Ms. Haffey

My husband and | are property owners in East Sacramento and have lived in this area since the
80's. We understand the need for more housing and infill within the city. So, we are NOT
against thoughtful development. However, the McKinley Village Development was pushed
through without thoughtful and fair planning. This statement has been validated by the courts -
mandating that the City of Sacramento decertify the EIR and correct the deficiencies.

We are opposed to the “Revised EIR for the McKinley Village Project,” asit does not contain
anew traffic analysis. It also circumvents the process and the law.

We both encourage the City to follow the direction from the courts. And, to comply with the
decision of the Court of Appeal in the case of East Sacramento Partnerships for a Livable City
(ESPLC) v. City of Sacramento, et al. by decertifying the current EIR, conducting afull,
independent traffic analysis, and recirculating the EIR for additional public comment.

Thank you,

Walter Watters
Georgia FoxWatters
365 34th Street
Sacramento CA 95816


mailto:gfoxwatters@att.net
mailto:DMahaffey@cityofsacramento.org

From: Webhr, Kevin
To: Dana Mahaffey

Cc: Steve Hansen; Marshall School; Ellen Wehr
Subject: Comments on the revised EIR for McKinley Village
Date: Tuesday, February 28, 2017 6:29:04 PM

Dear Ms. Mahaffey,

| am writing today to express my concerns about, and opposition to, the Revised EIR for the
McKinley Village Project. The City isunder court order to decertify the current EIR and to
conduct afull and independent traffic analysis. The current revision does not do this, and does
not offer any new mitigation. Thisis a problem.

| live on C street near 21st, and there have been two mitigation projects on C street—the
roundabout at 23rd and the installation of two new stop signs. | do very much appreciate these
projects. And while the revision does recognize increased traffic on 28th and 29th during
commute times, thisis not the whole of the matter. Because of the forced turn that was
installed on 28th at C street, traffic will be heavily diverted from that intersection westward
onto C street as well as onto 29th. The mitigation measures that have been installed may slow

traffic down, but it will not stem thetide. The only real solution isto put another entrance into
the McKinley Village development at Alhambra.

| know that thiswill be costly for the developer, but that is not my concern. The profits of the
developer cannot and should not come at the diminution of quality of life for two established
neighborhoods. Do not forget that when we talk about traffic, we aren’t just speaking about
noise, pollution, or the annoyance of delays (though those matter, of course). C street isalso
the home of two parks and the Courtyard School. The prospect of increased traffic brings with
it the eventuality of one of those children being struck by a vehicle while going to or from
school or the parks. 1 think the cost of an Alhambra entrance is well worth it for the reduction
of therisk of children getting hurt. In order to move towards this, the City should decertify the
old EIR, undertake afull review and traffic analysis, and allow for new public comment.

| can tell you that my experience of traffic on C street as well as 28th and 29th has already
become worrisome. With the construction traffic alone, the delays have caused driversto
behave both aggressively and erratically. | have witnessed a marked increase of people
driving with serious road rage, such as accelerating very quickly, roaring around turns, driving
over grass medians, and expressing their rage through obscene gesticulations. | have seen near
accidents by the parks as children chase after an errant soccer ball. These near misses concern
me greatly, and | hate to think what this will look like when we have the added impact of new
residents commuting to work and school, going to the store, and otherwise going about their
daily business of life.

Thank you for the opportunity to share my thoughts on this matter. Please do not hesitate to
contact me for any clarifications or questions.

Best,
Kevin

Kevin Wehr
Professor of Sociology
CSU Sacramento


mailto:kwehr@csus.edu
mailto:DMahaffey@cityofsacramento.org
mailto:SHansen@cityofsacramento.org
mailto:marshall.newera@gmail.com
mailto:eltrescott@hotmail.com




From: wareen@surewest.net

To: Dana Mahaffey
Subject: McKinley Village and the EIR process
Date: Wednesday, March 1, 2017 5:39:12 PM

Dear Mr. Mahaffey,

I am writing to express my concerns and deep disappointment at the City’s
handling of the whole McKinley Village subdivision. Beginning with the
original City’s EIR and traffic study on the project. We now understand
that the original EIR was incomplete as concluded by the decisions of both
the State Court of Appeals and the State Supreme Court nullifying the EIR
and traffic study.

I am also writing to ask you to personally ensure that the city honors
those two court decisions and require a new EIR and traffic study that
accurately describe McKinley Village’s adverse environmental and
neighborhood traffic impacts which requires further amelioration. East
Sacramento and future neighborhoods deserve good EIRs which are in
compliance with CQEA guidlines.

Respectfully, Will Green


mailto:wgreen@surewest.net
mailto:DMahaffey@cityofsacramento.org

From:
To:

Susie Williams
Dana Mahaffey

Subject: Fwd: McKinley Village Traffic Study Must be Redone

Date:

Sunday, February 26, 2017 9:02:50 PM

Dana: Thiswas sent to awrong address for you. Please let me know you received
this one.

Susie Williams

Sent from my iPad

Begin forwarded message:

From: Susie Williams <susiewil @surewest.net>
Date: February 26, 2017 at 8:49:16 PM PST

To: MayorSteinberg@cityofsacramento.org

Cc: kmahaffey@cityofsacramento.org, dgonsalves@cityof sacramento.org,

eteague@cityof sacramento.org, shansen@cityofsacramento.org
Subject: McKinley Village Traffic Study Must be Redone

Dear Mayor Steinberg:

| am writing to urge you and the City of Sacramento to honor the recent State
Court of Appeals ruling requiring the City to completely redo the traffic study for
the McKinley

Village project. Asyou know, the ruling was further upheld by the State Supreme
Court.

At atime when the White House is denigrating our courts and making a mockery
?r]:e rule of law, it isimperative that the City of Sacramento show its citizens that
:Blee of_ law is still alive and well here. Not just when it is convenient but also
:’;Tﬁa?ét The courts have ruled and now the City must honor their decision.

Hundreds of citizens and organizations commented on the original EIR and traffic
study and noted the same serious flaws subsequently recognized by the courts.
Just because the City's General Plan says that complete traffic gridlock is an
acceptable Level of Service does not absolve the City and project developers from
having to accurately

report the traffic impacts and to either find acceptable mitigation measures or
limit

development. Citizens of this wonderful city deserve nothing less.

Y es, arenas and cultural attractions are important to our city's vibrancy, but the
real stars of our city areit's people and it's neighborhoods. Quality of lifeisan


mailto:susiewil@surewest.net
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illusive thing but it is certain that the road to achieving it isnot one that is
gridiocked. And it will

never be achieved in acity that puts profits over people and ignores the rule of
law.

Sincerely,

Susie Sargent Williams

Sent from my iPad



From: odlizzie@surewest.net

To: Dana Mahaffey
Subject: McKinley Village Traffic
Date: Tuesday, February 28, 2017 9:20:56 AM

I am writing to urge the City of Sacramento to COMPLY WITH THE
COURT OF APPEALS RULING in regard to McKinley Village and the
EIR.

My family and | have owned property at 922 41st street, and paid taxes
since 1922; and, the City seems to not care about the traffic impacts on
long time property owners in this East Sacramento location.

I am asking the city to show concern about the existing East Sacramento
neighborhood by addressing the following concerns that I and my
neighbors have:

1) We oppose the the "Revised EIR for the McKinley Village Project” -
Because it does not contain a new traffic analysis, and no new mitigation
that would lessen the significant traffic impacts of the project on the area
neighborhoods and roadways.

2) Significant traffic impacts continue to be unmitigated. As you know,
the current East Sacramento area, composed of 328 lots over a 65 acre
area, has 16 different vehicular connections for neighborhood occupants
to utilize. The McKinley Village project has 328 lots over a 48 acre area
and has JUST TWO vehicular connections (it doesn't take a genius
to determine that will lead to congestion .)

3) If the City fails to follow the law of the Court of Appeals decision, it
will lead to further unnecessary taxpayer expense for legal action to
compel the City to comply with state laws governing the environment.

4) Again, we urge the City to comply with the decision of the Court of
Appeal in the case of the East Sacramento Partnership for a Livable City
(ESPLC) v City of Sacramento, et al. by decertifying the current EIR,
conducting a full, independent traffic analysis, and recirculating the EIR for
additional public comment.

Thank you for your thoughtful consideration of my requests.

Sincerely, Nancy E. Wolford, 922 41st Street, 916-457-3002


mailto:odlizzie@surewest.net
mailto:DMahaffey@cityofsacramento.org




From: Linda Zeiszler

To: Dana Mahaffey
Subject: Court of Appeals ruling re: McKinley Village
Date: Tuesday, February 28, 2017 2:14:19 AM

I live on Santa Y nez Way between McKinley and 39th, just one block off of C Street. We currently have heavy
traffic on Elvas/C street from the business park along that corridor. In addition, the traffic on 39th, 36th and
McKinley is very heavy dueto Theodore Judah School. Thisis before the additional traffic that residents of
McKinley Village will bring to my neighborhood streets.

My understanding is that the Court of Appeals has directed the Superior Court to issue an order to the city requiring
that it decertify the existing EIR, correct deficiencies in the existing EIR and recirculate a CEQA compliant EIR
before recertification. | expect the city to comply with these orders and not circumvent these orders by accepting an
inadequate "Revised EIR" that does not comply with the court order. It does not contain a new traffic analysis, nor
new mitigation to lessen the traffic impact on my neighborhood streets.

Therefore, my expectation is that the city will comply with the court order and REJECT the "Revised EIR".

Linda Zeiszler

411 Santa'Y nez Way

Sacramento, CA.

Sent from my iPhone


mailto:lindazeiszler@icloud.com
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