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1.0 INTRODUCTION
1.1.

PROJECT UNDER REVIEW

Project Location
The project under review in this EIR is the implementation of the Merged Downtown
Redevelopment Plan Amendment (Amendment). The Project Area is located in Downtown
Sacramento, and is roughly bound by I Street on the north and the Sacramento River on the
west. The southern and eastern boundaries jog west to east from Interstate 5 and Business 80
to S Street, north on 10th, west on R, north on 9th, west on Q, north on 6th, east on P, north
on 7th, east on O, north on 8th, west on N, north on 7th, east along the alley between Capitol
Mall and L Street, north on 9th, east on L to 18th Street with the exclusion of the Convention
Center, and north on 18th to I Street. The Project Area encompasses 505 acres.

Project Description Summary
The proposed project would amend the Redevelopment Plan for the Merged Downtown
Redevelopment Area, (the Redevelopment Plan for the Project Area) pursuant to Health and
Safety Code Section 33333.10. The Redevelopment Plan was created in 1986 by merging
four individual Project Areas (Component Areas). The proposed Amendment would extend
the effectiveness of all four Component Areas and the time for collecting tax increment by 10
years. Extending the time limits as described will also cause secondary changes in the
manner the Redevelopment Plan is implemented, including: 1) an increase in contributions to
the low- and moderate-income housing fund from 20 percent to 30 percent of gross tax
increment revenues; 2) a prohibition in spending tax increment funds in areas that are
identified by the proposed Amendment as no longer blighted beginning on the date each
component of the Merged Project Area’s effectiveness lapses (this does not apply to the
Agency’s low- and moderate-income housing funds); and 3) the date each component area’s
effectiveness lapses, the Agency may only expend funds from the low- and moderate-income
housing fund on housing units for very low- and low-income households, except that the
Agency may spend up to 15 percent of those funds on moderate-income housing units, with
the proviso that the number of moderate-income units assisted is no more than the number of
extremely low-income units assisted.
As part of the amendment process, the Agency will slightly revise and update the
Implementation Plan (2000-2004). Redevelopment actions outlined in the Implementation
Plan include assembling parcels and/or assisting developers to upgrade inadequate
infrastructure, such as the combined sewer system, hollow sidewalks and seismic retrofits;
attract new businesses and retain and improve existing businesses; improve visual/aesthetic
appearance with programs such as the Façade Grant Program; implement the Downtown
Cultural and Entertainment District Master Plan; provide a clean and safe environment; and
improve/upgrade the appearance and safety of downtown area streets, sidewalks and alleys.
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The Implementation Plan and the Amendment also specify a number of housing policies,
programs, activities, and goals regarding the production of low- and moderate-income
housing units, the identification of locations suitable for replacement housing units
rehabilitated, developed, or constructed, and the expenditure of tax increment for housing
purposes.
All projects and programs previously adopted by the Agency in conjunction with the
Redevelopment Plan and subsequent plan amendments and implementation plans will
continue to be implemented to address the blight on the properties identified. The proposed
Amendment does not change any of the Redevelopment Plan’s established purposes or goals.
The ongoing redevelopment projects, programs and activities of the Agency, identified in the
Redevelopment Plan for the Project Area, include: 1) property owner, tenant and business
owner participation; 2) construction, reconstruction, and installation of public improvements
and facilities; 3) demolition, clearance and site preparation for the construction of buildings
and public improvements; 4) relocation assistance; 5) construction and enhancement of lowand moderate-income housing; 6) property acquisition; 7) property disposition; 8) public and
private cooperation; 9) establishment of restrictions and enforcement programs; and 10) other
actions as appropriate.

1.2

SUMMARY OF ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT

Section 15126(d) of the State CEQA Guidelines, requires an evaluation of “...a reasonable
range of alternatives to the project, or to the location of the project, which could feasibly
attain the basic objectives of the project, and evaluate the comparative merits of the
alternatives.” The alternatives under evaluation in Chapter 4 of the Draft EIR include the No
Project Alternative, the Increase the Limit / No SB 211 Amendment Alternative, and the
Extend the Plan per SB 211 / No Increase in Tax Increment Limit Alternative. The proposed
project was determined to be the Environmentally Superior Alternative. Two alternatives
were previously considered and rejected: Alternative Public Actions and Alternative
Location. A summary of the alternatives included herein is described below.

No-Project Alternative
Under the No-Project Alternative, the Merged Downtown Redevelopment Plan would not be
amended to extend the effectiveness of the Redevelopment Plan components for 10 years
under SB 211 requirements. The proposed public improvements that would be assisted with
the Plan and other Redevelopment Plan programs would not be implemented with
redevelopment funding for the additional 10 years. The existing ongoing implementation
programs and projects that have been funded with current tax increment flows would
continue under the Redevelopment Plan and then be discontinued as each component area
redevelopment authority lapses. Blight still remaining in the Project Area (Preliminary
Report, 10/22/04) would not be eliminated during this additional time period.
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Alternative A:
Increase The Limit / No SB 211 Amendment
Under this alternative, the Agency would increase the tax increment limit for the Project
Area, which is currently set at $520 million. However, the 10 year extension for both
extending the date the Redevelopment Plan would be effective and the time to receive tax
increment would not be increased as allowed by SB 211.
This would be an option if there was insufficient blight to make the SB 211 findings.
However, given the level of blight that can be documented, and the costs for the programs
and projects that are needed to eliminate that blight, this option would not provide the
Agency with sufficient time or resources to complete the redevelopment of the Project Area.
Without the 10 year extension to Plan Effectiveness, the Agency would only have until 2011
to complete all Project Area activities. This would not provide enough time to complete all
projects and programs that are needed to alleviate blight.
This option would also result in a much smaller tax increment limit, since there would be a
shorter time period to collect tax increment (16 years under the No SB 211 Amendment
Alternative versus 26 years for the proposed SB 211 Amendment). Finally, the Agency’s
ability to leverage tax increment in the form of tax allocation bonds would also be reduced by
a substantial amount. The term for any new bonds would be reduced from 26 years for the
SB 211 Amendment to 16 years for the No SB 211 Alternative time frame. The shorter the
time frame for bond repayment, the smaller the amount of bonds that can be sold. Therefore,
the Agency would have fewer resources upon which to implement the Redevelopment Plan.

Alternative B:
Extend The Plan Per SB 211 / No Increase In Tax Increment Limit
Under this alternative, the Agency would not increase the tax increment limit for the Project
Area. The 10 year extensions under SB 211 would be implemented.
The Agency has already obligated the current $520 million tax increment limit, thus if the
limit is not increased, then the Agency would not have additional resources to use in the
elimination of blight. The only advantage that this alternative would provide to the Agency
would be to extend the time period over which the Agency could use its current eminent
domain authority. Without the SB 211 amendment, that authority would effectively expire in
2011, when the effectiveness of the Redevelopment Plan would end. With the SB 211
extension, the Agency would be able to use eminent domain authority for a longer period of
time. Amendments to the Agency’s eminent domain authority are not part of the plan
amendment.

Environmentally Superior Alternative
In most cases, the implementation activities identified with the proposed Amendment are
intended to mitigate existing problems and barriers to planned growth within the Project
Area. Although the public and private sectors have invested over $400 million into the
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Project Area over the last 45 years, several properties in the Project Area remain blighted and
are in decline due to negative physical and economic conditions (Preliminary Report,
10/22/04). By providing an additional 10 years of mitigation for existing infrastructure and
blight problems caused by the Project Area’s negative physical and economic conditions
such as unsafe buildings, unstable hollow sidewalks, hazardous materials contamination,
obsolescence, incompatible uses, and inadequate public improvements, and an additional 20
years of additional funding to improve the Project Area’s housing stock, the proposed
Amendment is the environmentally superior alternative. Under the Amendment, inadequate
water, sewer, and drainage infrastructure may be upgraded, circulation and pedestrian safety
will be improved, hazardous materials will be remediated, and dangerous/vacant buildings
removed or rehabilitated and reused. Because of the unique nature of a redevelopment plan,
implementation of the Amendment will have an overall beneficial impact on the Project
Area. Project specific impacts for construction activities funded by redevelopment will be
primarily short-term in nature (i.e., construction noise).

1.3

INTENDED USES OF THE EIR

The EIR (defined as the Draft EIR and this Response to Comments Final EIR) will be used
by the following public agencies and boards in the approval of implementation activities
under the amended Redevelopment Plan:
•

City Council of the City of Sacramento;

•

Redevelopment Agency of the City of Sacramento;

•

Sacramento Housing and Redevelopment Commission;

•

Planning Commission of the City of Sacramento;

•

All Departments of the City of Sacramento who must approve implementation
activities undertaken in accordance with the Redevelopment Plan;

•

All other public agencies that may approve implementation activities undertaken in
accordance with the Redevelopment Plan.

The EIR will be used in the adoption of and approval of any of the following redevelopment
project implementation activities that may be necessary:
•

Approval of Disposition and Development Agreements;

•

Approval of Owner Participation Agreements;

•

Approval and funding of public facilities and improvements projects;

•

Sale of tax increment and / or other bonds, certificates of participation and other
forms of indebtedness;

•

Acquisition, relocation, and / or demolition of property;

•

Rehabilitation of property;

•

Relocation of displaced occupants;
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•

Approval of certificates of conformance;

•

Approval of development plans, including zoning and other variances and conditional
use permits; including those low- and moderate-income housing units;

•

Issuance of permits and other approvals necessary for implementation of the
Redevelopment Plan.

1.4

BACKGROUND TO FINAL EIR PREPARATION

The Merged Downtown Redevelopment Plan Amendment EIR review included issuance of a
Notice of Preparation (NOP) supported by an Initial Study (attached to the Draft EIR as
Appendix A). The NOP was circulated to interested agencies, groups, and individuals for a
30-day review period from August 3 through September 3, 2004. Comments received on the
NOP are included in the Draft EIR as Appendix B.
On November 5, 2004, the Redevelopment Agency distributed a Notice of Availability of the
Draft EIR for the Merged Downtown Redevelopment Plan Amendment to an extensive
mailing list of public agencies, interested persons, and organizations. The Notice of
Availability was also published in a newspaper of general circulation, and the Notice of
Availability and copies of the Draft EIR were distributed to the Governor’s Office of
Planning and Research State Clearinghouse.
In accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines, a 45-day
public review period was provided for the Draft EIR, ending December 20, 2004. During the
review period, four letters were received from local agencies and the public. An additional
six letters were submitted late on December 28 and 29. Although CEQA does not require an
agency to respond to late comments, these late comments are responded to herein. The
minimum 10-day review period is being met on the Final EIR, in accordance with CEQA
Statute, Public Resources Code, Division 13, Section 21092.5(a), to allow a review of
responses made to public agencies that commented during the 45-day public review period of
the Draft EIR.
This document, together with the Draft EIR for the Merged Downtown Redevelopment Plan
Amendment, constitutes the Final EIR for the proposed project. This Response to Comments
document incorporates comments received on the Draft EIR, as well as appropriate responses
by the lead agency (the Redevelopment Agency) to these comments. Changes to the DEIR
have been made as appropriate and are included in this document as errata. The Final EIR is
an informational document that must be considered by the lead agency prior to approving the
project.
Consistent with the requirements of Section 15132 of the CEQA Guidelines, the Final EIR
consists of:
•

The Draft EIR (published November 5, 2004);

•

A list of persons, organizations, and public agencies commenting on the Draft EIR
(Section 2.1);
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•

Comments and recommendations received on the Draft EIR (Section 2.2);

•

The response of the lead agency to significant environmental points raised in the
review and consultation process (Section 2.2); and

•

Draft Mitigation Monitoring Plan.

1.5

FORMAT

Each comment letter is labeled alphabetically in the upper right corner, and a number is
placed in the margin adjacent to each comment on each letter. Each comment letter is
followed by a response, or responses, indexed to the letter alphabetically, and to the comment
numerically. Therefore, a response to the third comment (3) of the second letter (B) would
be indicated as B-3. Where a comment results in a change to the Draft EIR text, a notation is
made in the comment indicating that the text is revised. Changes in text are signified by
strikeouts (strikeouts) where text is removed and by bold underline where text is added.
The focus of the response to comments is on the disposition of significant environmental
issues that are raised in the comments, as specified by Section 15088(b) of the CEQA
Guidelines. Detailed responses are not provided for comments on the merits of the proposed
project. However, when a comment is not directed to significant environmental issues, the
response is noted and forwarded to the lead agency for consideration.
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2.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES
2.1

LIST OF PERSONS COMMENTING

All comment letters on the Merged Downtown Redevelopment Plan Amendment Draft EIR
are listed below (Table 2-1) with an alphabetic designation assigned for cross-referencing
purposes. This list represents all comments received during the comment period. The
verbatim comment letters, and responses to environmental issues raised in those letters, are
presented in Section 2.2. The alphabetic designation appears in the upper right corner of
each letter. Staff comments and changes are reflected in the Errata in Section 3.0.
TABLE 2-1
LIST OF COMMENTS RECEIVED
Letter

Source

Commentor

Date
Received

A

Governor’s Office of Planning and
Research State Clearinghouse

Terry Roberts
Director, State Clearinghouse

12/21/2004

B

Sacramento Department of Water
Resources

Dee Dee Jones, Chair
Environmental Review Committee

11/17/2004

C

Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality
Management District

Jeane Borkenhagen
Associate Air Quality Planner Analyst

12/21/2004

D

Department of Transportation
District 3 - Sacramento Area Office

Katherine Eastham, Chief
Office of Transportation Planning Southwest

12/21/2004

E

Sacramento Old City Association

Linda Whitney, President
Kay Knepprath, Past President

12/29/04

F

Sacramento Housing Alliance

Ethan J. Evans
Executive Director

12/29/04

G

Sacramento Heritage, Inc.

Daniel Hamilton, Chairman

12/29/04

Karen Jacques

12/29/04

Robert L. Chase, AIA, Chair DRPB

12/28/04

H
I

2.2

Sacramento Design Review and
Preservation Board

COMMENT LETTERS AND RESPONSES

The written comments received on the Draft EIR and the responses to those comments are
provided in this section. Each comment letter received is reproduced in its entirety and is
followed by responses to the comment letter.
The first letter (on the following pages) is not a comment letter but a formal disclosure from
the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research State Clearinghouse. The letter states that
the State Clearinghouse received the Draft EIR and it was sent to selected state agencies for
review from November 5, 2004 to December 20, 2004.
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S T A T E OF C A L I F O R N I A

Governor's Office o f Planning and Research
State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit
Arnold
Schwarzenegger
Governor

Jan Boel
Acting Director

A
Melissa Valle
Redevelopment Agency of the City of Sacramento
1030 15th Street, Suite 250
Sacramento, CA 958 14
Subject: Merged Downtown Redevelopment Plan Amendment
SCH#: 2004082023
Dear Melissa Valle:
The enclosed comment (s) on your Draft EIR was (were) received by the State Clearinghouse after the end
of the state review period, which closed on December 20, 2004. We are forwarding these comments to you
because they provide information or raise issues that should be addressed in your final environmental
document.
The California Environmental Quality Act does not require Lead Agencies to respond to late comments.
However, we encourage you to incorporate these additional comments into your final environmental
document and to consider them prior to taking final action on the proposed project.
Please contact the State Clearinghouse at (916) 445-0613 if you have any questions concerning the
environmental review process. If you have a question regarding the above-named project, please refer to
the ten-digit State Clearinghouse number (2004082023) when contacting this office.
Sincerely,

L
Terry Roberts
Senior Planner, State Clearinghouse

Enclosures
cc: Resources Agency
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Document Details Report
State Clearinghouse Data Base
2004082023
Merged Downtown Redevelopment Plan Amendment
Sacramento, City of

SCH#
Project Title
Lead Agency

EIR

Type

Draft EIR

The Redevelopment Agency of the City of Sacramento (Agency) proposes to amend the Merged
Downtown Redevelopment Plan ("Amendment") extend the effectivenes of all four Component Areas
and the time for collecting tax increment by 10 years. This would be known as an "SB211"
amendment."

Description

Lead Agency Contact
Name
Agency
Phone
email
Address
City

Melissa Valle
Redevelopment Agency of the City of Sacramento
(916 ) 808-5864
1030 15th Street, Suite 250
Sacramento

Fax

State CA

Zip 95814

Project Location
County
City
Region
Cross Streets
Parcel No.
Township

Sacramento
Sacramento
I Street, R Street, 10th Street to L, 18th Street to I Street

Range

Section

Base

Proximity to:
Highways
Airports
Railways
Waterways
Schools
Land Use

Project Issues

Reviewing
Agencies

Date Received

PAGE 12

1-80, 1-5, SR 160
Sacramento International, Mather
Union Pacific
Sacramento and American Rivers
Various
Community/Neighborhood Commercial & Offices; Regional Commercial & Offices;
Parks/Recreation/Open Spaces; Heavy Commercial or Warehouse; Public Offices;
PublicIQuasi-Public-Miscellaneous;Special Planning District; and High Density Residential.
Aesthetic/Visual; Air Quality; Archaeologic-Historic; Cumulative Effects; Drainage/Absorption; Flood
Plain/Flooding; Growth Inducing; Landuse; Noise; Public Services; Sewer Capacity; Soil
Erosion/Compaction/Grading;Toxic/Hazardous; Traffic/Circulation; Vegetation; Water Quality; Water
Supply; Wetland/Riparian; Wildlife
Resources Agency; Regional Water Quality Control Bd., Region 5 (Sacramento); Department of Parks
and Recreation; Native American Heritage Commission; Public Utilities Commission; Department of
Housing and Community Development; Reclamation Board; Office of Historic Preservation;
Department of Fish and Game, Region 2; Department of Water Resources; California Highway Patrol;
Caltrans, District 3; Department of Toxic Substances Control; State Lands Commission

11/05/2004

Start of Review 11/05/2004

End of Review 12/20/2004
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Sacramento Department of Water Resources
Dee Dee Jones, Chair, Environmental Review Committee
November 17, 2004
Comment noted. Chapter 6.7 of the Draft EIR, Hydrology, Water Quality and
Wastewater, notes on page 6.7-22 that subsequent redevelopment projects on or
near a project levee must obtain a Board permit. Additional environmental
review for subsequent projects is required under CEQA, and the necessary
additional information will be provided as needed over the life of the
Redevelopment Plan.
Mitigation Measure 6.7-5 applies to all future
redevelopment projects that extend waterward in zones A, B, and C.
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Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District
Jeane Borkenhagen, Associate Air Quality Planner Analyst
December 21, 2004

C-1

Comment noted. Table 4.2, Project Sizes with Potentially Significant Emissions
of the Guide to Air Quality Assessment only identifies NOx screening levels for
construction and operational activities. The commentor is correct that the
language of the mitigation measure confuses the screening criteria with the
assessment methodologies. The suggested change to the mitigation measure is
hereby incorporated, as noted below in the Errata on page 41, and in the
Mitigation Monitoring Plan on page 51.
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Department of Transportation, District 3 – Sacramento Area Office
Katherine Eastham, Chief, Office of Transportation Planning - Southwest
December 21, 2004
The comments on the Notice of Preparation (NOP) request a project specific level
of analysis which is not appropriate at this time. The Caltrans NOP letter, bullet
one, refers to the impact that any buildout variances from the General Plan could
have on Interstate 5, State Route 50, and State Route 51 freeways. As discussed
in the Draft EIR, the Redevelopment Plan Amendment does not propose any land
use changes or variances. The Amendment would only extend the Agency’s
ability to continue to implement existing redevelopment powers and activities for
an additional 10 years. Indirect impacts on the freeway system could occur over
time as redevelopment activities remove current barriers to planned development
in the Project Area, but these impacts are assessed in conjunction with the
underlying land use approvals. Because of the General Plan update in process, it
is recognized that redevelopment may assist downtown development over time
beyond that which is currently adopted.
A traffic analysis was not provided for the Amendment for City streets. Only a
comparison of current traffic counts to traffic projections identified in the 1986
General Plan Update EIR (SGPU EIR) was provided as a qualitative look at what
traffic conditions are in the downtown area 18 years after General Plan adoption.
Table 6.1-1 has been amended, below, to show the freeway section comparisons
between the 1986 existing conditions, current traffic counts, and the SGPU EIR
buildout projections. The SGPU EIR projected that all three freeways would
experience level of service F conditions. Current traffic counts for State Route 50
(“W-X Freeway”) and State Route 51 (“Capitol City Freeway”) are still less than
those projected for General Plan buildout conditions. I-5 conditions are
somewhat worse than those projected, although they were projected as LOS F.
Additional traffic analyses for downtown projects will be required once their
location and development characteristics are identified. Any change in General
Plan land uses and policies and zoning on the freeway system will be analyzed in
conjunction with such proposals.
Page 6.1-25, second paragraph, notes that “(P)rojected intersection and freeway
conditions based on completion of existing projects identify significant traffic
conditions in the downtown core.” There is no change in this conclusion, based
on the amended Table, and all other DEIR discussion still applies to area freeways
as well as surface streets. Therefore, there is no change in the significance
determination of the DEIR.

D-2

Comment noted. The City Transportation Division is responsible for consulting
with Caltrans on the environmental reviews for the General Plan and other
planning efforts. The Agency will continue to invite Caltrans to all scoping
meetings on projects with area-wide impacts.
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The DEIR identifies a number of ongoing planning processes, such as the General
Plan update, that may result in changes in land uses and development intensities
in the Downtown area. Since the Redevelopment Plan by law must be consistent
with the General Plan, then over the life of the Plan, activities to remove barriers
to any increased growth could indirectly facilitate greater transportation impacts.
However as noted in the DEIR, at this time, while changes are anticipated in light
of the Blueprint Project and the trend towards intensification of infill
development, there are no specific land use, policy or development proposals to
evaluate at this time.
CEQA Guidelines Section 15370 actually only defines mitigation, and CEQA
does not require that a project’s impacts shall be mitigation to a point of
insignificance. CEQA actually requires agencies to mitigate or lessen impacts to
the extent feasible, or identify why it is not feasible (CEQA Guidelines Sections
15002, 15091, 15092 and 19093).
The courts recognize that agencies must not only avoid preparing an
environmental analysis too late, but must also avoid doing so too early. “Where
future development is unspecified and uncertain, no purpose can be served by
requiring an EIR to engage in sheer speculation as to future environmental
consequences. Lake County Energy Council v. County of Lake ([1st Dist.] 1977)
70 Cal. App.3d 851, 854-855 [139 Cal.Rptr.176].)… “[P]remature environmental
analysis may be meaningless and financially wasteful.” Laurel Heights
Improvement Association v. Regents of the University of California (1988) 47
Cal.3d. 376, 395-396 [253 Cal.Rptr. 426] (“Laurel Heights I”). Because the level
of intensification or any potential land uses changes coming out of the current
planning processes are not known and guessing what they might be would be
purely speculative, no direct impacts can be identified at this time. Identifying
what transportation system improvements would be needed for an unknown
potential development would also be purely speculative at this point in time and
most responsibly developed during the General Plan update process.

D-4

Comment noted. This comment will be forwarded to the City’s Transportation
Division for consideration.

D-5

Title 17 of the City’s Zoning Code, Chapter 17.184 outlines the City’s
Transportation Systems Management Program.
The purpose of the
Transportation Systems Management (TSM) program is to establish TSM
requirements for employers and developers within the city in order to meet the
thirty-five (35) percent trip reduction goal. These requirements are intended to
promote alternative commute modes in order to reduce traffic congestion,
optimize use of the transportation system, and improve air quality (Ord. 99-015 §
6-1-A). The intent of mitigation measure 6.1-4b is to increase this to a 45% trip
reduction goal to further reduce vehicle trips into the downtown core, and thus
reduce the demand on commuter parking. Again, because the location and size of
development and the level of parking provided is not known at this time, the
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mitigation measures are general to ensure any potential parking impact will be
mitigated on a case by case basis over the life of the Amendment.
D-6

Comment noted. The TSM ordinance provides large employers flexibility in
meeting the trip reduction goals. Joining the Sacramento Transportation
Management Association for the Central City area and subsidized transit fares and
other TDM strategies are all tools available to employers.
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Sacramento Old City Association
Linda Whitney, President and Kay Knepprath, Past President
December 29, 2004

E-1

Comment noted. Please see responses to comments E-2 and E-5, below.

E-2

The City Council adopted the Smart Growth Principles into the General Plan
(Resolution 2001-805), and therefore the consistency discussion for the General
Plan applies to these principles. The new Implementation Strategy adopted in
December, 2004, after the release of the Draft EIR, identifies the following goals
and objectives consistent with the Smart Growth Principles by strengthening the
infill potential of the downtown area:
•

Leverage Private Sector Investment: To utilize public sector resources to
stimulate participation and investment by owners, business tenants,
developers in the revitalization of downtown properties.

•

Insist on Quality Use and Design: To implement performance criteria to
assure excellent site utilization, high site design standards, environmental
quality, and other design elements, that provide unity and integrity to the
entire Project Area.

•

Providing a Range of Housing Opportunities for All Family Types: To
improve and expand the community’s supply of housing, including lowand moderate-income housing and to stimulate the creation of new
housing types to address the ever-changing urban market.

•

Broaden Appeal of Downtown: To provide amenities that appeal to a wide
variety of users and improve the cultural and social well-being of the
community.

•

A Regional Shopping Destination:
functions in the downtown area.

•

Restore Historic Architecture: To preserve and/or restore, where feasible,
historically or architecturally significant structures.

•

Emphasize Environmental Character and Public Places: The enhancement
of public rights-of-way and open space.

To strengthen retail and service

The Strategy further states the Agency’s focus will be directed as follows:
“Achieving Downtown’s vision for a 24-hour city center requires a multiprong strategy that capitalizes on Sacramento’s assets. Sacramento is currently
experiencing low unemployment, job growth and renewed interest in urban
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living. The 2005-2009 Strategy builds on that interest and features projects
and programs that will catalyze Downtown. The key focus areas will be:
•

Creating Places and Destinations - Retail, Entertainment and Tourism

•

Living Downtown - New Downtown Housing Initiatives

•

The Urban Waterfront

•

Making Connections and Places - Downtown Streets and Open Spaces

“During the next five years, attention will be given to revitalizing some of the
most significantly blighted properties in the project area and to reenergize the
K Street District. Proposals will be sought for mixed-use developments on
selected sites on K Street to create a district that provides a unique and
exciting destination for retail, entertainment and living.
“Opportunities will be sought to attract new urban-style housing to the area’s
core, particularly on J, K, and L streets. One of the Agency’s key goals is to
develop a range of housing types that will appeal and fit the needs of the full
range of resident’s interests and affordability.
“Consistent with the City’s smart growth policies, Downtown redevelopment
will provide not only new housing, but additional employment centers
anticipated during the next few years. Enhanced effort will be given to the
redevelopment of the waterfront and the reuse of the underutilized docks area.
Agency efforts will result in the completion of two new mixed-use buildings
in Old Sacramento that compliment the area’s historic character.
“In addition, the strategy focuses on the development of cultural and
entertainment facilities with a regional appeal to connect the waterfront to the
Theater District. Projects such as new theatres at 7th and K and renovation of
the Community Center Theatre will help refocus K Street as an entertainment
corridor.
“Complimenting the built environment, renewed attention will be given to
improving public places through the installation of the Way-finding program,
streetscape improvements, pedestrian-scale lighting and quality open-space
opportunities particularly along the waterfront.”
These goals and objectives are consistent with the City’s Smart Growth Policies
and General Plan, and there is no change to the conclusions in the draft EIR.
E-3

Comment noted. The Central City Parking Master Plan is analyzing current
downtown parking conditions, and is intended to identify 2 year, 5 year and 10
year forecasts of how much parking will be needed, and the operational issues
regarding location and supply. It is anticipated that the City will develop specific
measures to mitigate parking impacts on residential areas as a part of this plan.
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E-4

The creation of a fund to assist in the cost of preserving other historic resources is
a new concept which has not yet been analyzed or received City Council review
or approval. Because of the requirement that such financial mitigation measures
be subject to a nexus study before becoming a city requirement, and the fact that
there is currently no such “fund” to place funds in, the mitigation measure uses
the word “may” instead of “shall.”

E-5

Please also see response to comment E-2, above. The Redevelopment Plan
Implementation Strategy is updated every five years, and was most recently
updated in December 2004. The 2005-2009 Strategy currently identifies the JKL
corridor as a priority for redevelopment, as noted above. The Charette process is
identifying the vision for the JKL area, that is intended by the City and Agency to
lead to a comprehensive implementation and funding action plan for future
redevelopment activities. Because the Strategy already identifies this area for
redevelopment, the action plan will serve as a refinement of this strategy.

E-6

Comment noted. All subsequent redevelopment projects will undergo individual
environmental review, which will consider each project’s consistency with the
Urban Design Guidelines.
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Sacramento Housing Alliance
Ethan Evans, Executive Director
December 29, 2004

F-1

Comment noted.

F-2

The “Next 5 Years and Life of Plan” chart was based on the Implementation
Strategy that was current as of publication of the Draft EIR. The 2005-2009
Implementation Strategy was adopted in December 2004, and identifies a
minimum requirement to provide 55 affordable units, including 23 very lowincome units in the Project Area over the life of the Plan. This requirement has
already been met by the construction of 251 affordable units, including 180 verylow units. The Project Area has a 196-unit affordable housing production surplus,
and a surplus of 157 very low-income units due to prior year’s production
activities (2005-2009 Strategy, page 16). Due to the fact that no additional units
are anticipated to be developed or substantially rehabilitated in the Project Area,
the Agency does not anticipate the need to produce additional housing units to
meet housing production requirements for this Project Area. In the future, the
Agency may use surplus units produced by Downtown housing activities to meet
the needs of other project areas in the City’s jurisdiction.
Extremely low income is defined as less than 30% of area median income (see
Health and Safety Code Section 50106). The Implementation Plan’s housing
portion is not required to specifically identify extremely low income housing
goals. The extremely low income requirement actually does not apply until the
original limit on paying indebtedness is reached, which will be beyond the five
year scope of the Implementation Plan. In addition, the Implementation Plan’s
housing production plan is only required to address inclusionary housing needs
resulting from housing construction in the project area. Although not specified in
the Table on page 3.0-11, the Agency’s low- and moderate-income housing funds
may be used to provide extremely-low income housing in the future, and will be
required to do so if moderate income housing is to be provided.

F-3
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Sacramento Heritage, Inc.
Daniel Hamilton, Chairman
December 29, 2004
As noted in response to comment E-4 above, the creation of a fund to assist in the
cost of preserving other historic resources is a new concept which has not yet
been analyzed or received City Council review or approval. Because of the
requirement that such financial mitigation measures be subject to a nexus study
before becoming a city requirement, and the fact that there is currently no such
“fund” to place funds in, the mitigation measure uses the word “may” instead of
“shall.”
Additionally, CEQA Section 15064.5(b)(4) does not specifically apply to this
measure. The payment of a fee cannot mitigate any project specific loss of
historic fabric. Such a fee would only potentially lessen the cumulative loss of
historic fabric in the Project Area by assisting in the preservation of other historic
structures. Even with implementation of a fee, the loss of significant historic
resources would remain a significant and unavoidable impact.

G-2

The commentor is correct that a word was inadvertently dropped. Mitigation
measure 6.4-2b on page 6.4-33 of the DEIR is hereby corrected to read:
6.4-2b
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considered over relocation or demolition, and the Secretary’s
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Karen Jacques
Long Time Central City Activist and Fainted Ladies Tour Founder
December 29, 2004
Comment noted. Please also see responses to comments E-2 and E-5, above. The
Redevelopment Plan is a legal document that provides general goals to cover
redevelopment activities over a 30 year period. The Implementation Strategies
are updated every 5 years, to provide specific project objectives to implement the
City’s current vision for the Project Area. The recently adopted 2005-2009
Implementation Strategy currently identifies the JKL corridor as a priority for
redevelopment. The Charette process is identifying the vision for the JKL area,
which is intended by the City and Agency to lead to a comprehensive
implementation and funding action plan for future redevelopment activities based
on what the community wants the Agency to subsidize. Because the Strategy
already identifies this area for redevelopment, the JKL action plan will serve as a
refinement of this strategy.
An environmental impact report is not a planning or visioning document. The
Draft EIR only analyzes the proposed project, which is an amendment to the
existing Redevelopment Plan that does not propose to change any of the existing
general redevelopment goals. It has no effect on the current visioning process,
and there is nothing in the proposed project to preclude the continuation of the
visioning process.

H-2

Comment noted. The City’s Preservation Officer is responsible for maintaining
and updating the historic survey.

H-3

Please see response to comments E-4 and G-1, above.

H-4

Comment noted. All subsequent redevelopment projects must undergo individual
environmental review to determine the cultural resources present, and the impacts
on those resources. The historic characteristics of hollow sidewalks must be
considered during that process.

H-5

Comment noted. The City Council will be continuing public hearings on the JKL
corridors through fall of 2005, with the intention of adopting an implementation
and funding action plan before the end of the year. These suggestions are being
considered by other community members, Council members and staff.

H-6

Comment noted. Please see response to comment E-3, above. Parking conditions
and requirements will be reviewed for each individual project as it moves
forward.
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Design Review and Preservation Board
Robert L. Chase, AIA, Chair
December 28, 2004
The Preservation Element is an adopted element of the General Plan, and the
Redevelopment Plan must, by law, be consistent with the General Plan. As noted
in the letter’s attachment, Sec. 10-44 of the Element, the Redevelopment Plan
includes objectives and policies directly concerning historic resources (Objective
8). The Amendment does not change any goals or objectives of the
Redevelopment Plan; the Amendment only extends existing redevelopment
powers for an additional 10 years, and therefore remains consistent with the
Preservation Element. The goals and objectives of the Preservation Element are
specifically outlined on Draft EIR page 6.4-29 of Chapter 6.4, Cultural and
Historic Resources, and the potential impacts of the Amendment are discussed in
this chapter. Objective B.9 regarding the protection of heritage trees is further
discussed in Draft EIR Chapter 6.8, Biological Resources (pg. 6.8-16), and
mitigation measures are incorporated in the Mitigation Monitoring Plan (Impact
6.8-1).
Goal F was inadvertently omitted from the discussion on page 6.4-30, and is
included in the errata on page 42, below. The Amendment is consistent with
these goals and objectives, by providing a continuing source of incentive
financing for an additional 10 years that can be used for historic preservation.
Redevelopment engendered historic adaptive reuse project examples include the
Globe Mills project, the Lofts project at 16th and J streets, and the Public Market
Building for the Sheraton Hotel.

I-2

Policy 3.E of the Preservation Element states that “the City shall establish
procedures for archaeological mitigation conditions.” Whereas the Preservation
Director and the Design Review and Preservation Board have yet to develop a
comprehensive procedural policy for the Central City, the Draft EIR assumes the
current process to determine the level of appropriate archaeological assessment on
a case by case basis over time will continue until the General Plan update process
has been completed.

I-3

The Amendment does not propose any changes in design or land use for the
Project Area, but provides for a continuation of existing redevelopment powers
for an additional 10 years. Individual projects pursuant to the Redevelopment
Plan will be evaluated for their consistency with adopted design guidelines, plans
or standards as they are proposed over time. Because there are no policy changes
proposed, and there is no specific development proposed, there is nothing to
assess at this time. The specific goals, policies, and requirements of the Urban
Design Plan are discussed in detail in Draft EIR Chapter 6.5, Aesthetics/Urban
Design.
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Zoning Code section 17.132 identifies the process for identifying and creating a
design review district, establishing guidelines and minimum design requirements,
and procedures for design review. The Project Area contains two design review
districts as identified and discussed in the Draft EIR Chapter 6.5, which govern
design review throughout the Project Area. As noted in the Draft EIR,
redevelopment projects in the Project Area are expected to conform to the
massing, setback, rhythm, and design guidelines set forth in the Urban Design
Plan and the Central City Neighborhood Design Guidelines. Such projects must
complete a design review process that will finalize decisions on materials, colors,
façade treatments, massing, setbacks and stepbacks. Thus the Amendment is
consistent with section 17.132.
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3.0 ERRATA
Changes in text are signified by strikeouts (strikeouts) where text is removed and by bold
underline where text is added.

CHAPTER 4.0, ALTERNATIVES ERRATA
Chapter 4.0, page 4.0-5, second from last paragraph is amended as follows:
The Agency has already obligated the current $520 million tax increment limit, thus if the
limit is not increased, then the Agency would not have additional resources to use in the
elimination of blight. The only advantage that this alternative would provide to the Agency
would be to extend the time period for the use of over which the Agency could use its
current eminent domain authority. Without the SB 211 amendment, that authority would
effectively expire in 2011, when the effectiveness of the Redevelopment Plan would end.
With the SB 211 extension, the Agency would be able to use eminent domain authority for a
longer period of time through the end of the new term for Plan effectiveness in 2021. This
assumes that the plan amendment would extend eminent domain authority through 2021.
Amendments to the Agency’s eminent domain authority are not part of the plan
amendment.

Project Area Development
Under this Alternative, the Agency would retain the powers of a redevelopment agency to
assemble parcels for more modern development patterns and use eminent domain through
2011 2021.

CHAPTER 6.1, TRANSPORTATION ERRATA
Minor technical edits were provided by the City’s Transportation Division staff, as follows:
Page 6.1-4, L Street section, 2nd sentence is amended as follows:
L Street is a one-way westbound street from East Sacramento and continues west to provide
access to I-5 and the Tower Bridge. L Street has three travel lanes from 2nd to 15th Street
and 2 travel lanes from 15th to 29th Street with parking along both sides of the street.
Pg. 6.1-4, P and Q Street section, is amended as follows:
P and Q streets form an east-west one-way couplet that extends across the Central City. P
Street is one-way westbound, and Q Street is one-way eastbound. In the Project Area, they
provide direct access to I-5 near 2nd Street. To the east, they continue to Alhambra
Boulevard, just east of Business Route 80. P and Q streets generally accommodate three
through lanes, with additional through lanes provided near the I-5 freeway and additional
turning lanes provided at major intersections. Portions of both P and Q Street will be
GEC
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converted from 3 lanes to 2 lanes in 2005 as soon as weather permits. Both streets will
remain one-way streets.
Pg. 6.1-5, R Street section, 3rd sentence is amended as follows:
… A bicycle and pedestrian path is proposed in on the rail bridge...
Pg. 6.1-9, Bikeways under North-South Routes section, is amended as follows:
North - South Routes
•

Front Street from Broadway to 2nd Street

•

5th Street from Broadway to T V Street

•

6th Street from V Street to T Street

•

8th Street from V Street to T Street

•

11th Street from Broadway to N Street

•

13th Street from L C Street to I Street

•

14th Street from I Street to B Street

•

17th Street from V Street to T Street
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Pg. 6.1-10, The SACOG Bikeway map is hereby replaced by the City Bikeway map below:

FIGURE 6.1-2
SACRAMENTO BIKEWAYS MASTER PLAN
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Pg. 6.1-11, East-West Routes section text after bullet point, is amended as follows:
The Sacramento Riverfront Promenade currently accommodates pedestrians and bicyclists.
South along the river, the City will construct in Spring 2005 intends to construct a bike trail
from R Street south to Miller Park. The project includes paving the R Street trestle over I-5
and construction of a trail from Q Street south to Miller Park. The abandoned R Street
railroad trestle, designated as a Class I Bike Route in the City’s Draft Bikeway Master Plan,
is intended to provide additional pedestrian and bicycle access to the Riverfront area. Old
Sacramento is connected to the downtown area by a K Street pedestrian underpass under I-5.

Pedestrian Environment
Sidewalks are provided on both sides of the street on almost all blocks throughout the
downtown grid.
The one key exception to this is R Street; because of its
industrial/warehousing origins as a street that accommodated freight rail tracks, portions of
the street do not include sidewalks. Instead, the street/loading areas essentially extend from
building front to building front across the R Street right of way.
Throughout the Project Area, most intersections are signalized and include curb ramp access
and pedestrian signals. Old Sacramento is connected to the downtown area by a K Street
pedestrian underpass under I-5. K Street is a pedestrian mall between 7th and 13th streets,
extending from Downtown Plaza to the Sacramento Convention Center. The mall is a shared
facility with pedestrians and light rail west of 12th Street. Between 7th and 12th streets, the
intersections with K Street are signalized to permit light rail operations and pedestrian
crossings.
Pg. 6.1-16, top of page, Pedestrian Master Plan section, is amended as follows:
latest available methods providing the proper facilities to accommodate and support
pedestrian travel. This will include use of a “Level of Service” for pedestrian facilities,
currently being evaluated by jurisdictions throughout the country. Also develop street design
standards that require the creation of street patterns that reduce or eliminate the need for
“sound” walls and limitations on curb cuts. Modify noise element requirements if walls are
required for noise issues that are typically over-ridden.
Pg. 6.1-16, Bridging I-5 section, last sentence of last paragraph, is amended as follows:
The Bridging I-5 planning, engineering, and environmental process includes an extensive
community outreach effort to help identify the best approaches for reconnection and the best
combination of future uses for any property that is recreated. The project focus is currently
on the Economic Analysis, the Environmental Assessment and the Engineering Analysis.
The next large general public meeting is anticipated to be in spring 2005.
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Pg. 6.1-16, Sacramento Intermodal section, 2nd paragraph is amended as follows:
Although just to the north of the Project Area, implementation of the SITF would move the
Greyhound bus station from 7th and L streets and involve the extension of light rail up 7th
Street into the Railyards. Other planned transit, vehicular and pedestrian connections will
have an impact on traffic conditions in the Project Area.
Page 6.1-20, Table 6.1-1 on is amended as follows:
TABLE 6.1-1
SGPU AVERAGE DAILY TRAFFIC PROJECTIONS (BEFORE MITIGATION)
SGPU 2016
Projected

SGPU 2016
Projected LOS

18,102

16,900

C

A

9,545

10,400

A

17,200

B/C

25,825

26,700

F

13,600

A

15,715

20,700

E

16,000

A

15,136

19,800

D

L Street – 16 /30

8,000

A

6,749

9,700

A

P Street

8,500

A

11,162

10,900

A

Roadway
th

th

I Street – 5 /12
th

th

I Street – 12 /30
th

th

J Street – 5 /16
th

th

J Street – 16 /30
th

th

L Street – 5 /16
th

th

Q Street

SGPU 1986
ADT

SGPU
LOS

2001-04 Traffic
Counts

13,500

A

4,500

2

3

4

8,500

A

16,387

10,900

A

7 Street

7,000

A

NA

11,700

A

12 Street N. B to
Broadway

25,500

C

17,650

31,800

F

7,500

A

11,795

9,100

A

16 Street –
E/Broadway

22,000

F

21,913

27,400

F

I-5, P/Q

72000

A

165,000

150,100

E-F

I-5, I

72000

A

167,0005

189,500

E-F

SR99/SR51

120000

C-F

163,000

167,400

F

W-X - 9th/10th

166000

C-F

217,000

251,000

F

166000

C-F

226,000

238,900

F

th

th

th

15 Street – B/L
th

th

W-X - 15 /16th
2

This figure is for I street between 7th and 8th streets.
Current traffic count for Q St. between 5th and 6 h streets where congestion increases near the
freeway interchanges during the peak hours
3
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4

Count represent the segment of Q street between 3rd and 5th St where congestion increases near the freeway
interchanges during the peak hours
5
AADT, CalTrans Web Site, http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/traffops/saferesr/trafdata/2003all/r0056i.htm

CHAPTER 6.2, AIR QUALITY ERRATA
Page 6.2-16,Mitigation for Impact 6.2 is amended as follows:
6.2-2a

All redevelopment projects which are determined to be potentially significant
using the recommended SMAQMD methodologies of estimating NOX mass
emissions from heavy-duty, mobile sources shall analyze potential operational
emissions prior to project approvals operational activities shall work with
SMAQMD to customize an operational mitigation plan appropriate for the
project. Said plan will accompany the project through the Lead Agency’s
approval process.

6.2-2b

The Agency shall work with SMAQMD to customize an operational mitigation
program appropriate for the project.

CHAPTER 6.4, CULTURAL AND HISTORIC RESOURCES ERRATA
Page 6.4-30, is amended to include Goal F as follows:
Goal F: To Provide Incentives to Encourage Owners of Historic Properties to Preserve
and Rehabilitate Their Properties
F.1:

The City shall pursue and support the use of appropriate federal, state, local,
and private grants, loans, and tax credits and relief to promote historic
preservation.

F.2:

The City shall seek to develop or support financial, technical, and legal
assistance programs to facilitate the development process, loan packaging,
rehabilitation, management, and maintenance.

F.3:

The City shall continue to promote rehabilitation assistance from the
Sacramento Housing and Redevelopment Agency.

F.4:

The City shall encourage the adaptive reuse of historic resources where
appropriate.

F.5:

The City shall ensure that its regulations and policies support, encourage,
and ease the process for historic rehabilitation and renovations.

F.6:

The City shall promote heritage tourism as a form of economic development.
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F.7:

The City shall seek to expand the range of economic incentives for
preservation and maintenance of historic resources.

F.8:

The City shall use the State Historical Building Code as a regulatory
incentive where appropriate.

Page 6.4-33, Mitigation Measure 6.4-2b is amended as follows:
6.4-2b

GEC

For properties determined to be eligible for listing in the California Register,
rehabilitation and reuse of these properties shall be considered over relocation or
demolition, and the Secretary’s Standards shall be applied to insure that
treatments will maintain the authenticity and integrity of historical buildings.
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DRAFT
MITIGATION MONITORING PLAN
MERGED DOWNTOWN REDEVELOPMENT PLAN
AMENDMENT
SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA
State Clearinghouse Number: 2004072068

Prepared By

Gail Ervin Consulting
For the

Redevelopment Agency of the
City of Sacramento
Economic Development Department
Downtown Development Group
February 3, 2004
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4.0 DRAFT MITIGATION MONITORING PLAN

MERGED DOWNTOWN REDEVELOPMENT PLAN
AMENDMENT
The California Environment Quality Act (CEQA) as amended by Chapter 1232 (California
1988: implementing AB 3180, 1988) provides that a decision making body “shall adopt a
reporting or monitoring program for the changes to the project which it has adopted or made
a condition of approval in order to mitigate or avoid significant effects on the environment.”
The purpose of this mitigation monitoring and reporting plan is to ensure compliance with
and effectiveness of the mitigation measures set forth in the certified Final Environmental
Impact Report (FEIR) for the Merged Downtown Redevelopment Plan Amendment. This
Mitigation Monitoring Plan (MMP) identifies the impact as it relates back to the FEIR, what
the mitigation is, the monitoring or reporting action for the mitigation measure, the
responsible party for the action, the timing of the monitoring or reporting action, and how the
action will be verified.
In the case of the mitigation measures for the Amendment, all measures apply to future
projects that have not yet been identified or defined. The Redevelopment Agency will be
responsible for applying these measures to all future redevelopment projects, and for
maintaining records of compliance with this program for the Redevelopment Agency. The
Downtown Development Group will be responsible maintaining records of compliance with
this program for the City of Sacramento and the Redevelopment Agency. All records shall
be maintained in the Merged Downtown Redevelopment Plan Amendment Mitigation
Monitoring Plan file at the Downtown Development Group offices, 1030 15th Street, Suite
250, Sacramento, CA 95814.
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MERGED DOWNTOWN REDEVELOPMENT PLAN AMENDMENT

TRAFFIC

Impact 6.1-3:

Vehicular access to development sites could block sidewalks, streets, or
alleys.

Mitigation:
6.1-3a

Parking garage entrances shall be designed with adequate entry lanes, queuing
space, and revenue control systems to avoid queuing onto City sidewalks with a
95 percent probability during the am peak hour on a typical day.

6.1-3b

Loading dock access shall be designed to avoid maneuvering on city streets, so as
not to interfere with other traffic. If such design is deemed infeasible, a staging
area shall be provided for service vehicles. Vehicles shall back onto the loading
dock area under the guidance of traffic control personnel to be stationed at the
loading dock area.

MITIGATION PROCEDURE

VERIFICATION PROCEDURE

For redevelopment projects with a parking garage, a
parking, safety and traffic control plan shall be submitted
to and approved by the City Traffic Engineer prior to
issuance of an occupancy permit. This plan shall be
subject to monitoring and refinement by the
Transportation Division.
The Building Division will
include the conditions in the project’s construction
permits.
Compliance with all city conditions and
mitigation measures will be required in any OPA/DDA.

Applicant shall submit copy of the
plans identifying compliance with
these measures to the Project
Manager. Include copy of the safety
and traffic control plan, OPA/DDA
and construction conditions in MMP
file.
Submit
verification
of
compliance to the Building Division.

Checked by:

Checked by:

Comments:
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Impact 6.1-4:

FINAL EIR
Draft Mitigation Monitoring Plan

The Amendment could cause the demand for parking to exceed supply

Mitigation:
6.1-4a

New redevelopment projects shall provide parking and/or contribute to area wide
parking mitigations to the satisfaction of the Department of Transportation,
consistent with the recommendations outlined in the Central City Parking Master
Plan.

6.1-4b

New large commercial projects should implement an aggressive Transportation
Systems Management program with a 45% goal to increase alternative modes of
transportation and reduce vehicle trips to a project site.

MITIGATION PROCEDURE

VERIFICATION PROCEDURE

Agency RFP’s shall require redevelopment project
proposals to identify project consistency with the Central
City Parking Master Plan requirements. Large projects
shall include proposed measures for minimizing vehicle
trips through aggressive TSM measures.

Consistency of proposed projects with
the Parking Master Plan requirements
and TSM requirements shall be
evaluated in the project specific
CEQA document, and any additional
mitigation measures adopted with
project approval and included as a
condition of a project’s OPA/DDA.
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Comments:
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4.2

MERGED DOWNTOWN REDEVELOPMENT PLAN AMENDMENT

AIR QUALITY

Impact 6.2-1:

Short-term construction increases in regional criteria pollutants

Mitigation:
6.2-1a

The Agency, when lead agency under CEQA, shall contact the SMAQMD early
in the CEQA process to confirm whether construction emissions screening may
be used for a given project.

6.2-1b

All redevelopment projects which are within 10% of the values indicated shall
analyze potential construction emissions prior to project approvals, as determined
by SMAQMD, including a potential health risk analysis for diesel exhaust
particulate matter.

6.2-1c

The Agency shall work with SMAQMD to customize a construction mitigation
program appropriate for the project.

MITIGATION PROCEDURE

VERIFICATION PROCEDURE

City and Agency staff will coordinate with the SMAQMD
to develop mitigation measures on a case by case basis, as
appropriate. The City Building Division shall be provided
with a copy of contract requirements that include the
conditions for the contractor for each redevelopment
project.
Compliance with all city conditions and
mitigation measures will be required in any OPA/DDA.

The Building Division shall verify
compliance during construction, prior
to issuing occupancy permits.
Agency project coordinator shall
include a copy of construction
conditions in the project file.
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Impact 6.2-2:
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Project specific operational increases in regional criteria pollutants.

Mitigation:
6.2-2

All redevelopment projects which are determined to be potentially significant
using the recommended SMAQMD methodologies of estimating emissions from
operational activities shall work with SMAQMD to customize an operational
mitigation plan appropriate for the project. Said plan will accompany the project
through the Lead Agency’s approval process.

MITIGATION PROCEDURE

VERIFICATION PROCEDURE

City and Agency staff will coordinate with the SMAQMD
to develop mitigation measures on a case by case basis, as
appropriate. Identified measures will be incorporated into
the project design where feasible. The City Building
Division shall be provided with a copy of contract
requirements that include the conditions for the contractor
for each redevelopment project. Compliance with all city
conditions and mitigation measures will be required in
any OPA/DDA.

The Building Division shall verify
compliance during construction, prior
to issuing occupancy permits.
Agency project coordinator shall
include a copy of construction
conditions in the project file.

Checked by:

Checked by:

Comments:
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Impact 6.2-6:

MERGED DOWNTOWN REDEVELOPMENT PLAN AMENDMENT

Shadow conditions from project area redevelopment

Mitigation:
6.2-6

All high-rise redevelopment projects adjacent to residential and/or public outdoor
spaces to the east and north shall conduct a shadow analysis to determine the
length and duration of shadow effects on adjacent properties. Mitigation
measures for significant shading impacts shall be incorporated to the extent
feasible.

MITIGATION PROCEDURE

VERIFICATION PROCEDURE

Agency RFPs for development shall note the concern
regarding shadowing of public spaces, and request
proposals identify how project design will avoid or lessen
potential impacts. CEQA review shall include a project
specific analysis of shadow impacts on adjacent
properties, and appropriate mitigation where feasible.
Compliance with all city conditions and mitigation
measures will be required in any OPA/DDA.

A
Redevelopment
Mitigation
checklist will be included in each
project file, and each applicable
measure incorporated prior to
subsequent CEQA approvals. The
Building Division shall verify
compliance during construction, prior
to issuing occupancy permits.
Agency project coordinator shall
include a copy of project plans and
conditions in the project file showing
compliance.
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Comments:
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Impact 6.2-7:
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Wind effects from project area redevelopment

Mitigation:
6.2-7a

A wind tunnel analysis shall be conducted on all redevelopment projects that are
more than five stories taller than the surrounding buildings and trees.

6.2-7b

Building designs shall implement the recommendations of the Urban Design Plan,
and avoid tall flat surfaces square to strong winds. Landscaping that includes a
dense planting of both short and tall trees within the public spaces around the
project buildings shall be provided to reduce pedestrian level wind effects.

MITIGATION PROCEDURE

VERIFICATION PROCEDURE

Project specific CEQA review will identify the
applicability of the mitigation measure to a project.
Where applicable, results of the wind analysis and feasible
mitigation measures shall be incorporated into the project
design.
Compliance with all city conditions and
mitigation measures will be required in any OPA/DDA.

A
Redevelopment
Mitigation
checklist will be included in each
project file, and each applicable
measure incorporated prior to
subsequent CEQA approvals. The
Building Division shall verify
compliance during construction, prior
to issuing occupancy permits.
Agency project coordinator shall
include a copy of project plans and
conditions in the project file showing
compliance.
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NOISE & VIBRATION

Impact 6.3-1:

Construction noise at sensitive receptors

Mitigation:
6.3-1a

Erect a solid plywood construction/noise barrier along the exposed project
boundaries. The barrier should not contain any significant gaps at its base or face,
except for site access and surveying openings.

6.3-1b

Construction activities shall comply with the City of Sacramento Noise
Ordinance. Pile driving activities shall be coordinated with adjacent land uses in
order to minimize potential disturbance of planned activities.

6.3-1c

Pile holes will be pre-drilled to the maximum feasible depth. This will reduce the
number of blows required to seat the pile, and will concentrate the pile driving
activity closer to the ground where noise can be attenuated more effectively by
the construction/noise barrier.

6.3-1d

Locate fixed construction equipment such as compressors and generators as far as
possible from sensitive receptors. Shroud or shield all impact tools, and muffle or
shield all intake and exhaust ports on power construction equipment.

6.3-1e

Designate a disturbance coordinator and conspicuously post this person’s number
around the project site and in adjacent public spaces. The disturbance coordinator
will receive all public complaints about construction noise disturbances and will
be responsible for determining the cause of the complaint, and implement any
feasible measures to be taken to alleviate the problem.

MITIGATION PROCEDURE

VERIFICATION PROCEDURE

Project specific CEQA review will identify the
applicability of the mitigation measure to a project.
Where applicable, the City of Sacramento will include the
construction noise conditions in the project’s construction
permits.
Compliance with all city conditions and
mitigation measures will be required in any OPA/DDA.

The Building Division shall verify
compliance during construction, prior
to issuing occupancy permits.
Applicant shall submit copy of
construction conditions to the Agency
Project Manager.
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Comments:
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Impact 6.3-3:

FINAL EIR
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Expose existing or planned land uses to noise that would conflict with
local planning guidelines or noise ordinance criteria.

Mitigation:
6.3-3

Prior to construction, an applicant shall provide an acoustical analysis that
identifies measures to insure interior hotel or dwelling unit noise levels of 45 dBA
or less are maintained for future ambient noise levels, and exterior noise levels for
balconies would not exceed 60 dB at the balconies. Such measures shall be
incorporated into the design of the building in the project’s construction
documents to the satisfaction of the City Building Division.

MITIGATION PROCEDURE

VERIFICATION PROCEDURE

Project specific CEQA review will identify the
applicability of the mitigation measure to a project.
Where applicable, the City of Sacramento will include the
noise conditions in the project’s construction permits.
Compliance with all city conditions and mitigation
measures will be required in any OPA/DDA.

The Building Division shall verify
compliance during construction, prior
to issuing occupancy permits.
Applicant shall submit copy of
construction conditions to the Agency
Project Manager.

Checked by:

Checked by:
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Impact 6.3-4:

MERGED DOWNTOWN REDEVELOPMENT PLAN AMENDMENT

Construction-induced vibration impacts

Mitigation:
6.3-4a

Implement mitigation measure 6.3-1c.

6.3-4b

Provide protective coverings or temporary shoring of on-site or adjacent historic
features as necessary, in consultation with the Preservation Director.

6.3-4c

The pre-existing condition of all buildings within a 50-foot radius will be
recorded in order to evaluate damage from construction activities. Fixtures and
finishes within a 50-foot radius of construction activities susceptible to damage
will be documented (photographically and in writing) prior to construction. All
damage will be repaired back to its pre-existing condition.

6.3-4d

Locate construction staging areas away from adjacent Landmark structures.

6.3-4e

If fire sprinkler failures are reported in surrounding office buildings to the
disturbance coordinator, the contractor shall provide monitoring during
construction and repairs to sprinkler systems shall be provided.

6.3-4f

Should damage occur despite the above mitigation measures, construction
operations shall be halted and the problem activity shall be identified. A qualified
engineer shall establish vibration limits based on soil conditions and the types of
buildings in the immediate area. The contractor shall monitor the buildings
throughout the remaining construction period and follow all recommendations of
the qualified engineer to repair any damage that has occurred to the pre-existing
state, and to avoid any further structural damage.

MITIGATION PROCEDURE

VERIFICATION PROCEDURE

The applicant shall provide verification to the Building
Division that the pre-existing condition of sensitive
buildings has been assessed and recorded prior to the
issuance of construction permits. The Building Division
will include conditions in the project’s construction
permits.
Compliance with all city conditions and
mitigation measures will be required in any OPA/DDA.

The Building Division shall verify
compliance during construction, prior
to issuing occupancy permits.
Applicant shall submit copy of
construction conditions to the Agency
Project Manager.
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CULTURAL RESOURCES

Impact 6.4-1:

Loss or degradation of known or undiscovered prehistoric and historic
resources

Mitigation:
6.4-1a

The North Central Information Center and the City’s Preservation Director shall
be consulted to determine if a proposed development project would require
archaeological study and/or testing be conducted as part of the site specific
environmental review. Recommended study and/or testing shall be completed
prior to completion of environmental review.

6.4-1b

Foremen and key members of major excavation, trenching, and grading for sites
preparation shall be instructed to be wary of the possibility of destruction of
buried cultural resource materials. They shall be instructed to recognize signs of
prehistoric use and their responsibility to report any such finds (or suspected
finds) immediately, as specified by measure 6.4.1c below, so damage to such
resources may be prevented.

6.4-1c

Should any cultural resources, such as structural features, unusual amounts of
bone or shell, artifacts, human remains, or architectural remains be encountered
during any development activities, all work within 20 meters of the find shall be
suspended and a qualified archaeologist shall be consulted to develop, if
necessary, further mitigation measures to reduce any archaeological impact to a
less than significant level before construction continues. Such measures could
include (but would not be limited to) researching and identifying the history of the
resource(s), mapping the locations, and photographing the resource. In addition,
pursuant to Section 5097.98 of the State Public Resources Code, and Section
7050.5 of the State Health and Safety Code, in the event of the discovery of any
human remains, all work is to stop and the County Coroner shall be immediately

MITIGATION PROCEDURE

VERIFICATION PROCEDURE

Project specific CEQA review will identify the
applicability of the mitigation measure to a project.
Where applicable, the City of Sacramento will include the
conditions in the project’s construction permits.
Compliance with all city conditions and mitigation
measures will be required in any OPA/DDA.

The Building Division shall verify
compliance during construction, prior
to issuing occupancy permits.
Applicant shall submit copy of
construction conditions to the Agency
Project Manager.

Checked by:

Checked by:

Comments:

GEC

Date:

Date:

PAGE 61

FINAL EIR
Draft Mitigation Monitoring Plan

MERGED DOWNTOWN REDEVELOPMENT PLAN AMENDMENT

notified. If the remains are determined to be Native American, guidelines of the
Native American Heritage Commission shall be adhered to in the treatment and
disposition of the remains.
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Impact 6.4-2:

FINAL EIR
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Potential alteration of historic resources

Mitigation:
6.4-2a

As part of any Owner Participation Agreement (OPA), Disposition and
Development Agreement (DDA), or other Agency project that would affect any
structure or feature over 50 years old that has not been evaluated by the City’s
Preservation Director, the buildings shall first be evaluated for eligibility for
listing in the California Register of Historical Places. This evaluation shall occur
through the preparation of State of California DPR 523 forms for each building,
and through standard CEQA evaluation.

6.4-2b

For properties determined to be eligible for listing in the California Register,
rehabilitation and reuse of these properties shall be considered over relocation or
demolition, and the Secretary’s Standards shall be applied to insure that
treatments will maintain the authenticity and integrity of historical buildings.

6.4-2c

If demolition of some features cannot be avoided, where those features do not
remove the building from eligibility for the California Register, then the feature(s)
shall be recorded to Historic American Building Survey/Historic American
Engineering Record standards (HABS/HAER) standards prior to their removal.
Copies of the HABS/HAER documentation shall be filed with the State Office of
Historic Preservation Sacramento Archive and Museum Collection Center
(SAMCC), and the Sacramento Room at the Central Branch of the Sacramento
County Library. HABS/HAER recordation typically includes the following:
a. The development of site-specific history and appropriate contextual
information regarding the particular resource. In addition to archival research
and comparative studies, this task could involve limited oral history
collection.

MITIGATION PROCEDURE

VERIFICATION PROCEDURE

Project specific CEQA review will identify the
applicability of the mitigation measure to a project.
Where applicable, the City of Sacramento will include the
conditions in the project’s construction permits.
Compliance with all city conditions and mitigation
measures will be required in any OPA/DDA.

The Building Division shall verify
compliance during construction, prior
to issuing occupancy permits.
Applicant shall submit copy of
construction conditions to the Agency
Project Manager.

Checked by:

Checked by:

Date:

Comments:
Date:
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b. Accurate mapping of the resources, scaled to indicate size and proportion of
the structures.
c. Photo documentation of the designated resources, both in still and video
formats.
d. Recordation by measured architectural drawings, in the case of specifically
designed structures of high architectural merit; “as-built” plans of existing
structures/foundation ruins will involve field measurements, office scaled plan
layout, and plot out of final plan.
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Impact 6.4-3:

FINAL EIR
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Potential removal or destruction of historic resources

Mitigation:
6.4-3a

As part of any Owner Participation Agreement, Development and Disposition
Agreement, or other Agency activity that would adversely affect any resource
eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources, the Agency
shall work with the City Preservation Director to determine an appropriate
mitigation fee to cover the cost of preserving other historic resources in the
Project Area. The mitigation fee may consist of a contribution to a City
Preservation Fund managed by Sacramento Heritage, as established by the City
Council as a grant provider for historic buildings, if there are no feasible means of
preserving the necessary character defining features of the resource.

6.4-3b

The resource shall be recorded to Historic American Building Survey/Historic
American Engineering Record standards (HABS/HAER) standards prior to their
removal. Copies of the HABS/HAER documentation shall be filed with the State
Office of Historical Preservation, Sacramento Archive and Museum Collection
Center (SAMCC), and the Sacramento Room at the Central Branch of the

MITIGATION PROCEDURE

VERIFICATION PROCEDURE

The Preservation Director will work with the Design
Review and Preservation Board to develop a mitigation
fee structure. Final designs shall be approved by the
Design Review and Preservation Board. The HABS shall
be completed and conveyed to the Agency Project
Manager, the City Preservation Director and the
Sacramento Archives and Museum Collection Center
(SAMCC). Verification of submittal shall be provided to
the Building Division prior to issuance of the demolition
permit. An agreement shall be developed, prior to
issuance of the Certificate of Occupancy, between the
property owners, the Preservation Director and the
Director of SAMCC as to the disposition (interpretation,
display, donation, or surplusing) of findings or artifacts
from the site, whether on-site, at SAMCC or at some other
location. All requirements shall be included in any
OPA/DDA or other project agreement.

Any applicable fees shall be identified
prior to subsequent CEQA
certification. The applicant shall
submit verification that the HABS
was conveyed to the Preservation
Director, SAMCC, and the Agency
Project Manager prior to demolition
of identified historic resources. The
resource disposition agreement shall
be filed with the Agency Project
Manager prior to project occupancy.
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Checked by:
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Date:
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Sacramento County Library. HABS/HAER recordation typically includes the
following:
a. The development of site-specific history and appropriate contextual
information regarding the particular resource. In addition to archival research
and comparative studies, this task could involve limited oral history
collection.
b. Accurate mapping of the resources, scaled to indicate size and proportion of
the structures.
c. Photo documentation of the designated resources, both in still and video
formats.
d. Recordation by measured architectural drawings, in the case of specifically
designed structures of high architectural merit; “as-built” plans of existing
structures/foundation ruins will involve field measurements, office scaled plan
layout, and plot out of final plan.
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AESTHETICS

Impact 6.5-2:

Effects on existing viewsheds along designated important view corridors

Mitigation:
6.5-2

Project proponents shall identify appropriate construction staging away from
protected view corridors, to the satisfaction of the City’s Department of
Transportation.

MITIGATION PROCEDURE

VERIFICATION PROCEDURE

A construction traffic management plan shall be prepared
by the applicant to the satisfaction of the City Traffic
Engineer and submitted for review and approval prior to
issuance of building permits. Compliance with all city
conditions and mitigation measures will be required in
any OPA/DDA.

Applicant shall submit copy of the
construction traffic management plan
to the Agency Project Manager.
Include copy of construction traffic
management plan, OPA/DDA and
construction conditions in MMP file.
Submit verification of compliance to
the Building Division.
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HAZARDS & HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

Impact 6.6-2:

Potential redevelopment
contaminated sites

of

previously

identified

or

unidentified

Mitigation:
6.6-2a

A thorough examination of past property uses shall be required for redevelopment
projects involving demolition or reuse of older properties or construction on
vacant land, prior to demolition or construction. This examination shall conform
to the Phase I Environmental Site Assessment process established by ASTM
(American Society for Testing and Materials - E1527-00), and shall include a site
reconnaissance, a review of regulatory databases, interviews with persons
knowledgeable of the property, and a review of past property uses using
appropriate historical sources. A Phase II Environmental Site Assessment shall
be conducted if deemed necessary based on the Phase I Environmental Site
Assessment results.

6.6-2b

If discolored soil, vapors, or contaminated groundwater are encountered during
construction activities, all work shall cease until a qualified environmental
professional assesses the situation and appropriate action is taken to ensure the
safety of workers and the public.

6.6-2c

Construction contract documents shall include provisions for the proper handling
and disposal of contaminated soil and/or dewatering water (including
groundwater and contaminated rainwater) in accordance with federal, state, and
local requirements.
MITIGATION PROCEDURE

VERIFICATION PROCEDURE

The Agency shall require a Phase I Environmental Site
Assessment process established by ASTM (E1527-00) be
conducted for all new construction and demolition
projects in the Project Area, and submitted for
consideration in the subsequent CEQA review process.

A Phase I ESA shall remain on file in
the project file, and the report noted in
the project’s entitlement application.
Building Division shall verify
compliance with proper handling
provisions during construction, prior
to issuing occupancy permits.
Applicant shall submit copy of
construction conditions to the Agency
Project Manager.
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HYDROLOGY

Impact 6.7-1:

Substantial sewage and/or stormwater increases of combined sewer system
flows

Mitigation:
6.7-1

If mitigation of system-wide impacts to less-than-significant levels cannot be
accomplished by the mitigation plan for an Agency engendered project, the
project sponsor shall enter into a Mitigation Agreement with the City, which shall
be approved by the City of Sacramento Department of Utilities prior to the
issuance of building permits. Such an agreement would include, but is not limited
to the following:
a. Agreement to pay any and all associated CSS impact fees based on a
development’s fair share of cost to implement the CSS improvement projects.
b. Waiver of all rights to protest future fees, assessment districts, Mello Roos
districts, etc.
c. Consent to all conditions by any lien holder.

MITIGATION PROCEDURE

VERIFICATION PROCEDURE

The applicant shall work with the Department of Utilities
to mitigate impacts to the CSS. If mitigation of impacts is
not practical as determined by Utilities, the applicant shall
pay a mitigation fee as determined by Utilities.
Compliance with all city conditions and mitigation
measures will be required in any OPA/DDA.

Utilities shall provide verification of
payment of fees to the Building
Division, prior to issuing occupancy
permits. Applicant shall submit copy
of fee verification to the Agency
Project Manager.
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Exposure to flood hazard areas

Mitigation:
6.7-3

The applicant shall demonstrate that a proposed project would not result in a
significant adverse impact on the operation of the Sacramento River Flood
Control System, including increases in flood water surface elevations, bank
erosion near the river wall or other locations, or operations and maintenance, prior
to receiving construction permits.

MITIGATION PROCEDURE

VERIFICATION PROCEDURE

A project’s hydraulic and flooding effects on the
Sacramento River shall be determined during subsequent
CEQA review. Mitigation measures shall be developed in
coordination with the appropriate state and federal
agencies, and incorporated into the project’s design and
construction conditions.
Compliance with all city
conditions and mitigation measures will be required in
any OPA/DDA.

The Building Division shall verify
compliance during construction, prior
to issuing occupancy permits.
Applicant shall submit copy of
construction conditions to the Agency
Project Manager.
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Exceed Sacramento Regional County Sanitation District capacity

Mitigation:
6.7-4

Project developers shall pay all required SRCSD Impact Fees for the proposed
new development to provide for its fair share cost of the construction of relief
interceptor sewer and treatment facilities.

MITIGATION PROCEDURE

VERIFICATION PROCEDURE

The applicant shall provide verification of payment of
fees to the Agency Project Manager. Compliance with all
city conditions and mitigation measures will be required
in any OPA/DDA.

The Building Division shall verify fee
payment with the City Utilities
Department
prior
to
issuing
occupancy permits. Applicant shall
submit
copy
of
construction
conditions to the Agency Project
Manager.
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Hydrology and levees

Mitigation:
6.7-5

Redevelopment activities extending waterward of the ordinary high water mark
shall address any potential hydrologic impacts, unrelated to flood flows, to River
flow in the Project Area, or to adjacent or downstream areas as necessary, to the
satisfaction of the Reclamation Board, the State Lands Commission and the Army
Corps of Engineers.

MITIGATION PROCEDURE

VERIFICATION PROCEDURE

A project’s hydraulic and flooding effects on the
Sacramento River shall be determined during subsequent
CEQA review. Mitigation measures shall be developed in
coordination with the appropriate state and federal
agencies, and incorporated into the project’s design and
construction conditions.
Compliance with all city
conditions and mitigation measures will be required in
any OPA/DDA.

The Building Division shall verify
compliance during construction, prior
to issuing occupancy permits.
Applicant shall submit copy of
construction conditions to the Agency
Project Manager.
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BIOLOGY

Impact 6.8-1:

Potential loss of heritage trees

Mitigation:
6.8-1a

To the extent feasible, existing heritage trees shall be retained and incorporated
into proposed development and/or landscaping plans; or,

6.8-1b

If heritage trees cannot be avoided and will likely be removed, a certified arborist
shall conduct a tree survey to identify the diameter at breast height (DBH), height,
location, and health of the trees to be removed. This information is required for a
permit to remove the trees. Recommendations for tree planting/replacement
ratios and appropriate planting sites shall also be included in this report.

MITIGATION PROCEDURE

VERIFICATION PROCEDURE

All Agency new construction projects that could affect Building Division shall verify
heritage trees, including capital improvement projects, approval by the City Arborist prior to
shall provide landscape plans that identify the spacing and issuing building permits.
appropriate species for approval by the City Arborist prior
to the issuance of construction permits. Compliance with
all city conditions and mitigation measures will be
required in any OPA/DDA.
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Impact 6.8-2:

MERGED DOWNTOWN REDEVELOPMENT PLAN AMENDMENT

Effects to existing street trees

Mitigation:
6.8-2a

Prior to the issuance of building permits, a project proponent shall provide a final
site plan for the project to the City Arborist, which plots existing trees, identifies
the size, species types and location of those that are proposed for removal, and
identifies utilities to be installed and their proposed location relative to existing
street trees. The Arborist shall review the plan and determine which trees, if any,
are acceptable for removal (Section 6-1-3c).

6.8-2b

Existing street trees will be preserved and protected to the maximum extent
feasible, as determined by the City Arborist. A tree protection plan will be
developed consistent with Chapter 12.64. An ISA Certified Arborist will be
retained by the developer and/or construction contractor to monitor the tree
protection plan and make weekly inspections of the project site during
construction. The arborist will monitor and take any required action to ensure the
health of the trees.

MITIGATION PROCEDURE

VERIFICATION PROCEDURE

The City Design Review staff shall include conditions in
the project's final design approvals, and forward to the
Building Division. Compliance with all city conditions
and mitigation measures shall be required in any
OPA/DDA. Applicant shall submit copy of approved
final designs to the Agency Project Manager.

The Building Division shall verify
compliance during construction, prior
to issuing occupancy permits.
Applicant shall submit copy of
construction conditions to the Agency
Project Manager.

Checked by:

Checked by:

Comments:

PAGE 74

Date:

Date:

GEC

MERGED DOWNTOWN REDEVELOPMENT PLAN AMENDMENT

Impact 6.8-4:
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Potential loss of special status riverine species

Mitigation:
6.8-4a

Project proponents shall consult with the USFWS and the NOAA Fisheries, and
all necessary FESA consultations shall be completed prior to project construction.

6.8-4b

Project proponents shall consult with the CDFG and, if appropriate, obtain a
Streambed Alteration Agreement prior to project construction.

6.8-4c

Project proponents shall consult with the USACE and, if appropriate, obtain a
permit or authorization under Section 10 of the Rivers Harbor Act and Section
404 of the Clean Water Act prior to project construction.

6.8-4d

In order to avoid and minimize impacts on the federally-listed species, all inwater work shall be confined to the period between July 1 and September 15, or
as designated on federal and state permits. This in-river construction window
represents the common/overlap period of allowable construction windows for
these species.

6.8-4e

Project proponents shall prepare and implement any vegetation
removal/replacement/relocation plan in accordance with requirements imposed by
the CDFG, USFWS, and the City of Sacramento for riparian habitat.

MITIGATION PROCEDURE

VERIFICATION PROCEDURE

The applicant shall consult with all necessary agencies
and develop appropriate mitigation, prior to completion of
any subsequent CEQA review. The Building Division
will include conditions in the project’s construction
permits.
Compliance with all city conditions and
mitigation measures will be required in any OPA/DDA.

The Building Division shall verify
compliance during construction, prior
to issuing occupancy permits.
Applicant shall submit copy of
construction conditions to the Agency
Project Manager.
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4.9

MERGED DOWNTOWN REDEVELOPMENT PLAN AMENDMENT

FIRE SERVICES

Impact 6.9-1:

Cumulative demand for fire services

Mitigation:
6.9-1a

The Sacramento City Fire Department shall prepare a nexus report to identify the
Department’s need for a new fire station and company in the Central City, the
timing for a new station and company that would ensure adequate response times
are maintained downtown, and the fair share cost that should be applied to any
new development.

6.9-1b

A proposed project proponent shall agree to pay the fair share assessment amount
identified in a SCFD nexus study and approved by the City Council. This
assessment shall be payable to the Sacramento City Fire Department for
allocation to a new fire station and company in the Central City.

MITIGATION PROCEDURE

VERIFICATION PROCEDURE

The fire department shall provide a resolution from the
City Council ordering payment of fair share assessments
and implementing regulations. Developer shall provide
verification of payment of fees to the Agency Project
Manager. Compliance with all city conditions and
mitigation measures will be required in any OPA/DDA.

Include copy of fire assessment
regulations and copy of receipt of
assessment in MMP file. Include copy
of OPA/DDA and construction
conditions in MMP file.
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4.10 COMMUNICATIONS SERVICES
Impact 6.10-2: Interference with Public Safety Microwave Network and National
Weather Service telecommunications
Mitigation:
6.10-2

The project sponsor shall consult with the California Department of General
Services, Telecommunications Division, to determine if a proposed structure over
200 feet in height in zone I or J may interfere with the microwave path.
Mitigation measures shall be developed and incorporated into the project design
to the satisfaction of the Telecommunications Division.

MITIGATION PROCEDURE

VERIFICATION PROCEDURE

Prior to issuance of an occupancy permit, provide
verification from the California Department of General
Services, Telecommunications Division that any required
installed system is adequate. Compliance with all
conditions and mitigation measures will be required in
any OPA/DDA.

Applicant shall submit copy of State
verification to the Agency Project
Manager. Include with copy of
OPA/DDA in MMP file.
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Impact 6.10-3: Interference with in-building police and fire communications
Mitigation:
6.10-3

A proposed project’s sponsor shall work with the City’s Communication Section
to determine if in-building radio amplification is needed to provide the minimum
signal levels required for PS radio communications. If amplification is needed,
the project sponsor shall install a Radio Re-radiation System tuned to the SRRCS
public safety radio band. The lower levels of the building shall have a BDA radio
system to work with the existing SRRCS public safety radio band, an 800 MHz
PS trunked radio system. The system shall receive outbound traffic from the PS
system via a rooftop antenna, amplify it, and rebroadcast it through a distributed
antenna system in the lower levels of the building. The BDA shall also receive
PS radio signals from the lower floors of the building, amplify them, and
rebroadcast them through the rooftop antenna back to the PS radio system. The
rooftop antenna shall be directional in nature and have a line of sight path to the
PS antenna on top of the Sacramento County Jail. Since there are a large number
of radio signals in the downtown area, the system shall be broadband enough to
pass signals from 821 to 824 MHz and signals from 866 through 869 MHz. Band
pass filters shall block all other signals. Floors above the first level shall have
adequate PS radio coverage without additional amplification. Each radio system
must be custom designed for the structure requiring radio coverage.

MITIGATION PROCEDURE

VERIFICATION PROCEDURE

Prior to issuance of an occupancy permit, provide
verification from the City Communications Division that
any required installed system is adequate. Compliance
with all conditions and mitigation measures will be
required in any OPA/DDA.

Applicant shall submit copy of CCD
verification to the Agency Project
Manager. Include with copy of
OPA/DDA in MMP file.
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Impact 6.10-4:

FINAL EIR
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Interference with the Automated Local Evaluation in Real Time System

Mitigation:
6.10-4

A proposed project’s sponsor shall solve any radio reception problems as required
by the County Department of Water Resources, such as adding repeaters or
directional antennas, in a manner consistent with the Sacramento Urban Design
Plan. The facilities may be included with other necessary communication
equipment.

MITIGATION PROCEDURE

VERIFICATION PROCEDURE

Prior to issuance of an occupancy permit, provide
verification from the County Communications Division
that any required installed system is adequate.
Compliance with all conditions and mitigation measures
will be required in any OPA/DDA.

Applicant shall submit copy of CCD
verification to the Agency Project
Manager. Include with copy of
OPA/DDA in MMP file.
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