
July 23, 2022

To:  The City of Sacramento Climate Action and Sustainability Office

Dear Jennifer Venema and Laila Atalla of the Climate Action and Sustainability Office,

We want to begin a conversation between this office and the neighborhoods of Sacramento regarding the 
Climate Action and Adaptability Plan (CAAP) preliminary draft that was released on July 1, 2022.  The 
following list highlights some of our concerns we want to address with this office while the next draft of the 
CAAP is being prepared:

1) Sacramento's tree canopy must be adequately supported by city policies to result in attaining carbon 
sequestration goals;

2) Funding, financing, and equity concerns in implementing the greenhouse gas (GHG)-reduction measures
should be more adequately developed;

3) Reducing GHG through electrification of existing buildings should be more thoroughly presented for 
analysis, including financial impacts on lower income individuals and businesses;

4) Transportation, including the use of public transport and electric vehicles to reduce GHG, must be more 
fully presented;

5) Community Engagement methods discussed in the CAAP should be honest; and

6) Denser housing/infill doesn't necessarily result in quantifiable GHG reductions; this is not discussed in 
the CAAP.

Additional details about these concerns are in the 2 pages that follow.  When you receive our letter, please 
contact the following representatives to set up a meeting about our concerns:

Kathy Les Jennifer Holden

Sierra-Curtis Neighborhood Association board
member

Mangan Park Neighborhood Association lead

kathy.les321@gmail.com jenholden100@gmail.com

Sincerely, 
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July 23, 2022

To:    Jennifer Venema and Laila Atalla of the Climate Action and Sustainability Office

Neighborhood leaders from seven neighborhood associations have reviewed the 400+ pages of the
CAAP.  We have shared concerns that:

1. Sacramento's tree canopy must be adequately supported by city policies (currently it is not) to 
result in attaining carbon sequestration goals (Ch. 5, 6, and 10);

Trees are critical in addressing climate action and ensuring livability in Sacramento because they 
sequester carbon, reduce energy use needed for cooling, provide street shade conducive to biking and 
walking, improve water quality, improve air quality and provide habitat. 

In order to preserve and expand Sacramento’s tree canopy, the CAAP should:

A. Include a robust plan for protecting and growing the entire tree canopy, including in less affluent 
neighborhoods where there are currently fewer trees. While programs to improve carbon-sequestra-
tion potential on city parks and property is helpful, 80% of our trees are under private care, mostly in
residential front and backyards. 

B. Include a concrete plan for protecting the canopy from the effects of densification through develop-
ment coordinated through the CAAP, the Housing Element, and General Plan 2040, rather than a 
vague statement of  “preserving and incorporating shade trees in connection with higher density de-
velopment.” Creating a right to densification in R-1 zones that allows for cutting down trees to build 
ADUs, duplexes, triplexes and fourplexes will both eliminate yard space that supports carbon se-
questration and recharges ground water AND create holes in the city’s tree canopy, especially when 
such projects are clustered, creating urban heat islands.

C. Preserve urban open space, including yards, and permeable surfaces which are also important for 
carbon sequestration and to ensure that the ground water trees need is recharged. 

D. Prevent, as much as possible, public and private tree removals, a conservation measure that is much 
less costly and impactful on residents than the requirement to electrify. It takes years for a young tree
to provide the shade and carbon sequestration of larger more mature tree. Title 17 of the City Code 
and the tree ordinance in Title 12 should harmonize to contain objective standards on tree removals.

E. Consider programs that allow a tree to continue to sequester carbon at the end of its life cycle, rather 
than going to a landfill, such as the Sacramento Tree Foundation’s Urban Wood Rescue Program. 
https://www.urbanwoodrescue.com/

2. Funding financing, and equity concerns in implementing the GHG-reduction measures should be 
more adequately developed (mostly Ch. 8):
A. There is an absence in the CAAP of the policies and plans describing the finance methods the City 

will use for the infrastructure upgrades towards 100% electrification of all buildings. We recommend
that more details be provided regarding how the City plans to financially support CAAP 
implementation at all social and economic levels – especially lower-income residents.

B. While this draft contains a substantial section describing the differences between public and private 
funding sources, there is no actual information about the ways that public and private funding will be
used to finance the implementation of CAAP methods and infrastructure . We request that specifics 
about public and private funding sources and plans be included in the next CAAP draft to reassure 
the public that CAAP implementation will be affordable to lower-income residents.  

CAAP Review Letter from Sacramento Neighborhoods Page 2 of 3

https://www.urbanwoodrescue.com/


3. Reducing GHG through electrification of existing buildings should be more thoroughly presented 
for analysis, including financial impacts on lower income individuals and businesses (Ch. 6):

A) The City’s plans are contingent on a set of assumptions outlined in SMUD’s 2030 Zero Carbon Plan.
What assurances do we have that SMUD will be our only ready source for secure, completely 
carbon-free electricity? 

B) What is the timeline and strategy for the proposed electrification of 25% of the existing buildings 
between now and 2030?  And subsequenly from 2030 to 2045?

C) How will the City assure that mandating electrification of existing buildings does not result in more 
evictions?  Many lower income homeowners and renters are already barely holding onto their 
housing, a situation made worse by recent inflation.  Corporation are buying up houses and 
apartments and can use building electrification as a means of evicting tenants and increasing rents.

D) Why not more emphasis on local rooftop solar rather than depending on long-distance solar farms?

E) How will the City control the creation of 30% of the new “living-wage” jobs in the infill areas?  
Especially considering that we are under ministerial review?

4. Transportation, including the use of public transport and electric vehicles to reduce GHG, must be
more fully presented;

A) How will transportation needs of lower-income households be served by the proposed programs? In 
order to reduce vehicles trips, all income groups must be considered.

B) Have the pedestrian and bicycle master plans referenced on page 101 already been developed? (See 
TR 1-1 and TR 1-2 on page 101). If not, when?

C) What are the “changes in public transit technology and new programs over the next 10-20 years [that
will] provide new opportunities and resources”? (See page 102.) 

D) What does the City plan to do to upgrade public transit and make it safe for passengers?

5. Community Engagement methods discussed in the CAAP should be accurately interpreted (Ch. 4):

A) In one place support for a CAAP target was extrapolated from a question, while it was admitted in 
several footnotes that the results were “not statistically representative of the Sacramento community
at-large.”  (See footnotes 2-5, pp. 44-45, 48.). How is this a useful survey?

B) In a different example, residents were asked: “Would you consider converting your homes to all-
electric appliances if they don't cost you more and function as well as gas appliances?” (p. 44)  How
is a response to “consider” electrification also a commitment to “support” a city-wide switch from 
gas to electric appliances?

6. Denser housing/infill doesn't necessarily result in quantifiable GreenHouse Gas (GHG) reductions,
which is not discussed in the CAAP:

A) In some cases, infill growth may support CAAP goals, yet produces no quantifiable GHG savings 
demonstrated in the CAAP.  So why does the CAAP move forward with caution in responding to the
climate crisis,  while the City supports aggressive density increases in response to a housing crisis? 
(Ch.5/sec, Timeframe p73.  Note Table 5-2.)

B) The City of Sacramento has already passed the Housing Element that seeks to promote densification
with infill development in both commercial and residential areas while also putting new projects 
under ministerial review.  The Housing Element, Land Use Element, and CAAP should contain 
information that support the goals of each element.
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