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OVERVIEW
This Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) contains several discreet but related parts. Section I
contains all comments received on the Draft EIR (DEIR) during the public review period. The comments
are organized by the section of the DEIR on which the comment was made. Each comment is followed
by a substantive response which is intended to fully address the substance of the comment. Where duplicate
or overlapping comments have been received, reference to the appropriate response is made rather than
repeating the same response several times. The responses have been prepared jointly by the EIR Consultant
(Geier and Associates), their several subcontractors and City staff. In full compliance with he spirit of
CEQA, every effort has been made to respond to all comments thoroughly and objectively. Reasonable
people may differ regarding policy and other subjective issues; however, the intent of this E1R (both the
Draft and Final together) is to fully disclose all technical and international issues relevant to a decision on
the project.
A number of comments raised by policy issues or personal opinions. Such comments, while quite relevant
to the ultimate deliberations of the Planning Commission and City Council regarding the merits of the
project, are beyond the scope of a technical environmental analysis. Such comments are noted. While the
EIR may not fully discuss some of the policy issues, they are certainly appropriate for discussion during
public testimony ion the merits of the project.
Section 11 includes revised portions of the EIR as a result of responses to comments. These sections should
be read to replace the referenced sections in the DEIR.
Section III includes additional studies received or prepared during the comment and response period. These
reports are included as information to be considered in discussing the merits of the project.
Finally, Section IV includes all written comments received during the comment period.
Individuals wishing to comment on any aspect of this document may do so in two ways. Written comments
may be submitted for consideration by the Planning Commission and City Council. Secondly, oral comments
may be made at public hearings held by the Planning Commission and City Council regarding the adequacy
of the FEIR.

SECTION I
RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

ii

CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION
I. COMMENT: Remove reference to Convention and Visitors Bureau. Should be: "The Community
Center Department has responsibility for the planning and development of this proposed expansion." (Sam
J. Burns, City of Sacramento)

RESPONSE: The text on page 1-1 of the DEIR is modified to delete the reference to the Visitors Bureau
and include the above description of responsibility for the Convention Center.
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CHAPTER 2. PROJECT DESCRIPTION

COMMENT: For example, on page 2.1 has a description -- it says, "The Sacramento Community
1.
Center Convention Expansion, the three alternative sections being considered for expansion are indicated
as in 2.4 as stated there are four." We would like to see that reflected in the project description in the
mass and in all the other figures that are referred to -- that are included in the EIR. So that it is clear
that there arc four vital alternatives being considered. (Steve Sanders, President, SOCA)
RESPONSE: The Draft EIR is organized to evaluate the four alternative expansion plans for three
potential expansion sites. The intent of the DEIR is to maintain this distinction. There are references
throughout the DE1R to the three alternative sites and three alternative office development proposals. The
intent of the DEIR's discussion was to ensure reference to three alternative expansion sites and four
expansion plans. The existence of four Community Convention Center Expansion alternatives is clear from
the treatment and analysis of the alternatives in Chapters 4 and 8 of the DEIR.
COMMENT: Lankford & Cook is the developer of the two-phase„ twin-tower project planned to
2.
occupy the half-block between 12th and 13th Streets which fronts on K Street across from the Hyatt
Regency Hotel, identified in the DEIR as the "12th and K Tower". The DEIR seems to recognize that the
18-story tower at the corner of 12th and K Streets is Phase I of this project and is intended to be built as
a separate, stand-alone office building. Phase I is substantially designed, partially leased and completely
financed. Construction is scheduled to commence in September 1988.
Phase I will occupy the 135 feet of frontage on K Street starting at 12th Street extending east to the west
boundary of the Esquire Theater property. Accordingly, Phase I does not impact the Esquire Theater in
any way.
Phase II as proposed would require demolition of the office building to which the old Esquire facade is
attached, and would run east along K Street to 13th Street. The Phase II tower would be at the corner
of 13th and K Streets and would be linked to the Phase I tower by a pedestrian colonnade along K Street
which would be included in a structure providing retail and parking facilities. While the DEIR does
consider the expected impacts of Phase II, that project is still in the conceptual stage.
Lankford & Cook urges expeditious settlement of the EIR so that Phase I will not be delayed or otherwise
negatively impacted by the environmental process. (John V. Diepenbrock, Diepenbrock, Wulff, Plant &
Hannegan)
RESPONSE: Comment acknowledged.
3.
COMMENT: As noted in the summary, while the DEIR covers both phases of the overall project,
the 12th and K Street tower represents Phase I. Phase I will be occupied in substantial part by associations
and other tenants who do business with the legislative and executive branches of California State
Government. Lease agreements approximating 90,000 square feet already have been made with the
California Association of Hospitals and Health Systems, the California Medical Association, and the
California Chamber of Commerce. Lankford & Cook is in active negotiations with other prospective
tenants. Architectural drawings are in progress. Hensel Phelps Construction Co. has been engaged as the
general contractor. Bank financing has been assured. Application for the necessary Special Permit is on
file with the City. Lengthy processing time by the City Planning Commission or the City Council could
jeopardize these arrangements. (John V. Diepenbrock, Wulff, Plant & Hannegan)
RESPONSE: Comment acknowledged.
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4. COMMENT: SMUD's policy is to safely provide reliable electrical service and to extend its electric
facilties to serve all customers within its service area. SMUD has lead agency responsbilities for all electric
system improvements. Electrical facilities will be installed to serve this project and should be considered
part of this project, and approval of this project should also be considered as approval of these specific
facilities. (Paul Olmstead, SMUD)
RESPONSE: Comment acknowledged; the comment provides an additional recommendation which is hereby
included on page 4-138 of the DEIR.
5. COMMENT: The peak demand is dependent upon the alternatives chosen. The total electrical peak
demand for all the projects listed in this document could be 10.4 MW. This peak demand includes the
existing facility, plus the largest of the alternatives and the three projects. This includes three office building
complexes previously evaluated.
Peak Demand
.4 MW
.8 MW

Existing Exhibit Hall
East Alternative
West Alternative
North Alternative
SOCA Alternative
13th and I
13th and J
12th and K
Phases I and II

.8 MW
1.0 MW
2.0 MW
1.8 MW
2.3 MW
3.9 MW

All the information included in th EIR is adequate and sufficiently addresses the impact to SMUD by these
proposals. (Paul Olmstead, SMUD)
RESPONSE: Comment acknowledged.
6. COMMENT: The information provided on parking supply is inconsistent. On page 2-10, the report
states tht the 12th and K office building will provide 669 parking spaces which does not agree with Tables
4-16 and 4-24 where the project is shown to have a supply of 900 parking spaces. Also, on page 7-1, the
project description for the 12th and K building states that Phase I will provide approximately 380 spaces
and Phasze II will have about 500 spaces for a total of 880 spaces. (Marilyn Kuntemeyer, Department of
Public Works)
RESPONSE: For the 12th and "K" building, Phase I is proposed to provide a total of 400 parking spaces
in a six level structure. Phase II is conceptually identified as providing 500 additional parking spaces.
1325 "J" building: 581 parking spaces are proposed for this structure.
1300 "I" building: 585 parking spaces are proposed.
Table 4-24 presents net individual parking supply quantities. Therefore, 475 spaces and 569 spaces are
identified for the 1300 "I" and 1325 "J" Street buildings due to the loss of 110 and 12 existing on site spaces
respectively.
7. COMMENT: With regard to the Draft Environmental Impact Report, the Congregation and Mission
of St. Paul's Episcopal Church have some general concerns and some specific questions. For the most part,
our comments are addressed specifically to the East Option because this is the one in which the expanded
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Convention Center would abut directly on our property. However, the same concerns would apply to the
SOCA proposal and our anxiety about the availability of parking would, in some degree, apply to any of
the options under consideration. St. Paul's Episcopal Church has been located at its present site -- its new
building -- since 1903. After suffering a decline comparable to that of so many downtown churches in the
early and middle 1970s, the Congregation resumed growth at the beginning of this decade. Several capital
projects have been completed in the last give years (e.g. Cathedral chairs, enclosing interior offices, airconditioning the entire building) and long term plans are currently being developed for improving the facility
to recover the space lost when the Parish Hall was destroyed by fire two decades ago. Specifically, we have
been investigating possibilities for construction on the present parking lot (with lower level parking of some
kind) or in the undeveloped undercroft of the existing building. The block on which we are located
currently has a mixture of uses --residential, retail commercial, office, and religious -- and is next to another
block where churches would be affected indirectly by the proposed expansion. The Merrium Apartments
provide a sorely needed downtown residence for single adults in a building which by all account is
structurally sound. St. Paul's Episcopal Church is used not just on Sunday mornings: there are currently
regularly scheduled activities every night of the week. In short, the block has a population outside of the
usual 8 to 5 downtown office hours. (David L. Jacobson, St. Paul's Episcopal Church)
RESPONSE: The comment presents clarifying information for future Church activities and development
plans. This information will be useful in the review of the project alternatives by City decision-makers.
The comment also refers to specific questions which are addressed in subsequent sections of this FEIR.
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CHAPTER 3. SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

1. COMMENT: We also think that there needs to be a little bit more of quantitative presentation in the

Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures. Because in many cases there are statements that simply say
'significant impact' although the range -- the significance of the impacts varies with each alternative. I am
not sure exactly how this can be done, perhaps through a minor/major impact something of that sort so
that you can clearly excuse me -- something that is yes, something of significant impact but is a major
adverse significant impact which is a minor adverse impact.
Many of the impacts that result from our proposals, for example, we consider to be -- and its pointed out
in the document, 'of less significance then the impacts of the others -- expansion alternatives' -- so we think
that needs to be pointed out to the reader in the summary. Since that is what most people -- anybody
whose got any sense just to look at. (Steve Sanders, President, SOCA, Oral Testimony)
RESPONSE: The level of significance for identified adverse impacts is discussed in the body of the DEIR.
As prescribed by CEQA, the Summary is limited to a "brief" discussion of the significant impacts and the
mitigations needed to reduce or avoid those effects. The commenter presents a worthwhile approach to the
categorization of significant impacts; however, neither the CEQA Guidelines nor the City's environmental
process provide a method for implementing hierarchical rating of significant impacts. The development of
such a system is beyond the scope of this EIR. The Summary has been modified to clarify the extent of
significance for identified impacts.
2. COMMENT: Another unavoidable adverse impact is 3.5 the -- in summary -- "the conclusion is drawn
that the proposed expansion alternatives will result in the displacements of residents and no replacement
of housing is proposed. Permanent loss of housing in the downtown area would be considered in an
unavoidable adverse impact." That is true of this -- the City's three alternatives, it is not true of our
alternative and I think that distinction should be brought out. There is an unavoidable housing impact as
a result of the 'SOCA' Proposal. In fact, there is a beneficial impact and that's brought out in the matrix
and that goes to the impact of the projects and we think that should be put into the Summary of Finance
so that it is clear that it is not a necessary condition of expanding the Convention City -- that there sill
be a permanent loss of housing in the downtown area. (Steve Sanders, President, SOCA, Oral Testimony)
RESPONSE: The commenter is refering to the first sentence of Section 3.4.B, Summary of Findings. The
comment is correct and the text of the DEIR is herewith amended to clarify that the SOCA alternative
would increase the housing supply of the study area, thus avoiding an adverse impact associated with the
East, North, and West Expansion Alternatives.

3.
COMMENT: (3) Pages 3-37 through 3-57, the office tower projects need to include an assessment
of the alternatives in the summary. Each should include:

No project
Revised project (smaller scale or phase)
Full project
This way the impacts of alternatives can be compared to each other, rather than comparing the office
projects to each other (since they are not alternatives to each other).
Also, the land use assessment of each office project alternative should describe the extent to which the
alternative is compatible or incompatible with each of the convention center alternatives. Many of the office
alternatives and convention center alternatives are mutually exclusive. (Steve Sanders, President, SOCA)

5

RESPONSE: Due to the number and complexity of the projects evaluated by the DEIR, innumerable
variations in the size and extent of projects could be postulated for the alternatives to the proposed projects.
For the purposes of this EIR, the City determined that the potential development of office buildings would
serve as alternatives to the Community Convention Center Expansion project, aknowledging the intent of
the CEQA requirement to evaluate alternatives that would achieve proposal objectives.
With regard to alternatives to buildout of office space for the study area, the City determined that an
appropriate approach to the assessment of office alternatives would involve limiting the projects according
to development scenarios. These Development Scenarios are addressed in Chapter 8 of the DEIR. That
chapter evaluates the development of various levels of office space for the project area. It was determined
that additional alternative analysis would have further complicated the DEIR presentation and would not
have provided any significant new environmental analysis to that which is presented in the Development
Scenarios sections of the report.
The Land Use sections of the office projects' analyses (Chapters 5 through 7) address the compatibility of
the office projects with Convention Center activities. The context of these evaluations centers on the
compatibility of existing and planned land uses in the project area.
4. COMMENT: Pages 3-1, 13th and I Street Office Building: a project of about half the proposed size
should be analyzed. (Steve Sanders, President, SOCA)
RESPONSE: The analysis of office space reductions for the project area were achieved through limits on
overall development of office space. Please see response to Comment 3.
5. COMMENT: Page 3-2, 12th and K Street Office Tower: a single-tower alternative should be analyzed,
on the land proposed by the application for Phase I. This alternative should be developed as a "standalone" project, and should presume the retention of the Esquire Theater and Club Can't Tell. In addition,
an alternative means of providing parking access (other than the J Street demolition) should be assessed.
(Steve Sanders, President, SOCA)
RESPONSE: Please see response to Comment 3 above. With regard to alternative access to parking, the
project applicants have examined a variety of potential access configurations. The alternatives could not
meet City and/or Regional Transit requirements for access.
6. COMMENT: Pages 3-2, 13th and J Street Office Building: a project to meet only the needs of the
Army Corps of Engineers should be analyzed. This project alternative should be consistent in terms of
massing, setback, and other elements with the Urban Design Plan guidelines. (Steve Sanders, President,
SOCA)
RESPONSE: Please see response to Comment 3 above.
7. COMMENT: (2) Pages 3-8 through 3-57, the DEIR should revise the Summary of Impacts and
mitigation measures. The following changes are suggested:
Put topical sub-headings under each major heading referencing the specific impact under discussion.
Provide a qualitative description of the level of significance of potential impacts. Characterize
significant impacts on some scale such as "major adverse" and "minor adverse" impact.
Provide an assessment of the level of impact after mitigation. For example, mitigation may reduce
an impact from "major adverse" to "minor adverse". This will allow quick comparison between
alternatives for the significance of impacts and the potential effectiveness of mitigation. The
6

feasibility of mitigation should also be noted. (Steve Sanders, President, SOCA).
RESPONSE: The Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures from the Draft EIR is included in this
Final EIR. The Summary table has been modified to address the level of impact significance before and
after mitigation. The topical nature of the impacts is clear from the description of the impact; additional
sub-headings would lengthen the Summary.
8. COMMENT: My name is Gerard Cape11, I am a Architect, SOCA Board Member, and author of
SOCA Proposal. I would just like to repeat some of the comments made by Mr. Sanders, that the fine
job the consultants did in preparation of this draft of the EIR in its thoroughness and its
comprehensiveness.
do want to stress the importance of qualifying the impacts of a summary list of minutes of the variations
between the negative and positive impacts -- minor vs. major. 1 take great pride in finding that. the first,
and I believe, the only significant and beneficial impact listed in that summary was on the SOCA Proposal
underneath this housing component. (J. Gerard Cape11, AIA, SOCA)
RESPONSE: Please see response to Comment 7 above.
9. COMMENT: Page 3-1, The square footage of the additional loading docks, and general support space
for closets, Mechanical systems, electrical rooms, toilets, etc. should be included to the total size of the
expansion. Much more than 140,000 new square feet will be required. (J. Gerard CapeII, AIA, SOCA)
RESPONSE: The DEIR evaluates the proposed Community Convention Center Expansion as presented
in the Project Description section of Chapter 4. The comment addresses the suitability of the Expansion
proposal and not the EIR assessment.
10.
COMMENT: Page . 3-2, The assumption, or requirement, of the expanded building to utilize similar
architectural forms and materials to match the existing facility is in violation of the City's Urban Design
Guidelines. The report contradicts itself with this requirement in its recommendations for the expansion
under the specific chapters regarding the expansion scenarios. (J. Gerard Cape11, ALA, SOCA)
RESPONSE: As indicated on page 3-2 of the DE1R, a specific design for the proposed Convention Center
Expansion has not been formulated. Under these circumstances, a general extension of existing facilities
was assumed, subject to the City's Urban Design Guidelines. The EIR's recommendations are directed
toward compliance with the Guidelines. Specifics concerning the inherent contradictions within the report
are not identified by the comment.
11.
COMMENT: Page 3-6, The proposed "new jobs" created by each new high-rise are suspect. The
Capitol Bank of Commerce produced very few new employees or brought new business to Sacramento.
Nearly all of the tenants are relocated from other Sacramento based offices. (J. Gerard CapeII, AIA,
SOCA).
RESPONSE: The employment generation factors used in determining the creation of new jobs were
developed by the City and account for the "transfer" of jobs within the community. The detailed analysis
of employment impacts identified both total jobs and total new jobs in the appropriate sections of the
DEIR.
12.
COMMENT: Pages 3-7 to 3-57. Impacts should be quantified as being positive or negative, and
minor or major. This can be put into an matrix and the various projects can be analyzed more objectively.
(J. Gerard Cape11, A1A, SOCA)
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RESPONSE: Please see response to Comment 7 above.
13. COMMENT: Page 3-24, The statements regarding Road Closure is incorrect. The East Alternative's
condition is listed under the West Alternative. The West Alternative closes the pedestrian access on 13th
Street. The North Alternative would probably close 14th Street between I Street and the Alley. The SOCA
Proposal RESTRICTS automobile traffic on 14th Street and relocates the pedestrian access from 13th Street
to a galleria through the Public Market. This needs to be clarified throughout the Document. (J. Gerard
Capell„ AIA, SOCA)
RESPONSE: The comment is correct regarding the juxtoposition error for the East and West Alternatives.
It should be noted the the traffic impacts mentioned on page 3-24 address road closures and realignments.
The comment is speculative about the North Alternative. The comment expands the description of the
SOCA impact. The DEIR presents a detailed discussion of the transportation effects in the appropriate
sections of each Chapter.
14. COMMENT: Page 3-24, No mention is made to the additional parking provided in the SOCA Proposal
compared to NO PARKING PROVIDED in any of the other three alternatives. (J. Gerard Cape11, AIA,
SOCA)
RESPONSE: The comment is incorrect. The provisions for parking in the SOCA Alternative are described
in the DEIR, e.g. on pages 2-9, 3-3.
15. COMMENT: 3-2 Summary of Expansion Alternatives. East Alternative. "Row of Buildings." There
isn't a row of buildings. (Sam J. Burns, City of Sacramento)
RESPONSE: The comment is correct; the text on page 3-2 of the DEIR is changed to indicate the Church
and Convention Center Offices fronting on 15th. Street.
16. COMMENT: 3-24 Impact. West Alternative does not close 14th Street; East does (wrong column).
(Sam J. Burns, City of Sacramento)
RESPONSE: The comment is correct; the first traffic impacts for the East and West Alternatives listed on
page 3-24 of the DEIR were transposed.
17. COMMENT: There appears to be an error in the summary of impacts and mitigation measures on
page 3-24. The West Alternative for the Community Convention Center Expansion states that 14th Street
between J and K Streets will be closed while the East and SOCA Alternatives have no proposed road
closures. However, when reviewing pages 4-112, 4-167, and 4-250, the EIR states that the East and SOCA
Alternatives wffill require the closure of 14th Street between J and K Streets while the West Alternative
will not require a road closure. (Marilyn Kuntemeyer, Department of Public Works)
RESPONSE: Please see Response to Comment 2 above.
18. COMMENT: Land Use. 3-1. Some early conceptual drawings suggested that loading docks and access
to the Convention Center might impinge upon St. Paul's rear lot. Thc loss of this space -- currently used
for parking and eventually intended for replacement of the Parish Hall -- would obviously have a highly
adverse effect upon the life of St. Paul's Congregation. This concern would be greatly reduced if there were
a clear plant to place the loading facilities on the "K" Street side of the block where both the effects of
traffic and of noise upon the Church would be lessened. (David L. Jacobson, St. Paul's Episcopal Church)
RESPONSE: The DEIR identifies potential noise and air quality impacts for the East Alternative on pages
4-125 through 4-133. The issue of location for the loading docks still needs resolution and will be addressed
8

in the Convention Center expansion programming plan. The impacts of the loading dock location on
Church activities will need to be addressed in the design process.
19. COMMENT: Historic Preservation. 3.14. There are several references to the need for careful
"foundation assessment" of St. Paul's Church before construction is undertaken on the adjacent property.
Our recent architectural study has indicated that the building is structurally sound. However, we need
assurance that the process of construction will not undercut the safety of the building and, even more
specifically, that it will not result in damage to the stained glass windows. Two of the three large windows
were moved to our present location eighty some years ago. One, the St. Cecilia window on the West side
of the nave, is among the largest or perhaps the largest and finest example of late nineteenth century
stained glass in Sacramento. Another on the West side of the nave shows Tiffany influences, and perhaps
contributions and, as a momento of the Stanford family is of historical interest skin to that of the Stanford
Home. (David L. Jacobson, St. Paul's Episcopal Church)
RESPONSE: The DEIR identifies the need for an analysis of the Church foundation to withstand
excavation and construction-related impacts. While the building has been found to be "structurally sound,"
it is unclear whether the above referenced architectural study evaluated the potential to withstand
construction impacts. This needs to be clarified during project review.
20. COMMENT: Housing. 3-18. As the report notes, the loss of the Merrium Apartments would be a
cultural loss as well as a depletion of available, medium quality housing for single adults. Having people
live in a downtown area has a cultural value in our opinion similar to having them worship downtown.
(David L. Jacobson, St. Paul's Episcopal Church)
RESPONSE: Comment acknowledged.
21. COMMENT: Visual Quality. 3-21. 22. One of the mitigation measures recommended is a fifteen foot
minimum setback of the Convention Center from the West wall of St. Paul's. The concerns here are
several; the potential loss of light for the stained glass windows of the church; the impact of whatever
artificial lighting may be constructed on that side of the Convention Center; the increase in noise; the loss
in air circulation (plus, as discussed above, whatever impact construction carried out so close to the property
line may have). A fifteen foot setback plus appropriate controls are recommended in the report (the height
limits mentioned vary from place to place) should be regarded as minimal assurance. (David L. Jacobson,
St. Paul's Episcopal Church)
RESPONSE: Comment acknowledged. It should be noted that, in addition to the mitigation measures
presented in the DEIR, there are design opportunities which could further reduce the impacts identified
in the comment above. The DEIR raises these issues for consideration in the programming and design
process currently underway.
22. COMMENT: Parking. 3-24. The impact of Convention Center parking on St. Paul's is already very
heavy at certain times of the week and day. As mentioned above, the building is regularly in use every night
of the week. However, the major impact is on Sunday morning. And this impact is also felt, though
perhaps to a lesser degree, by the churches on the block located between 14th and 15th and K and L
Streets. For St. Paul's, we have alleviated the situation by obtaining access to twenty spaces in a nearby
parking area. By actual count, on seven of the last nine Sundays, there have been no available spaces on
the streets immediately adjacent to St. Paul's by 9:50 AM. For convention attendees, the problem of
finding a parking space close to the Center may be an occasional hazard; for those trying to attend workship
services regularly, it is obviously a somewhat more significant hardship. (David L. Jacobson, St. Paul's
Episcopal Church)
RESPONSE: The comment addresses parking impacts as identified in the Summary of the DEIR. More
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detailed analysis and mitigations for traffic and parking issues are presented on pages 4-102 through 4-123
of the DEIR. The parking assessment presented in the report addresses parking demand for all of the
urban uses in the project area.
23. COMMENT: Noise. 3-26. The report recommends the mitigation of the nolise involved in
construction by confining the operation of noisy equipment to hours when the church is not in use or
"before busnes hours." Given the fact that St. Paul's Church would be the only structure on the block in
which normal activities might be expected to continue during the period of construction, we wish to
emphasize that the building is in use weekdays and evenings as well as one the more conventional worship
hours of Sunday mornings. (David L. Jacobson, St. Paul's Episcopal Church)
RESPONSE: Comment acknowwleklged. This information will be considered in the review of the project
alternatives.
24. COMMENT: As noted above, our concerns are couched in terms of the East Option. They apply in
most particulars to the SOCA option. The SOCA option does have the one redeeming feature of saving
housing (and even suggesting an increase in the supply on the block). Its inclusion of a parking garage
adjacent to St. Paul's poses additional concerns with regard to noise and its impact upon the functions of
the church. (David L. Jacobson, St. Paul's Episcopal Church)
RESPONSE: Comment acknowledged. The environmental evaluation was prepared at an equal level of
detail for all alternatives. The analysis of the SOCA Alternative accounts for potential impacts upon the
Church and its attendant activities.
25. COMMENT: We have previously discussed some of our views with Mr. Wisham. We are most
interested in maintaining a religious presence downtown as embodied in St. Paul's Episcopal Church. While
the building has particular interest and value as an historic structure, it is more important to us that we
be allowed to continue its function and growth in cooperation with our neighbors. (David L. Jacobson, St.
Paul's Episcopal Church)
RESPONSE: Comment acknowledged.
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CHAPTER 4

Comments on Chapter 4 are identified by section and topic. Only sections receiving comments are included
in this FEIR.
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CHAPTER 4. SACRAMENTO COMMUNITY CENTER EXPANSION
SECTION 4.1 PROJECT DESCRIPTION

COMMENT: Page 4-1, third paragraph. The firms and their relationship is mis-identified. Loschy,
1.
Marquardt & Nelson and VITIELLO & Associates arc both preparing the programming. No firm has been
selected for the design at this time. (J. Gerard Cape11, AIA, SOCA)
RESPONSE: Comment acknowledged. Page 4-1 is changed to reflect this correction.
COMMENT: Page 4-1. Statements regarding the effect of the alternatives and street closures or
2.
blockages should be clarified. CLOSURE should indicate no traffic possible, RESTRICTED to indicate
scheduled motor vehicle traffic or primarily pedestrian use. (J. Gerard Cape11, AIA, SOCA)
RESPONSE: The discussion on page 4-3 should be expanded to include the following clarification. For
the West Alternative, 13th Street is closed to vehicular through traffic; restricted vehicular movement is still
possible.
For the SOCA Alternative, 14th Street between J and K Streets would have restricted vehicular access.
3.
COMMENT: Page 4-3. The Loschy, Marquardt & Nelson comments. A contiguous lobby space
for both the exhibit and meeting rooms is not provided now, so why is that important? The programmers
are defining an architectural design concept while developing the program„ which is not their purpose. This
comment should be removed. (J. Gerard Cape11, AIA, SOCA)
RESPONSE: In the interest of full disclosure required by CEQA, the information provided by the City's
programming consultants concerning critical elements for the Center's expansion was included in the DEIR.
The analysis represents a review by convention center specialists and provides a description of necessary
components for a viable Convention Center. These design element requirements would apply to all of the
Expansion Alternatives and were thus identified in the DEIR.
4. COMMENT: A detailed design can provide a private access for event services. This is NOT a major
problem. (J. Gerard Cape11, ALA, SOCA)
RESPONSE Comment acknowledged. Please see response to Comment 3 above.
5.
COMMENT: The meeting rooms are in separate areas but the ones proposed in the upper space
of the Public Market at not only contiguous to the exhibit space but overlook it. This can be the same for
the existing meeting rooms if they can be saved and incorporated into the southern expansion. The eastern
meeting rooms are within short walking distance of the exhibit halls. THE COMMENT IS WITHOUT
BASIS, remove this comment.
RESPONSE Comment acknowledged. Please see response to Comment 3 above.
6. COMMENT: The comments that the parking lot is not connected to the public lobby is without
meaning since no parking lot was even requested by the City, and there are no parking lot scenarios
provided in any of the alternatives. Remove this comment. (J. Gerard Cape11, AIA, SOCA)
RESPONSE: Comment acknowledged. Please see response to Comment 3 above.
7. COMMENT: The loading dock area does need further architectural study. An underground facility
should be recommended since valuable surface land is required for exhibit space. (J. Gerard CapeII, AIA,
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SOCA)
RESPONSE: Comment acknowledged.
8.
COMMENT: Regarding last comment upon the image of a convention center, the consultants
should provide photos of various convention centers showing what is an "Identifiable Image". (J. Gerard
Capell, SOCA)
RESPONSE: Comment acknowledged. Please see response to Comment 3 above.
9. COMMENT: 4-1 Vittolo. Typo. Should be "Vitiello." (Sam J. Burns, City of Sacramento)
RESPONSE: The text on page 4-1 of the DEIR is hereby corrected.
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CHAPTER 4. SACRAMENTO COMMUNITY CONVENTION CENTER EXPANSION
CHAPTER 4.2 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING
SECTION G: TRAFFIC, CIRCULATION AND PARKING

1. COMMENT: In Table 4-8 on page 4-56, we question using the normal capacity assumption for a 2phase traffic signal at the .12th and J intersection. The green time for left turns at this signal from the
southbound direction is pre-empted by Light Rail vehicles once every 15 minutes during the peak hour.
At present, the queue of vehicles waiting to turn left sometimes backs through the 12th and I intersection.
THerefore, we question the calculation that this intersection is operating at level-of-service A. Since the
southbound left turns are projected to increase under all scenarios evaluated the frequency of Light Rail
vehicles will increase to every 7.5 minutes, we would like to see further analysis of traffic operations at this
intersection and possible mitigation measures. (Marilyn Kuntemeyer, Department of Public Works)
RESPONSE: The effect of Light Rail pre-emption at the 12th and "J" Street intersection is estimated to
decrease intersection LOS from "A" (v/c = 0.56) to "D" (v/c = 0.85) during signal cycles accommodating
Light Rail during the PM peak hour. Currently, the intersection operates on a 50 second cycle, with 27
seconds allocated to "J" Street and 23 seconds provided for 12th Street. Assuming a four car train disrupts
normal intersection operation for approximately 14 seconds (i.e., four car train at 20 mph plus recovery
time), then 28 percent of the total intersection cycle length is effected. Applying this percentage to the total
intersection capacity for a two-phase signal (1,500 vph) equates to 420 vehicles. This results in a v/c
increase from (0.56) to (0.85) at the 12th and "J" Street intersection during the PM peak hour when
vehicular volumes are impeded by Light Rail. Given current Light Rail headways (i.e., 15 minutes), the
resulting weighted average peak hour operation is (0.59) LOS "A".
Cumulative.projected volumes in conjunction with increased Light Rail headways (7.5 minutes) will result
in significant delays at 12th and "J" Street during the peak hours. LOS "D" is projected during the PM peak
hour with normal intersection operation. Light Rail delays will result in LOS "F' during effected signal
cycles, resulting in average operation in the LOS "E" range.

Geometric improvements at the 12th and "J" Street intersection will be required to maintain LOS "C". The
addition of an eastbound exclusive right turn lane will incrementally reduce delays as discussed in the DEIR.
Removal of on-street parking will be required.
Existing intersection geometries include three through lanes on "J" Street, a northbound right-turn-only lane
on 12th Street and two through lanes and a left turn lane on southbound 12th Street. Additional
intersection improvement mitigations include implementation of a dual southbound left turn lane from 12th
Street in conjunction with channelization to separate northbound right turns on 12th Street from conflicting
with southbound left turns onto "J" Street. Channelization of northbound right turns from 12th Street into
the curb side eastbound travel lane on "J" Street could be accomplished with removal of parking on "J"
Street east of 12th Street and channelization striping. This would permit dual southbound left turn
movements on 12th Street to occur simultaneously with northbound right turn movements. Striping would
include raised left turn channelization dots through the intersection, from the southbound left turn lanes
on 12th Street to the northern eastbound travel lanes on "J" Street. In addition, an eight inch solid line
on "J" Street east of 12th Street separating the two northerly "J" Street travel lanes from the southern curb
side lane would be required to prevent left turns from 12th Street from turning into the curbside travel lane
on "J" Street.
Eliminating northbound 12th Street movements at "J" Street under future conditions is also an alternative
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to channelization. The northbound 12th Street travel lane could be terminated south of "J" Street at a
major access such as the Hyatt parking garage. Thereby, reducing conflicting intersection movements at "J"
Street and permitting installation of a dual southbound left _turn lane.
2. COMMENT: Table 4-16 is key to the trip generation assumptions used for the traffic analysis, but it
is unclear how some of the numbers were derived. In particular, the calculation for the number of
employee vehicles should be presented in the table. Also, as mentioned under parking impacts, the
proposed parking spaces for 1300 I Street should be 475 and not 585, which will change the alternative
mode percentage. (Marilyn Kuntemeyer, Department of Public Works)
RESPONSE: The number of employee vehicles estimated for each office project in Table 4-16 was derived
by applying the assumed modal split to the estimated number of employees at each facility. The rate of
3.5 employees per 1,000 gsf was utilized and applied to the proposed symbol footages for each facility. The
percentages shown in Table 4-16 reflect reductions in employee vehicles projected to use the parking garage.
These are not percentage reductoins in employees. The modal split reduction estimated to be representative
of the downtown vicinity (20.5%, see Page 4-105 for discussion) was then applied to the base employee
estimates. The difference between ITE modal split characteristics and Sacramento modal split estimates (i.e.,
17% difference) was also accounted for as displayed in Table 4-17.
Proposed parking at the 1300 "I" building consists of 585 spaces. One hundred and ten (110) surface lot
spaces would be eliminated with development of the project resulting in 475 net spaces. This loss of
existing spaces has been accounted for in area wide parking demand estimates (see cumulative parking
impacts). However, Table 4-16 compares proposed parking to estimated employee parking demand at each
facility. Therefore, 585 spaces was used.
3. COMMENT: On Table 4-17, we question the validity of the assumption that the additional reduction
percentage shown in the last column can be applied to the daily trip generawtion rate. The additional
reduction percentage was calculated for the home-to-work trips of employees and should not apply to other
trips. In addition, if the 12th and K building is proposed for 500,000 square feet of office space, we
question the employee number of 1890 as shown in Table 4-17 At an employee density of 3.5 employees
per 1000 square feet, the 12th and project would have 1750 employees. (Marilyn Kuntemeyer, Department
of Public Works)
RESPONSE: The trip generation reduction percentages shown in the last column of Table 4-17 were
applied to daily trip rates and peak hour rates. This additional reduction. is based upon estimated parking
short falls and corresponding reductions in trip generation at project driveways. Therefore, as the majority
of spaces were assumed to be occupied by employees throughout the day, daily trip generation estimates
at project driveways were also reduced.
Phase I and II of the 12th and "K" building includes 240,000 gsf and 300,000 gsf respectively. Therefore,
540,000 gsf equates to 1,890 employees at 3.5 employees per 1,000 gsf.
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CHAPTER 4.2 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING
SECTION K: PUBLIC SERVICES AND UTILITIES

1.
COMMENT: SMUD's policy is to safely provide reliable electrical service and to extend its electric
facilities to serve all customers within its service area. SMUD has lead agency responsibilities for all electric
system improvements. Electrical facilities will be installed to serve this project and should be considered
part of this project, and approval of this project should also be considered as approval of these specific
facilities. (Paul Olmstead/SMUD Environmental Specialist)
RESPONSE: Comment acknowledged.
2.
COMMENT: The peak demand is dependent upon the alternatives chosen. The total electrical
peak demand for all the projects listed in this document could be 10.4 MW. This peak demand includes
the existing facility, plus largest of the alternatives and the three projects. This includes three office building
complexes previously evaluated.
Peak Demand
Existing Exhibit Hall
East Alternative
West Alternative
North Alternative
SOCA Alternative
13th and I
13th and J
12th and K
Phase I and 11

.4 MW
.8 MW
.8 MW
1.0 MW
2.0 MW
1.8 MW
2.3 MW
3.9 MW

All the information included in the EIR is adequate and sufficiently addresses the impact to SMUD by these
proposals. (Paul Olmstead/SMUD Environmental Specialist)
RESPONSE: Comment acknowledged.
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CHAPTER 4.3 - 4.7. POTENTIAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES
SECTION A: LAND USE

1.
COMMENT: Page 4-80. The available land square footage for the East Alternative is 119,000, and
the proposed expansion is well over 150,000 s.f. FOR ALL PROPOSALS, INDICATE THE AVAILABLE
SQUARE FOOTAGE OF THE ALTERNATIVES. This is very important with regard to the exhibit hall
space. (J. Gerard CapeII, AIA, SOCA)
RESPONSE: The intended distribution of additional area for the Expansion is identified in the Technical
Project Descriptions, section 2.3 of Chapter 2. This information addresses the general plans for expansion
for each of the East, West, and North Alternatives. For the North Alternative, the additional expansion
development of about 40,000 square feet would be devoted to removal of loading docks from public streets.
2. COMMENT: (East Alternative). Page 4-82, Zoning Ordinance. The proposed site is zoned C-3 for
the most intense commercial use. However, the expansion of the proposed Convention Center involving
a single story building over two blocks with no mixed-use is not the Highest and Most Intense use. The
City is not making best use of available land in the three alternatives. Please identify this fact. (J. Gerard
Cape11, AIA, SOCA).
RESPONSE: Comment acknowledged.
3. COMMENT: (SOCA Alternative). Page 4-229, The SOCA Proposal. The report does not mention
at all the ability to phase the construction of the expansion allowing for greater financing flexibility. Also
the SOCA Proposal, as written, recommended using Private-public development agreement for all work east
of 14th Street. (J. Gerard Cape11, AIA, SOCA)
RESPONSE: Comment acknowledged.
4. COMMENT: (SOCA Alternative). Page 4-229, third paragraph. Upon closer examination it appears
that the existing meeting rooms can be kept and used also for the expanded Convention Center. This would
allow their continued use while other construction was underway and provide meeting rooms adjacent to
the existing exhibit halls. (J. Gerard Cape11, AIA, SOCA)
RESPONSE: Comment acknowledged.
5. COMMENT: (SOCA Alternative). Page 4-231, Consultant comments. See the rebuttal above, page
4-3. There is also another comment not included on page 4-3. This involves the closing of the existing
meeting halls. The comment for Page 4-229 addresses this, and even if the existing meeting rooms were
to be demolished for the exhibit space, because of the two locations, meeting rooms at the Public Market
site could be constructed before the demolition of the existing facility thereby not losing a valuable resource.
(J. Gerard Cape11, AIA, SOCA)
RESPONSE: Comment acknowledged. Please see response to Comment 3 in section 4.1 above.
6. COMMENT: Subsequent to Citizens of Goleta Valley vs. Board of Supen, isors, 197 Cal. App. 3d 1167
(January 1988), it is necessary to investigate a range of reasonable alternative sites. This is particularly
important if further expansion will be required which will make the current proposal obsolete or in need
of additional land. Possible sites include Cal Expo, a riverfront site, Sutter's Landing, or the Southern
Pacific yards. (Dennis Nuefeld, SOCA)
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RESPONSE The nature of the proposed use, a Convention Center, dictates the need for specific private
and public support facilities and services. The market analysis for the Convention Center expansion
indicated that the City's support facilities for an expanded facility are located within the Central City.
Furthermore, the project as proposed is the expansion of an existing Center; this inherently limits the
potential sites for alternatives.
7. COMMENT: (East Alternative) #5 Loading Dock facility. Buffered from nearby uses and the street
using landscape setback and noise barriers. This may not be possible due to space restrictions. (Sam J.
Burns, City of Sacramento)
RESPONSE: Comment acknowledged.
8. COMMENT: 4-119 Convention Center Dock Area. Loading dock area and design are important to
the number of shows that are booking. The ease in move-in and -out equates to more events that can be
scheduled. (Sam J. Burns, City of Sacramento)
RESPONSE: Comment acknowledged.
9. COMMENT: (SOCA Alternative) 4-230 Compatibility with Adjacent Land Uses. Paragraph 1. Must
readily agree of the conflict of loading dock issues due to the present conditions of 14th Street and Merriam
tenant conflict. In our opinion, there is a conflict in land use between residential and the Convention
Center in such close proximity. This is in traffic, noise, and air quality. (Sam J. Burns, City of Sacramento)
RESPONSE: Comment acknowledged.
10. COMMENT: Reference should be given to building concepts identified for office space north of L
Street as outlined in the Capitol Area Plan (1977) prepared by the State Department of General Services.
The large scale of the proposed office developments is generally within the guidelines of the CAP which
calls for floor area ratios north of L Street to be consistent with surrounding structures. (Edward F. Bielski,
Department of General Services)
RESPONSE: The comment provides information concerning the consistency of the proposed plans for the
office buildings with the Capitol Area Plan. As indicated in the comment, the Plan specifies that floor area
ratios should be consistent with surrounding uses. It is important to note that the office buildings proposed
for I and J streets would comply with this guideline if the Pacific Bell Building is used as a point of
reference. The 12th and K Street Tower would require further review for a determination on compliance.
Please see Appendix B for a review of Capitol Area Plan guidelines and office project compliance.
11. COMMENT: In addition, the Urban Design Element of the Capitol Area Plan identifies an existing
cluster of tall buildings of 200 feet or greater in height. The projects described in the DEIR are outside
the building group bounded on the west by the Ellis and 926 J Street buildings and on the east by the
Pacific Telephone Building. (Edward F. Bielski, Department of General Services)
RESPONSE: Please see Response to Comment 4.
12. COMMENT: The Capitol Park is the most notable open space in downtown Sacramento. The DEIR
does not adequately address the impact the proposed addition of office space in excess of one million square
feet will have on the use and maintenance to the park as the result of an influx of workers and visitors to
the proposed developments. (Edward F. Bielski, Department of General Services)
RESPONSE: The Capitol Park is outside of the project area evaluated in the DEIR. However, an analysis
of the impacts of intensified urban uses upon park use was included in the Sacramento General Plan Update
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EIR. The office building projects would be a part of the overall program for intensified downtown use
planned in the Sacramento General Plan. In this context, the projects would have cumulative effects on
Park use and maintenance. The increases in use of the park by office workers and business visitors would
be difficult to quantify and would vary on daily basis. Due to the proximity of the Park, it would attract
workers and some visitors during the lunch hour. This would result in the need for additional maintenance,
primarily for control of litter and landscaping care.
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CHAPTER 4.3 - 4.7. POTENTIAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES
SECTION B: HISTORIC PRESERVATION AND CULTURAL RESOURCES

1. COMMENT: Of the four (4) East Alternative's Mitigations for avoiding the demolition of the
Merrium, only retaining the existing building makes sense. Retaining the facade only results in the
destruction of the structure's architectural integrity along with encouraging, politically, a deceptive, impotent,
and embarrassing approach to historical preservation. (Dennis Neufeld, SOCA)
RESPONSE: Comment acknowledged.
2. COMMENT: The other suggested mitigation approaches: (a) relocating the building to another site,
and (2) relocating the facade to another site or both technologically unrealistic and preservationally
insulting. (Dennis Neufeld, SOCA)
RESPONSE: The comment ignores the contextual discussion of mitigation measures as presented on pages
4-87 and 4-88 of the DEIR. These pages address the feasibility and reasonableness of the mitigation
maesures.
3. COMMENT: A key point: The retention of the Merrium building would not significantly reduce the
convention center space. It is built upon an 80' lot, or just 6,400 sf, or the approx. size of a typical
residential lot. (Dennis Neufeld, SOCA)
RESPONSE: This information was presented on page 4-87 of the DEIR.
4. COMMENT: The East, West and North Alternatives will require demolition of historically significant
properties. They are:
(a)

East: Merrium Apartment Building (A City Priority Structure)

(b)

West: Public Market and Esquire Theater (both City Essential Structures)

(c)

West: W.P. Fuller & Co. Building and Neva Hotel (both City Priority Structures)

(d)

North: Gallion Building ( A City Priority Structure)

Only the SOCA Alternative avoids the destruction of such vital historical properties. (Dennis Nuefeld,
SOCA)
RESPONSE: Comment acknowledged.
5. COMMENT: We believe that the substantial loss of the Merrium as a historical structure and valuable
housing is in violation of CEQA, because it cannot be properly mitigated. It is also clearly contradictory
to the City's General Plan. (Dennis Nuefeld, SOCA)
RESPONSE: Comment acknowledged.
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CHAPTER 4.3 - 4.7. POTENTIAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES
SECTION C: POPULATION

1. COMMENT: Page 4-89. With the current housing situation, and high occupancy rates in the
downtown area, the report should emphasize the value of maintaining and providing new housing in the
downtown. All proposals, except the SOCA Alternative, reduces the housing stock. (J. Gerard Cape11, AIA,
SOCA)
RESPONSE: The topic of Housing is addressed on page 4-92 and 4-93.
2. COMMENT: (West Alternative). Page 4-152, bottom of the page. The last paragraph is completely
out of context, it belongs to the East Alternative. (J. Gerard Cape11, ALA, SOCA)
RESPONSE: Comment is correct; the last paragraph on page 4-152 is deleted.
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CHAPTER 43-4.7 - POTENTIAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES
SECTION D: EMPLOYMENT
1. COMMENT: The DEIR does not identify additional child care needs created in downtown Sacramento
as a result of these projects. Mitigation measures should be identified as needed. (Edward F. Bielski,
Department of General Services)

RESPONSE: The City of Sacramento has passed a resolution (87-1032) which requires SHRA and City
public projects to comply with any future child care ordinances enacted by the City. The City anticipates
the passage of a child care ordinance by September 1988. The draft version of this ordinance requires
new buildings with 250,000 square feet of space or at least 1,000 employees to make provisions for on-site
child care facilities accommodating infants, toddlers, and pre-school children. The ordinance requires
smaller projects to provide in-lieu fees for child care. It should be noted that the 12th and K Street Office
project involves SHRA participation; the applicant is presently co-operating with the City's child care
coordinator to meet expected child care requirements. It should be noted that both state and federal
agencies specify child care provisions for leased space. The 13th and J Street Office project includes a
federal agency as a major tenant. Any state leases for office space will also have implications for the
provision of child care.
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CHAPTER 4.3 - 4.7 POTENTIAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES
SECTION E: HOUSING

I. COMMENT: (SOCA Alternative). Consultant clearly recognized time and time again through the
document the importance of increasing the housing stock in the downtown corridor. It was something that
no other proposal in the entire document and nothing within even the City confines have been able to
include. I would also like to emphasize and again you know -- I call to the Commission's attention the
importance that all projects list comply to the urban guidelines. (J. Gerard CapeII, A1A, SOCA, Oral
Testimony)
RESPONSE: Comment acknowledged.
2. COMMENT: (Housing). Page 4-92 of the report states that "the loss of housing in the downtown area
would be a significant adverse impact". As the general partners responsible for the operation of the
Merrium Apartments, we'd like to put some economic reason into significant adverse impact on what?
The following statistics will show that economically there is no significant adverse effect to the
elimination of the Merrium. These statistics would weigh much more in favor of the elimination
of the Merrium if it had not been for the fact that for the past 3 years the residents have been kept
in constant turmoil over whether or not they were going to have an apartment to live in. New
residents did not move in because they were concerned as to when they would be kicked out. The
only beneficial effect for the present residents is the fact that their rents should have been increased
$64.00 a month.
Elimination of the Merrium has no significant economic impact! There is charm to the building
but to provide the economics for the building to operate competitively in the marketplace, even with
all the charm, many thousands of dollars will have to be spent and the rents increased at least
$64.00 per month, 20% just for it to break even. (Ray Stone, Hank Fisher Properties)
RESPONSE: Comment acknowledged. The Housing section referenced identifies the City policies used as
a basis for the conclusion of significance.
3. COMMENT: (SOCA Alternative). Page 4-240. Satellite parking is a great idea but has rarely worked.

(J. Gerard Cape11, A1A, SOCA)

RESPONSE: Comment acknowledged.
4. COMMENT: (SOCA Alternative). Page 4-240. Regional and National conventions would fill all the
hotels throughout the Sacramento area, and because of relatively few taxis and a limited mass transit system
the attendants would rent automobiles. (J. Gerard CapeII, AIA, SOCA)
RESPONSE: Page 4-240 addresses SOCA Alternative HOusing; the comment needs further clarification.
5. COMMENT: (SOCA Alternative). Page 4-240, Housing. Greater emphasis should be directed to the
value of housing in the downtown, especially with regard to lower crime rates and increased economic value.
The Merrium is in excellent condition which has not clearly pointed out, and it provides very affordable
housing. These facts should be included under the housing paragraph, 4.2 E. (J. Gerard Cape11, AIA,
SOCA)

23

RESPONSE: Comment acknowledged. Page 4-240 is amended to include this additional information.

6. COMMENT: (East Alternative). Via the East Alternative, the loss of the Merrium Apartments would
result in the demolition of 41 units, which are homes for 46 residents. The loss of permanent downtown
residents is the opposite effect expressed in the City's goal of maintaining a stable downtown population
base. (Dennis Neufeld, SOCA)
RESPONSE: Comment acknowledged.
7. COMMENT: (East Alternative). There would be higher cost associated with the East Alternative to
pay for the relocation of the 46 residents from the Merrium. At $5,000 to $7,000 per resident (estimate),
that would be $230,000 to $322,000 added cost, which is probably a conservative estimate. (Dennis Neufeld,
SOCA)

RESPONSE: Comment acknowledged.
8. COMMENT: (East Alternative). There would be extreme difficulty in finding suitable substitute
housing for the displaced residents in the Central City, considering the 1.8% vacancy rate in DowntownMidtown rental market (Coldwell Banker, 1987). (Dennis Neufeld, SOCA)

RESPONSE: Page 4-89 presents information concerning potential impacts on population levels due to
housing conditions in the Central City.
9. COMMENT: (West Alternative). Under the West Alternative, Wendell Hotel would be demolished,
with 19 rental units lost. This loss of population downtown would also be a significant adverse impact,
though not as great as the loss of the Merrium. (Dennis Nuefeld, SOCA)
RESPONSE: Comment acknowledged.
10. COMMENT: (SOCA Alternative). The SOCA Alternative is the only approach that adds housing
units to the project area. Some 90-112 units would be added. This addition to the downtown permanent
population provides impetus to improving the desired "24-hours" Central City. (Dennis Neufeld, SOCA)

RESPONSE: Comment acknowledged.
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CHAPTER 4.3 - 4.7. POTENTIAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES
SECTION F: VISUAL QUALITY
1. COMMENT: (SOCA Alternative). I would also like to mention that the SOCA Proposal is not a
stepping stone, its our design, we've paid for this, its all been done on voluntary time and in a very short
period of time. Many of the detailed and complex questions that our program has raised have not been
addressed. So the comments made by the architecture firm consultants are either mistaken, misleading or
erroneous. I will agree that certain issues do need further resolution, the loading dock is clearly one -- the
loading and unloading of trucks on 14th and J Street -- moving to state analysis is the assumption that
the meeting rooms are contiguous with existing exhibit space. It is one that is suppose to be across 14th
Street and raise slightly in the site of retailers. This proposal is not even needed at this point, if the
existing meeting halls are utilized which are more contiguous and even more adjacent to the proposed
expansion hall enlargements. The meeting halls above as opposed to the upper stories of the public market
will be overlooking into the Exhibit Hall below. I can't imagine anything closer than that. One of the
negative criticism or criticism in general was the fact that my parking structure was not adjacent to the
lobby space. The City hasn't even proposed a parking space. SOCA Proposal has the least negative impact
on parking. (J. Gerard Cape11, AIA, SOCA)
RESPONSE: Comment acknowledged.
2. COMMENT: (SOCA Alternative). There is also a concern which I praise the consultants for
identifying the architect SOCA Proposal does not represent visual massing and the character of the
Convention Center.
With the SOCA Proposal, I think, again looking at the photomontages it is by far the least offensive visual
and maybe we might have to rely on the fact that it has a large sign outside. I much rather have some
one say, "Where's the Convention Center, oh, that's the big over lit sign on the side of J Street." Then did
you see that building how it goes up four stories and goes down three blocks -- that's it. (J. Gerard C,apell,
ALA, SOCA)
RESPONSE: Comment acknowledged.
3. COMMENT: Page 4-33. The Pacific Bell building is noted as being not particularly sensitive to the
surrounding development and disrupt the scale and rhythm of the existing development. The existing
Convention Center should also be named. (J. Gerard Cape11, AIA, SOCA)
RESPONSE: Comment acknowledged.
4. COMMENT: Chapter 4.3 F, Visual Quality. The impact of the expanded Convention Center with its
current architectural materials and style should be compared with the Pacific Bell Building for the .three
alternatives. (J. Gerard Capell, ALA, SOCA)
RESPONSE: The Visual Contrast sections for each alternative address the impacts of the proposed
Expansion on adjoining structures and uses.
5. COMMENT: Figure 4-24, Photomontage B, Remove the existing trees above the proposed Convention
Center. This makes the building look smaller than what the drawing should indicate. (J. Gerard Capell,
AIA, SOCA)
RESPONSE: The photosimulation presented in Figure 4-24, Photomontage B, is scaled correctly. The
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facade for the Convention Center Expansion is set back from the sidewalk, consequantly appearing smaller
than the tree in the foreground.
6. COMMENT: (East Alternative). Page 4-94. Change the word block to CLOSED on the last line of
the first paragraph. (J. Gerard Cape11, ALA, SOCA)
RESPONSE: The terms "block" and "close" are synonomous; no change is needed.
7. COMMENT: One of the goals of the Capitol Area Plan is for new buildings to "complement the
Capitol and be a backup which does not compete with it either in scale or detail" (page 5). The proposed
buildings should be evaluated with regard to their collective impact of the visual importance of the Capitol
building to the city skyline. (Edward F. Bielski, Department of General Services)
RESPONSE: Please see Appendix B for an evaluation of office building compliance with provisions of
the Capitol Area Plan.
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CHAPTER 4.3 - 4.7. POTENTIAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES
SECTION G: TRAFFIC, CIRCULATION & PARKING

1. COMMENT: (East Alternative) 4-102 G. Traffic, Parking and Circulation. Trip Generation.
Paragraph 2. Analysis of short-term parking deficient. On-street spaces surrounding facilities are inadequate
at present. (Sam J. Burns, City of Sacramento)
RESPONSE: Comment acknowledged. Existing parking conditions, both on- and off- street, within a three
block radius of the convention center are presented under "Existing Parking Conditions". On-street spaces
were approximately 85% occupied. Short term parking space deficiencies at any of the proposed project
sites will further degrade existing parking conditions.
2. COMMENT: (Fast Alternative) 4-105 Paragraph 1. Ample parking opportunities for single occupant
vehicles. Existing problems indicate otherwise. What happens to eliminating of current surface lots and
reduction to on-street parking? City is reducing available monthly parking garages. (Sam J. Burns, City
of Sacramento)
RESPONSE: "Ample parking opportunities" is stated with reference to published ITE trip rates for office
developments. This is not the case for downtown Sacramento offices. Therefore, the additional modal split
which would be required for downtown employees as a result of existing parking deficiencies has been
accounted for in site specific trip generation assumptions.
3. COMMENT: (East Alternative) 4-118 Auditorium and Convention Center Theater. Theater use. Midday use must be considered for move-in, rehearsal and periodic daytime events. With the addition of
another theater, the market potential of more events is a factor. (Sam J. Burns, City of Sacramento)
RESPONSE: Exclusive use of the Memorial Auditorium for evening concerts was identified as an operating
assumption for the analysis. Daily trip generation and parking conditions account for Memorial Auditorium
events.
4. COMMENT: (East Alternative) 4-121 Mitigation Measures. Paragraph a., Limit Size of "Short-Term"
Weekday Events. Program controls are inappropriate in marketing convention facilities; this would include
limiting the size of short-term weekday events. A measure to consider is the possibility of underground
parking for the Center. (Sam J. Burns, City of Sacramento)
RESPONSE: Comment acknowledged.
5. COMMENT: (East Alternative) 4-123 Truck Loading. Agree that it should be located on lower
volume street but design may prohibit this in consideration of present and possible future expansion.
(Sam J. Burns, City of Sacramento)
RESPONSE: Comment acknowledged. Further analysis of loading dock operations will require preliminary
design , of these facilities.
6. COMMENT: (West Alternative) 4-167 Parking Impacts, Convention Center Dock Area. Impacts may
be the same but circumstances are totally different. Clarify that there may be a conflict with the adjacent
area Mall to south, light rail along 12th Street to the east, and J Street to the north is a major downtown
transportation corridor. (Sam J. Burns, City of Sacramento)
RESPONSE: Comment acknowledged. The West Alternative will require sufficient on-site loading facilities
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and maneuvering area for truck volumes due to adjacent light rail facilities and high volume roadways (i.e.,
12th Street and "J" Street).
7. COMMENT: (West Alternative) 4-168 Parking. Parking mitigation measures. Same concerns as East

Alternative, 4-105, Paragraph 1. (Sam J. Burns, City of Sacramento)
RESPONSE: Please see Response for parking comment on East Alternative.

Alternative) 4-209 Parking Impacts. Paragraph 2. This alternative creates a loss
of an additional 122 parking spaces more than East or West. This causes an already bad condition to get
worse. (Sam J. Burns, City of Sacramento)
8. COMMENT: (North

RESPONSE
» Comment acknowledged. The loss of existing surface lot parking spaces at individual sites

has been identified and accounted for in total parking demand/deficiency estimates.
9. COMMENT: (North Alternative) 4-209 Convention Center Dock Area. Although the design features

remain the same, the surrounding area is different. "I" Street is a major transportation corridor. (Sam J.
Burns, City of Sacramento)
RESPONSE: Comment acknowledged. Docking facilities should be located adjacent to low volume

roadways (i.e., 13th and 14th Streets for the North Alternative).
10. COMMENT: (North Alternative) 4-211 Error under Truck Loading. No recommendation for
NORTH. (Sam J. Burns, City of Sacramento)
RESPONSE: Please see Response to above Comment on Convention Center Dock Area.
11. COMMENT: (SOCA Alternative) 4-248 Traffic, Parking, and Circulation; Trip Generation. The
added trip generation of approximately 17% more than the other alternatives is of vast concern due to the
problems with traffic, circulation, and parking now in the study area. (Sam J. Burns, City of Sacramento)
RESPONSE: Comment acknowledged.
12. COMMENT: (SOCA Alternative) 4-250 Parking Demands. Paragraph 1. Clarify parking demands
for commercial and retail space. (Sam J. Burns, City of Sacramento)
RESPONSE: Parking demands for proposed commercial and residential facilities associated with the SOCA
Alternative have been quantified to determine the resulting net parking spaces which would be available in
the proposed structure for Convention Center activities. The commercial retail space will primarily provide
shopping opportunities for local residents, area employees and Convention Center attendees. The estimated
parking demands are as outlined on P. 4-250 of the DEIR.
13. COMMENT: (SOCA Alternative) 4-251 Parking, Impacts. Paragraph 2. Parking impacts are greater
in the worst-case scenario compared to North or West Alternative. (Sam J. Burns, City of Sacramento)
RESPONSE: The SOCA worst-case parking scenario would result in an additional 1,380 required spaces
outside the study area. The North and West Alternatives would both require an additional 1,760 spaces.

14. COMMENT: (SOCA Alternative) 4-251 Convention Center Dock Area. Again, circumstances are
different, but here they would be in conflict with residential and dining establishments. (Sam J. Burns, City
of Sacramento)
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RESPONSE: Comment acknowledged.
15. COMMENT: (SOCA Alternative) 4-253 Error under Truck Loading. No recommendations for SOCA.
(Sam J. Burns, City of Sacramento)
RESPONSE: Comment acknowledged. Further analysis of loading dock operations will require preliminary
design of these facilities.
16. COMMENT: Caltrans is concerned that this Draft EIR, as with other documents prepared for the
downtown area, does not address impacts to State facilities. We are particullarly concerned about impacts
to ramps on Business 80 and Interstate 5 during peak hours, as noted in our letter of July 10, 1987, in
response to the notice of preparation. (Sam J. Burns, City of Sacramento)
RESPONSE: The projects would add incrementally to travel demands on the facilities in question, however,
quantification of impacts/demands at these locations was not included in the scope of the EIR.
17. COMMENT: The EIR should include a discussion of existing and future transportation conditions with
an a.m. and p.m. peak LOS calculated for the 15th/16th, W/X access with Interstate Business 80; and the
I/J Street accesses with Interstate 5. Because 13th Street is an official bicycle route into the Capitol Area,
the impact of the proposed project on bicyclle activity should be included in the EIR with mitigating
measures identified as needed. (Edward F. Bielski, Department of General Services)
RESPONSE: The projects would add incrementally to travel demands on the facilities in question, however,
quantification of impacts/demands at these locations was not included in the scope of the EIR. An increase
of approximately 200 peak hour vehicles is projected for 13th Street north of "J" Street with Convention
Center expansion and office project developments (East Alternative). However, additional volumes will
primarily utilize the two block segment of 13th Street between "J" Street and "H" Street to circulate to the
sites via 13th Street. This will result in additional potential automobile/bicycle conflicts. However, the
additional volumes are not estimated to significantly effect bike route operation.
18. COMMENT: (East Alternative). My name is Tom Powers and I live at 1017 14th Street, Merrium
Apartments. I have been able to read over certain sections of the EIR files and one question that I have
is regarding the eastward Expansion. And right now the Community Center enjoins about a three block
radius in regards to bagging parking meters and leaving it there for an unlimited time subject to removal
only at their discretion. The EIR does not seem to address this issue. If the Community Center is -expands to the east, the Community Center's influence will increase in regards to city blocks and the
number of meters -- that can be bad. And how will this affect the residential and zones as far as our. -by this dimensions by this expansion in that direction? (Tom Powers, resident)
RESPONSE: The "bagging" of meters is primarily for the purposes of convention exhibit unloading and
loading. The market analysis identifies the need for additional loading docks under current and future
conditions at the Convention Center. The programming and planning process for center expansion will need
to address the requirements for adequate loading docks. The addition of loading docks within an expanded
Convention Center would most likely alleviate the current and future need for "bagging" parking meters for
exhibit set-up and tear-down.
19. COMMENT: Table 4-24 SUMMARY F PROJECT PARKING IMPACTS. The list identifies the
West Alternative, is this correct? Or is this the East Alternative as mentioned on page 4-119? Please
correct. (J. Gerard Capell, AIA, SOCA)
RESPONSE: Table 4-24 accurately represents the West Alternative parking conditions. The text describes
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the parking conditions for the East Alternative.
20. COMMENT: (North Alternative). Page 4-210, Parking Mitigation measures. The recommendations
are highly doubtful considering the natural greed of any event planner. Limiting Short-term Weekday
Events, and Restricting Event Schedules for the sake of available parking is not a realistic concerns and
these measures will not be taken. (J. Gerard Cape11, AIA, SOCA)
RESPONSE: Comment acknowledged. The comment presents an opinion concerning mitigation
implementation.
21. COMMENT: (North Alternative). Page 4-211, paragraph 3. The last line mis-identifies the Alternative
as the East, and K Street would not be affected by the North Alternative. (J. Gerard Capell, ALA, SOCA)
RESPONSE: Comment acknowledged. Page 4-211 is modified to reflect this change in text.

30

CHAPTER 4.3 - 4.7 - POTENTIAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES
SECTION H: NOISE

1. COMMENT: (East Alternative) 4-127 Noise - Mitigation Measures. • 1. Loading docks should be
designed to be away from residential, hotel, and church users or should be depressed. This may be
impossible to design for present or future expansion considedrations. (Sam J. Burns, City of Sacramento)
RESPONSE: Comment acknowledged.
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CHAPTER 4.3 - 4.7 - POTENTIAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES
SECTION K: PUBLIC SERVICE AND UTILITIES
I. COMMENT: Under the Impact Category of "Public Services and Utilities", this document does not
address the impacts any of the potential expansions could have on the Solid Waste Collection and Disposal
Utility. (Reginald Young, Department of Public Works)
RESPONSE: The proposed Convention Center expansion and office building projects would increase the
amount of solid waste generated and requiring disposal. The City estimates that office building uses
generate about 1 lb. of refuse per 100 square feet of office space each day. This generation rate would
result in the production of 1.1 tons per day for the first phase of the 12th and K Street Tower, 1.18 tons
from the 13th and I Street project, and 1.5 tons per day from the 13th and J Street Building. City-wide
generation of refuse is approximately 730 tons per day.
In that the City's landfill is scheduled for closure in late 1990, the proposed projects will cumulatively
contribute to the demand for a new disposal site or additional capacity. The extent of the demand will
depend upon the extent to which recycling efforts can reduce the amounts of solid waste generated by the
project.
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CHAPTER 4.3 - 4.7. POTENTIAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES
SECTION L: FISCAL IMPACTS

1. COMMENT: Table 4-27, Projected Revenues and Expenditures. A cost vs revenue chart for each of
the projects should be provided showing the pay-back of each project over 5, 10, and 20 years. (J. Gerard
CapeII, AIA, SOCA)
RESPONSE: The table presents the expected fiscal conditions for 1992-1993, five years hence. An analysis
for a 10 and 20 year period would be highly speculative; CEQA Guidelines preclude speculative analysis.
2. COMMENT: Table 4-27, Project Revenues and Expenditures. It should be noted that recent City
acquisitions of land were not included in the Costs, the purchase of the "Parking Lot" behind the Merrium
would have added 1.8 million dollars. Also the market value of all City owned land, proposed for the
alternatives, should be given in the event that the City did not use the land for the expansion and then were
to sell or develop the land under higher or alternative uses. (J. Gerard, AIA, SOCA)
RESPONSE: Comment acknowledged.
3. COMMENT: The cost of the SOCA Proposal should not include the cost of the new housing, the
parking structure, and the development to the East of 14th Street since this can be minimizing City funds.
A full break-down of how these costs were developed need to be included. (J. Gerard, AIA, SOCA)
RESPONSE: The comment requires further clarification regarding sources of development for various
elements of the SOCA Alternative prior to revision of the cost estimates. The cost assumptions for this
analysis are presented in Appendix A of this FEIR.
4. COMMENT: Clarify the financial assumptions used in the fiscal analysis. (Sam J. Burns, City of
Sacramento)
RESPONSE: Please see Appendix A for a discussion of the assumptions used as a basis for the fiscal
analysis.
5. COMMENT: Clarify the treatment of the Transient Occupancy Tax revenue assumption. Clarify the
treatment of the debt service amounts. Clarify the treatment of the operating costs, including special
considerations, duplicated equipment, and security. Clarify the treatment of the capital costs, including land
values, elevators, additional support facilities, and mechanical plant facilities. (Sam J. Burns, City of
Sacramento)
RESPONSE: Please see Appendix A for a description of assumptions used in the fiscal analysis. It should
be noted that the background assumptions have been clarified and updated in the Appendix. The table
included in the Appendix indicates revised fiscal effects which reflect changes in assumptions used in the
preparation of the DEIR. (The table will be discussed in detail here.)
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CHAFFER 5

No comments were received for Sections 5.3: B-D; E-F; H-N.
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CHAPTER 5. 13TH AND I STREET OFFICE BUILDING
SECTION 5.1 PROJECT DESCRIPTION

1. COMMENT: Page 5-1, the analysis must include an alternative other than the "no-project" alternative!
A proposal should be developed which minimizes or avoids the environmental impacts of the project as
proposed. This is required under CEQA. Suggest a 7 to 8 story alternative project of approximately 112
the density. (Same comment applies to the other two office projects. (Steve Sanders, President, SOCA)
RESPONSE: Please see the response to Comment 3 in Chapter 3 comments above. Densities for office
uses were addressed through the Development Scenarios, Chapter 8. CEQA also presents discussion
concerning the range of alternatives required in an EIR, specifically Section 15126.d.5.
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CHAPTER 5.3. POTENTIAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES
SECTION A: LAND USE

I. COMMENT: Page 5-8, what about compliance with childcare provisions of Urban Design Plans?
(Steve Sanders, President, SOCA)
RESPONSE: The comment is correct. Page 5-8 is changed to include the following mitigation measure:
"1. The proposed project must address the requirement for childcare facilities as specified by City policy."
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CHAPTER 5.3.POTENTIAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES
SECTION E: HOUSING

1. COMMENT: Page 5-14, the new demand for housing generated by the project needs to be quantified.
(Steve Sanders, President, SOCA)
RESPONSE: The detailed analysis of housing conditions in the Central City is currently under evaluation
in a separate study specifically for the downtown area. Based upon the generation of new employment
positions as described in the Employment sections for the DEIR, the office building projects would be
expected to stimulate demand for 1,037 to 1,286 additional housing units in the Sacramento area. The
demand for housing would extend to areas outside of the City as well as within the community. The
proportion of additonal housing from each project would be as follows.:
o

13th and J Street project: 235 - 291 housing units;

o

13th and I Street office: 431 - 534 housing units;

o

12th and K Street Tower:

371 - 461 housing units.

The actual demand for additional housing could be less depending upon the extent to which the projects
provide employment for underemployed residents. The expansion of the Convention Center would rely upon
outside private services for support and would therfore have no direct effects on employment and subsequent
housing demand.
2. COMMENT: Page 5-14, in addition, the potential central city housing demand generated by the project
needs to be assessed, and the availability of the appropriate type of housing to meet the demand should be
evaluated. (Steve Sanders, President, SOCA)
RESPONSE: Please see response to Comment 1 above.
3. COMMENT: Page 5-14, there is a potential for the project and related projects to create a demand
for central city housing beyond the capacity of the existing supply to accommodate. The cumulative impact
on housing supply in the central city must be addressed. (Steve Sanders, President, SOCA)
RESPONSE: Please see response to Comment l above.
4. COMMENT: Page 5-14, appropriate mitigation would include retention of existing housing, such as
the Merrium Apartments, and development of new housing in the area, as included in the SOCA Proposal.
(Same comment applies to the other office projects.) (Steve Sanders, President, SOCA)
RESPONSE: Comment acknowledged.
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CHAPTER 5.3. POTENTIAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES
SECTION G: TRAFFIC, CIRCULATION AND PARKING
1. COMMENT: Page 5-26, we support the provision of financial assistance to RT. (Steve Sanders,

President, SOCA)
RESPONSE: Comment acknowledged.

38

CHAPTER 5.4. NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVE

1. COMMENT: Page 5-47, this must include a smaller-scale project alternative! This discussion of project
alternatives for the office projects needs to be expanded. (Steve Sanders, President, SOCA)
RESPONSE: Please see response to Comment 3 in Chapter 3 comments.
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CHAPTER 6

No comments were received for the following sections on 6.3 C-E.

CHAPTER 6. 13TH AND J STREET OFFICE BUILDING
SECTION 6.1 PROJECT DESCRIPTION

1. COMMENT: The developer and architect propose a project which in no way meets the adopted Urban
Design Architectural Guidelines. (J. Gerard C,apell„ AIA, SOCA)
RESPONSE: Comment acknowledged.
2. COMMENT: The City and/or consultant should investigate the proposal with the Corp of Engineers
since the original proposal to them was for a building substantially smaller in scale and different in
appearance. The original design was done by another architectural firm which was not properly paid by the
developer. The original architect quit the project and the developer has had to contract with another firm
which has designed this poorly throughout and insensitive project. (J. Gerard CapeII, AIA, SOCA)
RESPONSE: Comment acknowledged.
3. COMMENT: A comparison of this building, the City's proposed Convention Center, and the Pacific
Bell Building and their cumulative Visual Impact on J Street should be stressed. (J. Gerard Cape11, AIA,
SOCA)
RESPONSE: Please see response to Comment 4 in Chapter 4.3 - 4.7 comments.
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CHAPTER 6. 13TH AND J STREET OFFICE BUILDING
SECTION 6.2 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING
1. COMMENT: General Comment. Throughout this DEIR, the project is described as the 13th and J
Street Office Building. The first paragraph of this section describes its proposed location as "the southern
half of the block bounded by 13th Street, 14th Street, I Street and J Street (Figure 2-5)". Actually, the
proposed project, currently unnamed as known provisionally as 1325 J Street, will occupy the northwest
corner of 14th and J Streets, and most of the southern half of the above-described block. The corner of
13th and J Streets is occupied by the Park Plaza Center office building at 1303 J Street. This building has
a great frontage on J Street which extends for about 80 feet east of 13th Street. The site of the 1325 J
Street Building (14th and J Streets) is accurately depicted in Figure 2-5. (Carissimi Rohrer Harper
Associates)
RESPONSE: Comment acknowledged.

1
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CHAPTER 6.3. POTENTIAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES
SECTION A: LAND USE

I. COMMENT: (Relocation and Demolition of Existing Uses). The Gallion Building at the corner of
14th and J Streets is a three-story wood-frame structure more than 50 years old. Architecturally, it is not
very distinguished. If the building ever contained any significant decorative elements on its two street
facades, these were removed some years ago. As stated in the Historic Resources Inventory information
prepared in 1981 for the California Department of Parks and Recreation, "The ground floor has been
altered from its 1911 appearance, possibly during a 1939 remodeling. The building may have been
resurfaced and the cornice altered. The usual freeze banding or belt course separating first and upper floors
is lacking and may have been deleted." The inventory form also describes the condition of the building as
"Fair," and notes that the ground floor has been remodeled. (See attached inventory forms.) (Carissimi,
Rorher & Harper Associates)
RESPONSE: Comment acknowledged.
2. COMMENT: (Compatibility with Adjacent Land Uses). This paragraph mentions several large
structures which are or will be located near the site. The second sentence of the paragraph mentions the
ten-story Pacific Bell Building, "...located one block north on J Street". The Pacific Bell Building is actually
located directly across 14th Street from the proposed 1325 J Street Building. (Carissimi Rohrer Harper
Associates)
RESPONSE: The comment is correct; page 6-9 is corrected to reflect this clarification.
3. COMMENT: The fourth sentence indicates that a "six-story office building is located at 1303 J Street
adjacent to the southwest corner of the site". The Park Plaza Center Building (1303 J Street) is actually
seven stories tall, topped by a mechanical/electrical penthouse. (Carissimi Rohrer Harper Associates)
RESPONSE: The comment is correct; page 6-9 is corrected to reflect this clarification.
4. COMMENT: The paragraph's next-to-last sentence mentions the new Hyatt Hotel, currently under
construction on L Street. Other high-rise buildings in the nearby area include the 14-story 926 J Street
Building (10th and J Streets), the 13-story Elks Tower at 11th and J Streets, and the ten-story Forum
Building at 9th and K Streets. All of these buildings have been fixtures in downtown Sacramento for many
years. Newer buildings nearby include a 1100 J Street Building, seven stories with a rooftop mechanical
penthouse; and two buildings currently under construction; the 14-story Hyatt Hotel at 12th and L Streets,
and the 28-story Renaissance Center at 8th and K Streets. Proposed for construction in the immediate area
are the 12th and K Streets office complex, featuring two towers of 21 and 23 stories topped by domes; and
the 13-story 12th and I Streets Office Building directly north of the 1325 J Street Office Building.
(Carissimi Rohrer Harper Associates)
RESPONSE: Comment acknowledged.
5. COMMENT: The first sentence of this paragraph states that "...the scale of the 19-story office building
would be significantly larger than the Convention Center and other nearby structures". We do not feel that
the proposed 1325 J Street Building would be significantly larger than the nearby structures mentioned
above in our comments on Paragraph A.1.b. (Carissimi Rohrer Harper Associates)
RESPONSE: In that the proposed office building would be more than twice the height of surrounding
structures, the assessment of DEIR concerning the significance in size differential remains.
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6. COMMENT: The last sentence indicates that the 1325 J Street Building "...would not particularly
compliment the visitor-serving, entertainment functions" of the Convention Center. The project developer,
D. Benvenuti Properties, plans to make the parking facilities on the building's second through seventh floors
available to Convention Center patrons during periods other than normal business hours (evenings and
weekends). The 1325 J Street Building will thus provide vitally-needed Convention Center parking directly
across the street from that facility. This will be especially helpful to Convention Center patrons during
major events, and at all available times to patrons who are elderly or unable to walk longer distances. In
addition, it is not unlikely that some of the retail space on the ground floor of 1325 J Street will be
occupied by businesses catering to Convention Center patrons and out-of-town visitors, as well as to
Sacramento residents in general. Examples might be a bookstore including books on Sacramento's history,
or a stationary store also selling postcards of Sacramento visitor attractions and landmarks. These types
of businesses might well be interested attractions and landmarks. These types of businesses might well be
interested in leasing space directly across the street from the Convention Center. (Carissimi Rohrer Harper
Associates)
RESPONSE: Comment acknowledged. This discussion extends and clarifies information presented in the
Project Description section (6.1) of the DEIR.
7. COMMENT: (Consistency with Plans and Policies). Comment: The proposed project would also
promote economic vitality through creating new jobs and additional employees downtown who would
patronize other nearby downtown businesses and provide increased ridership for the Light Rail System.
(Carissimi Rohrer Harper Associates)
RESPONSE: Comment acknowledged.
8. COMMENT: (Central City Community Plan). Comment: Under "Compliance", it should also be stated
that the project will also "encourage a more compact and centralized development", pursuant to established
City planning policy. (Carissimi, Rohrer & Harper
Associates)
RESPONSE: Comment acknowledged. The discussion under "Compliance" is amended to include this
change.
9. COMMENT: (Mitigation Measures). Comment: We believe that the 1325 J Street Office Building
will incorporate appropriate features to achieve an attractive, pedestrian-scaled streetscape, as described
elsewhere in these comments on the DEIR. These features will help create a genuinely "mixed--use"
development to stimulate additional activity in the area and help to integrate the development with the
Convention Center. (Carissimi Rohrer Harper Associates)

RESPONSE: Comment acknowledged.
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CHAPTER 6.3. POTENTIAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES
SECTION B: HISTORIC PRESERVATION AND CULTURAL RESOURCES
1. COMMENT: (Direct Impacts). Of the five buildings over 50 years old which would be demolished if
the 1325 J Street Office Building project proceeds, several have been modified over the years, leaving little
of the original fenestration and architectural detail remaining. At least one, the Sirlin Photography Studios
at 1309 J Street, was an undistinguished retail structure prior to the mid-1960's, when the building was
extensively modernized to accommodate the photography studio. This work included a complete remodeling
of the front facade and fenestration. (See photos on following pages.) (Carissimi Rohrer Harper
Associates)
RESPONSE: Comment acknowledged.
2. COMMENT: As stated previously in our comment to Item Ala., Relocation and Demolition of
Existing Uses, we question the current architectural merit of the Gallion Building at the northwest corner
of 14th and J Streets. (Carissimi Rohrer Harper Associates)
RESPONSE: Comment acknowledged.
3. COMMENT: We wish to note that the retail business currently occupying the five affected buildings
on J Street do not particularly cater to Convention Center visitors, but primarily to area residents. The
affected buildings are currently occupied as follows:
1309 J Street - Vacant (formerly Sirlin Studios)
1313 J Street - Used clothing, household goods and furniture shop
1315 J Street - Vacant (formerly Procida Florist)
1317 J Street - Vacant (formerly Harry Itsuki, Watchmaker)
1319 J Street - Vacant
1323125 J Street - Site vacant, building has been demolished
1327 J Street - Vacant (formerly Mr. Big & Tall Clothing)
1329 J Street (Gallion Building) - Vacant formerly World's Best Comics store)
14th and J Streets (Gallion Building) - Grocery and delicatessen shop
922 14th Street - Chato's Rendezvous Club (bar)
920 14th Street - Being used for storage
918 14th Street - Barr Typewriter Co.
916 14th Street - Vacant
(Carissimi, Rohrer & Harper Associates)
•

RESPONSE: Comment acknowledged.
4. COMMENT: (Indirect Impacts). The 1325 J Street Office Building, as proposed, will be at the
northwest corner of 14th and J Streets. No portion of the proposed project will be closer than 80 feet to
the intersection of 13th and J Streets. While the development will undoubtedly have an indirect impact on
the Public Market on the southwest corner of 13th and J Streets, it will not be an "across the street" impact
as stated in this section of the EIR. (Carissimi Rohrer Harper Associates)
RESPONSE: As defined in the City's Urban Design Guidelines the proposed project would produce an
indirect effect which is classified as "across-the-street." Please see page _ of the Guidelines.
5. COMMENT: The seven-story Park Plaza Center Office Building is located diagonally across the 13th
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and J Streets intersection from the Public Market. The proposed 1325 J Street Office Building will not be
located diagonally across this intersection from the Public Market. (Carissimi Rohrer Harper Associates)
RESPONSE: Comment acknowledged.
6. COMMENT: (Compliance with Historic Preservation Policies). Comment: The 1325 J Street Office
Building does not have one setback line running horizontally across the facade above the 60 ft. level. It
does have two setback lines staggered in steps across the J Street facade -- a lower series of 20-foot setbacks
and an upper series of 30-foot setbacks. Thus, significant portions of the J Street facade are set back 20
feet from the property line -- 5 feet more than the required 15 feet. Certain upper portions of the front
facade are set back 50 feet from the front property line. For additional articulation of the building, there
are also minor vertical setbacks along the J Street facade, stepping back from the property line on both
sides of the main entrance. These setbacks are depicted in the figures on the following pages, showing
selected floor plans and facade elevations with shadow effects. We have also included a polaroid photograph
of the most recent architectural model of the building. (Carissimi Rohrer Harper Associates)
RESPONSE: The comment provides further clarification of the proposed office project and its visual
features. The information is incorporated into the discussion of the Project Description, page 6-1 of the
DEIR.
7. COMMENT: The current designs for the 1325 J Street Office Building are responsive in a number of
significant ways to the items mentioned in this section of the DEIR.
The 1325 J Street Building will be faced with rust red granite to the top of the planters on the building's
third floor level (30'-4" above ground level), with horizontal bands of concrete in a contrasting color. The
rust red granite has been selected to make the building compatible with the Public Market on the southwest
corner of 13th and J Streets, and establish a complimentary visual relationship.
Above the red granite area, the exposed precast concrete elements on the J Street facade will be tinted a
tan color to make the building compatible with such nearby structures as the Elks Tower on 11th Street,
the 926 J Street Building, the Masonic Temple, and the Merrium Apartments, as well as with certain nearby
modern structures such as the 1100 J Street Building.
The J Street facade of the 1325 J Street Building features square columns at street level, similar in shape
to the lilasters across the street facades of the Public Market. The windows punched through the precast
concrete elements on the building's facade are similar in proportion and rhythm to the fenestration of the
Public Market to help create a complimentary visual relationship between these two structures. There are
also rhythms in the designs of the Convention Center and the new Hyatt Hotel. The 1325 J Street Office
Building will generally be compatible with these structures also.
No attempt has been made to incorporate other architectural details of the Public Market, erected in 1923,
into the 1325 J Street Office Building. (Carissimi Rohrer Harper Associates)
RESPONSE: Comment acknowledged.
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CHAPTER 63. POTENTIAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES
SECTION F: VISUAL QUALITY
1. COMMENT: The J Street corridor, in the immediate vicinity of the site, will continue to be varied in
character if the 1325 J Street Office Building is constructed. The proposed development would be part of
the continuing evolution of the streetscape which has been occurring since Sacramento was founded in 1848.
(Carissimi Rohrer Harper Associates)
RESPONSE: Comment acknowledged.
2. COMMENT: The Park Plaza Center Office Building at 1303 J Street is seven stories with a rooftop
mechanical/electrical penthouse, not six stories. (Carissimi Rohrer Harper Associates)
RESPONSE: Please see response to Comment 3 of Chapter 6.3 comments.
3. COMMENT: As discussed previously, significant efforts have been made to incorporate design elements
into the 1325 J Street Office Building to create a complimentary visual relationship between it and the
Public Market on the block diagonally to the southwest. These design elements include square columns on
the first floor level, rust red granite facings on the lower portion of the building, proportions of window
dimensions, and general rhythm of the building fenestration. (Carissimi Rohrer Harper Associates)
RESPONSE: Comment acknowledged.
4. COMMENT: (Height and Bulk Relationships). We question that the proposed office building would
be substantially higher than most other buildings in the project vicinity. Please refer back to our comments
on Item A.1.b., Compatibility with Adjacent Land Uses. (Carissimi Rohrer Harper Associates)
RESPONSE: Please see response to Comment 5 of Chapter 6.2 comments.
5. COMMENT: The massing of the building is articulated by a series of significant horizontal and vertical
setbacks, a lower series of 20 ft. and an upper series of 30 ft. A more detailed discussion of the building's
setbacks is included in our comments on Section B.1.c., Compliance with Historic Preservation Policies,
Subsection c.1., Massing Districts. (C,arissimi Rohrer Harper Associates)
RESPONSE: Comment acknowledged.
6. COMMENT: The portion of the building which abuts the 1303 J Street (Park Plaza Center) office
building was deliberately designed to be the same height, to obscure the very unattractive east facade of that
building. This plan has received very favorable reaction from City Planning Department staff. (Carissimi
Rohrer Harper Associates)
RESPONSE: Comment acknowledged.
7. COMMENT: (Architectural Design and Streetscape Treatment). Comment: A number of important
architectural design and streetscape features have now been incorporated into the building's design, including
the following:
Recessed pedestrian ways along major portions of the building base.
Landscaping adjacent to the recessed pedestrian ways and the public sidewalks.
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Landscaping in planter boxes which also perform as railings around each of the building's
seven levels of parking. The foliage in these planter boxes will undoubtedly grow towards
the sunlight, and thus will be clearly visible from J Street and 14th Street.
Glassed-in elevators and stairwells immediately adjacent to the J Street facade, on either
side of the main entrance, to orientate the building to the streetscape and to encourage use
of the building's parking facilities by Convention Center patrons after normal business hours
and on weekends.
High-quality granite facings on the facade to enhance the streetscape.
Colors selected for granite and precast concrete facade elements to harmonize with other
important nearby structures. (Carissimi Rohrer Harper Associates)
RESPONSE: Comment acknowledged.
8. COMMENT: (View Corridors). Comment. The 1325 J Street Building will help define the J Street
view corridor. In addition, when viewed from more distant areas around the Central Business District, it
and other high-rise buildings will help define the CBD and aid in creating prominent visual impression of
the importance and significance of downtown Sacramento. (Carissimi Rohrer Harper Associates)
RESPONSE: Comment acknowledged.
9. COMMENT: (Consistency with Urban Design Policies). Comment. See our comment on Item B.1.c.,
Compliance with Historic Preservation Policies; Subsection c.1, Massing Districts.
RESPONE: Comment acknowledged.
10. COMMENT: (Recessed Pedestrian Ways). Comment. The 1325 J Street Office Building will have
recessed, covered pedestrian ways approximately 15 feet deep along the J Street facade, except at the main
building entrance and the required stairs. (Carissimi Rohrer Harper Associates)
RESPONSE: Comment acknowledged.
11. COMMENT: (Recessed Pedestrian Ways and Other Features). Comment. See the immediately
preceding comment regarding recessed pedestrian ways. In addition, the corner of the building at 14th and
J Streets will have a notched setback at ground level (not depicted on the enclosed ground level floor plan).
(Carissimi Rohrer Harper Associates)
RESPONSE: Comment acknowledged.
12. COMMENT: Comment. The upper series of stepped building setbacks will extend up to the top of
the building at the center of the J Street facade, creating a distinctive building top design. Precast concrete
elements with punched-out windows will also step up the J Street facade to the top of the building, addin8g
to the distinctive building top design. The upper portions of the building facade near the upper corners
facing J Street will be sheer glass curtain walls to minimize the visual impression of the structure's height
and bulk. (Carissimi, Rohrer & Harper Associates)
RESPONSE: Comment acknowledged.
13. COMMENT: (Color, Texture, Materials, etc.). Comment. As discussed previously in several different
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comments, the building will comply with the Design Guidelines with regard to these various items.
(Carissimi Rohrer Harper Associates)
RESPONSE: Comment acknowledged.
14. COMMENT: (Enhancement of Pedestrian Environment). Comment. The main building entrance at
the center of its J Street facade will be two stories tall to make it inviting to pedestrians. Storefronts will
be oriented to the streets and public sidewalks, to make them inviting to pedestrians. Decorative paving
will be used in the recessed, covered pedestrian ways and adjacent to the main entrance. Lighting and
signage along the two street facades and along the alley leading to the parking garage entrance will be
designed to be attractive to pedestrians as well as motorists, to make the building and its immediate
environment inviting as well as safe, and will be in conformance with City ordinances. (Carissimi Rohrer
Harper Associates)
RESPONSE: Comment acknowledged.
15. COMMENT: (Landscaping). Comment. The 1325 J Street Office Building will have significant
landscaping features visible to both pedestrians and passing motorists. Approved street trees will be located
in planter areas along the public sidewalks, adjacent to J Street and 14th Street. Planter boxes with
landscape materials will serve as railings around each of the building's seven parking levels, on the second
through eighth floors, on the J and 14th Streets sides. No landscaping will be included on the upper
building levels or the rooftop. (Carissimi Rohrer Harper Associates)
RESPONSE: Comment acknowledged.
16. COMMENT: (Streetwall). Comment. The building streetwall at the west end of the J Street facade
will correspond in height to the Park Plaza Center Office Building immediately to the west. It will step
upwards towards the center of the J Street facade, and then downward towards 14th Street to be more in
scale with the Convention Center directly across J Street. The staggered streetwall will be defined with
various architectural details (square, freestanding columns at the ground floor level, and tan precast concrete
elements above); with building materials (rust red granite facings accented by contrasting bands of concrete);
and with staggered, lowered series of 20 ft. setbacks. (Carissimi Rohrer Harper Associates)
RESPONSE: Comment acknowledged.
17. COMMENT: (Indoor and/or Outdoor Plazas). The building will have an indoor plaza area with
landscaping and furnishings adjacent to the main entrance on J Street. The design will include outdoor
plaza areas along the J Street facade to maximize solar exposure. (Carissimi Rohrer Harper Associates)
RESPONSE: Comment acknowledged.
18. COMMENT: (Building Entries, Paving, Lighting, etc.). See our previous comments in response to
Item F.2.g (Enhancement of pedestrian environment). (Carissimi Rohrer Harper Associates)
RESPONSE: Comment acknowledged.
19. COMMENT: See our previous comments in response to Item F.2.h (Landscaping). (Carissimi Rohrer
Harper Associates)
RESPONSE: Comment acknowledged.
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CHAPTER 6.3. POTENTIAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES
SECTION G: TRAFFIC, CIRCULATION AND PARKING
1. COMMENT: (13th and J Street Office Building). Page 6-29, an alternative which does not develop
a "dead-zone" of parking on the facade should be developed. This is true of all proposals. (Steve Sanders,
President, SOCA)
RESPONSE: Comment requires further clarification. The comment emphasizes the need for on-street
parking fronting the proposed office buildings where appropriate. The plans for the proposed office
building projects do not indicate removal of on-street parking along the facades of the projects. The
referenced page indicates that the 13th and J Street Office Building would remove 12 off-street parking
spaces.
2. COMMENT: (Mitigation Measures). We will work with appropriate City and Regional Transit staff
to develop a Transportation Management Plan (TMP) and other reasonable appropriate measures to reduce
project-related traffic and parking impacts. The TMP should include consideration of the fact that the
building will provide much-needed parking facilities for Convention Center patrons during evenings and
weekends. (Carissimi Rohrer & Harper Associates)
RESPONSE: The transportation management plan (TM?) for this proposed office building should take into
account the projected number of employees ultimately working at this site. For the purposes of traffic,
circulation, and parking analysis, the assumptions used for the Draft EIR calculations were that the
development's 364,300 square feet of office space would generate 1,275 employees. These 1,275 employees
will travel daily to the downtown area. Assuming that all of the proposed 581 parking spaces are used by
building employees, approximately 694 employees (54%) will need to use alternative modes of travel for the
commute into the downtown. The TMP should demonstrate an appropriate plan of action and inducements
for achieving alternative mode use (e.g. carpool, transit, bicycling) by the employees who would otherwise
seek parking at the 1325 J Street site.
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CHAPTER 6.3 POTENTIAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES
SECTION H: NOISE

COMMENT: (Mitigation Measures). We will work with appropriate City staff to develop reasonable,
appropriate measures to reduce project-related and construction-related noise impacts. The building will
conform to the latest industry standards for minimizing noise. (Carissimi Rohrer Harper Associates)

RESPONSE: Comment acknowledged.

51

CHAPTER 6.3 POTENTIAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES
SECTION I: AIR QUALITY

1. COMMENT: (Mitigation Measures). We will work with appropriate City and APCD staff to develop
reasonable, appropriate measures to reduce air quality impacts. (Carissimi Rohrer Harper Associates)
RESPONSE: Comment acknowledged.
2. COMMENT: (Parking Facility Ventilation). Comment. We meet all Building Code requirements for
parking facility ventilation. (Carissimi Rohrer Harper Associates)
RESPONSE: Comment acknowledged.
3. COMMENT: We will work with City staff in the preparation of a TCM and TMP. The TMP should
include consideration of the fact that the building's parking facilities will be available evenings and weekends
to Convention Center patrons. (Carissimi Rohrer Harper Associates)
RESPONSE: Comment acknowledged.

52

CHAPTER 6.3. POTENTIAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES
SECTION J: MICROCLIMATE

I. COMMENT: (Wind Generation). We note, in the fifth paragraph of this section, a reference to "the
13th and J intersection". The 1325 J Street Building will not be located at this intersection. (Carissimi
Rohrer Harper Associates)
RESPONSE: Comment acknowledged.
2. COMMENT: We note the final sentence in the sixth paragraph, that "The results of the wind tunnel
analysis indicate the project would not cause wind speeds to exceed safety criterion although pedestrian
comfort levels may occasionally be exceeded". (Carissimi Rohrer Harper Associates)
RESPONSE: Comment acknowledged.
3. COMMENT: (Glare). Comment. Glass on the ground floor level of the building will be recessed to
avoid glare. Glass on the upper levels will be set back from the property line, as much as 50 feet, to reduce
glare. The building's seven levels of parking, on the second through eighth floors, will not have glass.
(Carissimi Rohrer Harper Associates)
RESPONSE: Comment acknowledged.
4. COMMENT: (Wind Baffling). Comment. Surface-level wind baffling will be achieved through the use
of street trees planted along both the J and 14th Street frontages. The building does not have any frontage
along 13th Street. In addition, the seven open levels of parking, with no glazing, will help up low-level wind
currents. (Carissimi Rohrer Harper Associates)
RESPONSE: Comment acknowledged.
5. COMMENT: (Reflected Glare). Comment. Reflected glare will be reduced, especially on the J Street
facade, through the measures described above under Item J.1.c., Reflected Glare. (Carissimi Rohrer Harper
Associates)
RESPONSE: Comment acknowledged.
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CHAPTER 6.3. POTENTIAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES
SECTION K: PUBLIC SERVICES AND UTILITIES
I. COMMENT: (13th and J Street Office Building). My name is Chris Moore of Harper's Associate
Sacramento represent Benvenuti Properties on 13th and J Streets and we have a few comments which we
will be formerly a couple of comments back in writing.
There is a couple of comments that I would like to note. We're shown in Chapter No. Six, if you would
review that, we wanted to point out that we're similar in kind of a time line as the 12th and K Street
project has. If you will noted on 3.2, the top paragraph, we have a signed lease from General Services.
Administration for the federal government for a 180,000 square feet to house the Corps of Engineers and
were moving forward with the time lines toward the drawings in order to meet the dates after the EIR has
been taken care of. We have the contractor on board and were pursuing that course. I wanted to make
those comments. Do you have any questions? (Chris Moore, Harper's Associates) (sic)
RESPONSE: The comment is from Carissimi Rohrer Harper Associates. Comment acknowledged.
2. COMMENT: (Police). Comment. We are complying, or expect to comply with all of the mitigation
measures mentioned in the DEIR. (Carissimi Rohrer Harper Associates)
RESPONSE: Comment acknowledged.
3. COMMENT: We are complying with Mitigation Measures 1, 2 and 3 listed in the DEIR. We are
working with the City Building Department and Fire Department to assure compliance with Mitigation
Measure No. 4. (Carissimi Rohrer Harper Associates)
RESPONSE: Comment acknowledged.
4. COMMENT: We will work with appropriate SMUD staff to develop reasonable, appropriate measures
for conservation of electricity and local management. (Carissimi Rohrer Harper Associates)
RESPONSE: Comment acknowledged.
5. COMMENT: (13th and J Street Office Building). Relative to the DEIR for the 13th and J Street
Office Building (SCH #87061506, May 1988), I believe a significant environmental impact was not
addressed. Specifically, referring to Figure 6-1 (enclosed), which portrays the south elevation of the
building, you will note a large grouping of microwave antennae on the adjacent telephone building.
Approximately six or so of these antennae point directly at the building's 9th through 11th floors. My
research indicates that these antennae are used for long distance telecommunication transmissions to other
microwave stations serving the Bay Area. My primary concern is the health effect on the building's
occupants arising from exposure to high intensity microwave radiation. Such a risk is well known in the
technical community. For years, clear areas have been designated around high radiation antennae to prevent
injury. Recently, there has been discussion that present practices are not enough, and that additional
clearances from radiation sources are necessary to protect people, especially those exposed for long periods.
(Robert E. Parkins, resident)
RESPONSE: The environmental analysis evaluated the potential for disruption of communications and the
exposure of the public to microwaves. Discussions with AT&T representatives revealed that no microwave
paths would be disrupted by the 13th and I Street Building. Consequently, the occupants of the building
would not be exposed to microwave radiation from this source.
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6. COMMENT: (13th and J Street Office Building). Another consideration is the impact on

telecommunications. Since the proposed building blocks the line-of-sight microwave traffic, it appears to
me that telecommunications to the Bay Area would be degraded. If this is the case, would the telephone
company have to relocate the antennae? If so, where would they go and who would pay for it? Will the
tenants of the building be charged to relocate the antennae because the building interferes with the
telephone company? (Robert E. Parkins, resident)
RESPONSE: Please see response to Comment 5 above.
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CHAPTER 6.3. POTENTIAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES
SECTION L: FISCAL IMPACT
1. COMMENT: We have no comment on the information presented in this section. However, we believe
this section should be expanded to include information on the condemnation costs that would be involved
if the North Alternative (this block) is selected for expansion of the Convention Center. (Carissimi Rohrer
Harper Associates)
RESPONSE: Comment acknowledged. The additional costs of condemnation and property acquisition are
addressed in Chapter 4, section 2.L. Please see page 4-75 for more information.
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CHAPTER 6.3. POTENTIAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES
SECTION M: GEOLOGY AND SOILS

1. COMMENT: With regard to the recommended mitigation measures, a detailed geotechnical is now
being prepared for the building site and proposed structure. This study will include all of the items
mentioned in Mitigation Measures 1, 2 and 3. (Carissimi Rohrer Harper Associates)
RESPONSE: Comment acknowledged.
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CHAPTER 6.3. POTENTIAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES
SECTION N: BIOTIC RESOURCES

1. COMMENT: General Comment. We will work with City staff to incorporate the EIR consultant's
recommended measures into the landscaping plan for this project. However, we again note that this project
has no street frontage on 13th Street. Thus, we will be unable to incorporate the replacement tree species
recommended for that street. (Carissimi Rohrer Harper Associates)
RESPONSE: Comment acknowledged.
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CHAPTER 6.4. NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVE

1. COMMENT: (13th and J Street Office Building). Page 6-51, there must be another alternative that
minimizes or avoids the significant impacts of the project. (Steve Sanders, President, SOCA)
RESPONSE: Please see response to Comment 3 of Chapter 3 comments.
2. COMMENT: Page 6-51, the DEIR should assess an alternative that includes developing office space
only for the Army Corps of Engineers. This would be a smaller project. (Steve Sanders, President, SOCA)
RESPONSE: Please see response to Comment 3 of Chapter 3 comments.
3. COMMENT: We have no additional comment to make regarding most of the information in the
paragraph, beyond the comments we have already made on preceding pages. We believe that the last
sentence in the paragraph, relating to fiscal benefits, should be expanded to mention the condemnation costs
which would be involved if the North Alternative is selected for expansion of the Convention Center.
(Carissimi Rohrer Harper Associates)
RESPONSE: Comment acknowledged.
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CHAPTER 7.

There were no comments received for the following sections in 7.3 B-C; M-N.

CHAPTER 7. 12TH AND K STREET OFFICE TOWER
CHAPTER 7.3. POTENTIAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES
SECTION A: LAND USE

1. COMMENT: (12th and K Street Office Tower). Page 7-8, would displace J Street retail. Since it does
contribute to the "Hotel and Entertainment District," it is not fully compatible with land uses and policies
in the area. (Steve Sanders, President, SOCA)
RESPONSE: The project would displace one retail parcel on J Street for access to the project. The
comment is correct in that the replacing use is access-oriented. The DEIR states that the proposed
building would be generally compatible with existing land uses. Other exceptions are cited on page 7-8 of
the report.
2. COMMENT: Page 7-12, need an alternative that does not require demo for the Esquire. The Phase
I and Phase II projects need to be independently assessed! (Steve Sanders, President, SOCA)

RESPONSE: Please see response to Comment on alternatives in Land Use section of Chapter 4. Also,
further environmental review will be conducted for Phase II of the proposed project. This future
environmental review will provide further opportunity for assessment of Historic Preservation issues
resulting directly from Phase II of the project.
3. COMMENT: A. Positive Impacts of Project. In almost every respect, the DEIR confirms the positive
impacts presented by Phase I. The following DEIR findings are noteworthy:

1. The 1215 K development plan addresses the highest and best uses of the site as set out in
the General Plan - regional office space and ground floor retail/restaurant which enhances
the area as planned by the Merged Downtown Sacramento Redevelopment Plan. (Section
7.1.) (John V. Diepenbrock, Diepenbrock, Wulff, Plant & Hannegan.
RESPONSE: Comment acknowledged.
4. COMMENT: 2. The 1215 K buildings would generate greater daytime activity and would visually
anchor the east end of K Street They would also be compatible with existing land uses; the retail would
help maintain the continuity of the K Street Mall retail corridor. (John V. Diepenbrock, Diepenbrock,
Wulff, Plant & Hannegan)

RESPONSE: Comment acknowledged.
5. COMMENT: 3. The 1215 K buildings comply with the goals of (1) General Plan, (2) Center City
Community Plan, (3) Merged Downtown Sacramento Redevelopment Plan, (4) Zoning Ordinance, (5)
Central Business District Urban Design Plan (see paragraphs 7-9 through 7-12). (John V. Diepenbrock,
Diepenbrock, Wulff, Plant & Hannegan)

RESPONSE: Comment acknowledged.
6. COMMENT: The major Mitigation Measure suggested by consultant relates to the scale and design
of 12th and K Street frontages to achieve an "attractive, pedestrian-scaled streetscape". This issue has been
addressed by designing a pedestrian colonnade with protecting awnings and landscaping along both 12th
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Street and K Street. Also, the base of the 1215 K buildings (6()') corresponds to the cornice height of the
Public Market and the historical buildings in the area. (Section 7.3.A). City Planning staff has approved
the design of Phase I of 1215 K. (John V. Diepenbrock, Diepenbrock, Wulff, Plant & Hannegan)
RESPONSE: Comment acknowledged. City staff has preliminarily reviewed the design of Phase I; the final
design is subject to review by the Design Review and Preservation Board.
7. COMMENT: 1. It is stated at Section 7.3.A that "1215 K would generate greater daytime activity
levels, but would not contribute to the City's goal of establishing a '24-hour city' with a broad range of
entertainment and cultural opportunities supporting high levels of both day and night activity in the
downtown." (See also Section 8.2A to similar effect.)
This comment derives from the DEIR author's understanding (see Section 7.3.D) that 1215 K's "office space
would be targeted toward "professional firms such as financial, legal, accounting and insurance." As is
pointed out above, however, 1215 K will in fact cater in large part to statewide associations and other
organizations and legislative advocates doing business with state government. As such, 1215 K will generate
numerous visits to Sacramento by persons attending association and legislative committee meetings,
conventions, legislative forums, and other activities sponsored by these organizations or by State
government. These activities typically require overnight stays by visitors who can be expected to patronize
the nearby Hyatt Hotel, the Convention Center and the entertainment facilities which the city desires to
establish. To paraphrase the DEIR statement on page 7-8, 1215 K will do much to provide the "visitors"
for the "visitor-serving entertainment or cultural opportunities in the area." (John V. Diepenbrock,
Diepenbrock, Wulff, Plant & Hannegan)
RESPONSE: Comment acknowledged.
8. COMMENT: 2. There is a negative finding on page 7-11 in respect to the lack of desired child care
facilities notwithstanding the recommendation of the Urban Design Framework. While it is true that Phase
I is not now planned to include child care facilities, Lankford & Cook do expect to include such facilities
in Phase II. (John V. Diepenbrock, Diepenbrock, Wulff, Plant & Hannegan)
RESPONSE: Page 7-12 of the DEIR is changed to include the following mitigation measure:
"2. The project must conform to City requirements for the provision of childcare facilities."
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CHAPTER 7.3. POTENTIAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES
SECTION D: EMPLOYMENT
1. COMMENT: 4. The 1215 K buildings would produce 371 to 461 new service sector jobs and would
add 631 to 784 new residents to the Sacramento population (Section 7.3.C). An additional 186 to 461
secondary jobs could be created, bringing the project's total possible employment impact to 557 to 992 new
and secondary jobs. it would also create approximately 318 temporary construction jobs (Section 7.3.D).
(John,V. Diepenbrock, Diepenbrock, Wulff, Plant & Hannegan)
RESPONSE
» Comment acknowledged.
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CHAPTER 7.3. POTENTIAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES
SECTION E: HOUSING

1. COMMENT: See housing comments in 13th and I Street project, items 3 through 8. (Steve Sanders,

President, SOCA)
RESPONSE: Please see responses to Housing comments for Chapter 4 of this report.
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CHAPTER 7.3. POTENTIAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES
SECTION F: VISUAL QUALITY

I. COMMENT: (5) Page 7-19, the facade should comply with the Urban Design Plan, and be compatible
with rest of streetscape and facades. (Steve Sanders, President, SOCA)
RESPONSE: Comment acknowledged.
2. COMMENT: 5. 1215 K would not obstruct any existing views of significant visual resources in the
area; the project will provide a decorative and distinctive building top design with copper capped rotundas
(Section 7.3.F). (John V. Diepenbrock, Diepenbrock, Wulff, Plant & Hannegan)
RESPONSE: Comment acknowledged.
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CHAPTER 7.3. POTENTIAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES
SECTION G: TRAFFIC, CIRCULATION & PARKING
1. COMMENT: 6. 1215 K parking meets City code (Section 7.3.0). (John V. Diepenbrock,
Diepenbrock, Wulff, Plant & Hannegan)
RESPONSE: The DEIR indicates that the proposed project at 12th and K Street meets existing City code
for parking. The numbers presented in the report for parking impacts (Section 7.3.0) were based upon
assumptions of future employee occupancy at the 1215 K site. Calculations presented in the Draft EIR
were based on the assumption that the proposed 540,000 square feet of office space in Phases I and II
would ultimately generate about 1,890 employees in the building. If the 900 proposed parking spaces are
all assumed to be used for parking, approximately 990 (52%) will have to use travel modes other than
driving alone for their daily commute to work. Current levels of alternative transportation mode use (e.g.
carpool, bicycle, transit) are at about 20.5 percent in the downtown area. If future employees at 1215 K
Street achieve only existing levels of alternative mode use, there would be a potential demand for parking
by approximately 600 employees in the downtown area. This parking demand can be avoided if additional
employees can be induced to use alternative travel modes through appropriate transportation systems
management measures.
2. COMMENT: 3. Lastly, the DEIR notes at page 7-11 a city policy that "the Esquire Theater be
developed into the 'front door' to a four-plex cinema complex (Urban Design Framework p. 29 and 61) and
states that eh 12th and K Street office tower would require removal of the Esquire Theater, which "would
preclude the possibility of the renovation proposed in the above policy".
However, this policy is no longer is any way feasible owing to the pst conversion of the Esquire Theater
into a three-story, 30,000 square foot office building now occupied by the State of California and retaining
only the Esquire facade. As to continued preservation of the facade, the DEIR properly recognizes (7-14)
the potential for "demeaning the design intent of both facades".
Further, it is fair to point out that only one-and-one-half blocks to the west there still exists the
full-fledged art deco Crest Theater which has not been converted to other uses and remains in operation
today. The Crest is clearly a more ornate and historic exemplar of theater architecture, although the
difficulties being experienced by its present operator suggest that the City should concentrate its efforts on
the preservation of one such theater. (John V. Diepenbrock, Diepenbrock, Wulff, Plant & Hannegan)
RESPONSE: Comment acknowledged.
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CHAPTER 7.3. POTENTIAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES
SECTION H: NOISE

I. COMMENT: 7. All noise increases attributable to 1215 K would be one decibel or less; in general;
noise level increases of three decibels are barely detected by most people (Section 7.3.H). (John V.
Diepenbrock, Diepenbrock, Wulff, Plant & Hannegan)
RESPONSE: Comment acknowledged.
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CHAPTER 7.3. POTENTIAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES
SECTION I: AIR QUALITY
1. COMMENT: 8. 1215 K would not cause any significant ambient air quality impacts on both a local
and regional scale (Section 7.3.1). (John V. Diepenbrock, Diepenbrock, Wulff, Plant & Hannegan)
RESPONSE,: Comment acknowledged.
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. CHAPTER 7.3. POTENTIAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES
SECTION J: MICROCLIMATE
1. COMMENT: 9. The observed ground level wind speed acceleration was less for 1215 K than for the
other two office buildings (13th and J, 13th and I).
10. Shadows created by 1215 K would not affect any significant land uses in the area. No significant
impacts on traffic safety or land uses will result from sunlight glare/reflection off the building (Section
7.3.J). (John V. Diepenbrock, Diepenbrock, Wulff, Plant & Hannegan)
RESPONSE: Comment acknowledged.

69

CHAPTER 7.3 POTENTIAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES
SECTION K: PUBLIC SERVICES AND UTILITIES

1. COMMENT: 11. The Police Department has indicated that patrol would be provided by existing
personnel and equipment. 1215 K will provide private security. The Fire Department anticipates no
manpower or equipment expansions are needed for provision of fire protection to the project.
.12. 1215 K will meet all fire codes, including sprinklers and a heliport on the roof for excavation (Section
7.3.K). (John V. Diepenbrock, Diepenbrock, Wulff, Plant & Hannegan)
RESPONSE: Comment acknowledged.
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CHAPTER 7.3. POTENTIAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES
SECTION L: FISCAL

1. COMMENT: 13. 1215 K will create a net gain of revenue to the City on an annual basis and a onetime basis. It should be pointed out that the DEIR assumes a very low assessed value for the buildings
(Section 7.3.L). When adjusted to actual projected assessed values, the annual net operating gain to the
City increases from $27,100 to $185,600, $158,000 per year more than the DEIR estimates. The one-time
fees to the City are substantial --approximately $577,100 (Section 7.3.L)
RESPONSE Comment acknowledged.
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CHAPTER 7.4. NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVE

1. COMMENT: Page 7-50, the DEIR must include a project alternative that minimizes or avoids
significant environmental impacts in order to comply with CEQA. (Steve Sanders, President, SOCA)

RESPONSE: Please see response to Comment _ of Chapter 5 comments.
2. COMMENT: Page 7-50, the most obvious alternatives would be independently assess Phase I (first
tower) and Phase II (second tower and parking structure). The Phase I project avoids loss of the Esquire,
does not preclude the SOCA alternative, and would reduce the transportation impacts. (Steve Sanders,
President, SOCA).
RESPONSE Please see response to Comment _ of Chapter 5 comments.

1

72

CHAPTER 8.

There were no comments received for the following sections in 8.3 C-D; H-K; M-N.

CHAPTER 8. DEVELOPMENT SCENARIOS
SECTION 8.1
1. COMMENT: (a) As noted in the DEIR (Section 8.1), the eastern scenario would "transform the
project area into an intense activity center around the Convention Center". This is the precise objective
of all City plans for this area. (John V. Diepenbrock, Diepenbrock, Wulff, Plant & Hannegan)
RESPONSE: Comment acknowledged.
2. COMMENT: (b) See our comment at IIB1 above in respect to the 1215 K contribution to "the City's
goal of establishing a single '24-hour city'". (John V. Diepenbrock, Diepenbrock, Wulff, Plant & Hannegan)
RESPONSE: Comment acknowledged.
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CHAPTER 8.2 - 8.5. POTENTIAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES
SECTION A: LAND USE
1. COMMENT: (Northern Development Scenario). With respect to the office projects, we have not yet
done full analysis of our concerns and positions on the various office projects. However, the DEIR doesn't
make a distinction on the 12th and K Street project that we think that should be made. Its -- at this point
the City has before it an application for only one tower, Phase I of that project and either the EIR should
look simply at that project or should separate it into two phases because the applicant intends to proceed
in that phased manner. We think that this analysis should look at the impacts of the single tower and the
impacts of both towers so that its clear that the impacts are actually separated. And that is particularly
important because in our view the second phase of that project -- the second tower is the one that is the
most prevalent to us from a cultural point of view because that is the one that involves the demolition of
the Esquire Tower and our view point is that we can -- if we can separate the project into those two
phases, we can clearly understand the benefits of a smaller project that doesn't have that impact on cultural
resources vs. the larger project. Particularly since our alternative calls for the Convention Center moving
into the Esquire Theater and retaining it. So we would like to see -- we don't want to set up a situation
where the 12th and K Street Office Tower necessarily conflicts and is at odds with our proposal so that by
separating them into phases we believe that we have an opportunity to have both our 'SOCA' alternative
or something and have this highrise developed. (Steve Sanders, President, SOCA)
RESPONSE: Please see response to Comment _ of Chapter 7 comments which addresses further
environmental review for Historic Preservation issues.
2. COMMENT: (North Alternative plus 12th and K Street Office Tower). And secondly, I would like to
make a couple of comments on the three office projects. One is on the 12th and K project Phase I. We
are concerned that if this does go toward, in the near figure that there needs to be some attention paid to
the parking garage across the alley and connected to J Street. That's really troublesome to us from a J
Street point of view and also from a traffic point of view on J Street and if there's an alternative way to
providing parking access to that site, we would like to see that being considered. We recognize that is a
difficult site to develop because its in essence a land lock. On the K Street side its a pedestrian wall on
12th Street its a light rail corridor and it abuts a alley which doesn't go anywhere because it runs into the
Convention Center so we recognize the difficulty with that access but if there's other ways to providing
access to that garage other than a speed ramp off of J Street could be provided. We would hate to loose
the rhyme of the buildings along J Street particularly with some of the rehabilitation that goes on right now
with Procida Florist their doing an excellent job of renovating their building there and we would like to see
some of those small 40 foot wide building renovated rather than be broken up by parking access. (Steve
Sanders, President, SOCA)
RESPONSE: Comment acknowledged.
3. COMMENT: (Western Development Scenario). The project that is most troubling however from the
urban standpoint is the 13th and J Street Office Building. When this project was first proposed it was half
the size that is its current incarnation. The original -- our understanding that the original design was
developed as a -- with the intention of attracting the Corps of Engineers that is according to the project
proponents has occurred and the Corps of Engineers have signed a lease but subsequent to that the
developers have decided to in essence double the project using I guess the lease as the security for the
financing for a much larger project. Our feeling was that the earlier project -- very large in scale was much
more compatible with its surrounding areas then the project that is now being proposed, it's simply too
dense we believe and too large to fit with the context of the rest of the area. That's why I think the EIR
points out this project as having the most trouble with complying with the urban design guidelines -- its
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in violation in a number of respects simply because their urban has been compromised to fit a larger
building program. We don't think that it would be a hardship to scale back this project to the size that
would accommodate the corridor to a smaller expansion. It can still be a feasible and viable project and
much more in keeping with the character of the area and much more likely to be in compliance with the
urban design guidelines. Particularly given the sensitivity of that site, its directly across the street from
Pacific Bell and our theory is that were going to have a shiner monolith of the same mass and scale that
is the last thing that I wanted to say. (Steve Sanders, President, SOCA)
RESPONSE: Comment acknowledged.
4. COMMENT: I was at the meeting for the Design and Preservation Board last night and the applicants
for 13th and J Street buildings they applied for a demolition permit for the demolition of a structure at the
corner of 13th and J Streets. Now the project -- the overall 13th and J Streets office project is being
considered in this EIR. At this point we have nothing but a DEIR. The application for a demolition
permit is a necessary part of and included in the analysis in this DEIR. However, the City's staff has taken
a position that its okay to grant a demolition permit for the demolition of that structure of 14th and J in
advance of a decision on the EIR. We take exception to that and I wanted to alert you to that. In fact
that some of the, for examples, mitigation measures mentioned in here in terms of cultural resources
perhaps inside of that building or some other kind of measure would no longer be available if a demolition
permit is granted in advance of a decision on the project itself. And I think it is inappropriate for the City
to piece-meal this project and allow parts of it to be approved while the debate on the whole has not even
been resolved.
We think its a bad policy and contrary to CEQA and so we will be working with the environmental staff
for the next couple of weeks. But I wanted to let you know that was going on and it has raised our
concern about this particular project. Thanks. (Steve Sanders, President, SOCA)
RESPONSE: Comment acknowledged.
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CHAPTER 8. POTENTIAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES
SECTION B: HISTORIC PRESERVATION AND CULTURAL RESOURCES
1. COMMENT: (Eastern Development Scenario). (c) As respects impact upon the Merrium Apartments
(Section 8.2(b)), consideration should be given to the information set forth in the Sunday, July 3, 1988,
edition of the Sacramento Bee to the effect that the Merrium Apartments may no longer be a viable,
economic use for that property given the quoted information from the Merrium's owner that it "has been
losing at least $3,000 per month in rents and the old building needs at least a half-million dollars in
plumbing, circuitry and other repairs"; and further, that the prospective purchaser "may continue operating
it as an apartment house or replace it with offices or other uses". Just as the Senator Hotel and the
Esquire Theater each lost its essential and historic spirit following conversation to other uses, the City
should take into account the denigration inherent in a "Merrium Apartments Office Building". (John V.
Diepenbrock, Diepenbrock, Wulff, Plant & Hannegan)
RESPONSE: Comment acknowledged.
2. COMMENT: (Western Development Scenario). 2. Western Development Scenario. (a) As noted,
the western development scenario would result in the greatest impacts overall. The greatest number of
historic structures would be removed under this development scenario (Section 8.4.B). (John V.
Diepenbrock, Diepenbrock, Wulff, Plant & Hannegan)
RESPONSE: Comment acknowledged.
2. COMMENT: (Western Development Scenario). (b) In addition to the impacts noted in the DEIR,
the western development scenario would destroy the 1215 K project altogether and, in addition to the
tremendous cost of acquiring the 1215 K site, the City would lose this center for government related
business and association activity which is uniquely situated one block from the Capitol and immediately
adjacent to both the Hyatt Hotel and the Convention Center. (John V. Diepenbrock, Diepenbrock, Wulff,
Plant & Hannegan)
RESPONSE: Comment acknowledged.
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CHAPTER 8.2 - 8.5. POTENTIAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES
SECTION E: HOUSING
1. COMMENT: (Eastern Development Scenario). Under Housing, page 8-8, greater emphasis should be
made to the importance of housing in the downtown. Relocation of the people and the building will only
promote greater problems in the future as housing needs are not able to be met with no existing housing
to build a neighborhood around. (John V. Diepenbrock, Diepenbrock, Wulff, Plant & Hannegan)
RESPONSE: Please response to Comment _ of Chapter 5 comments concerning recently conducted
housing study for the downtown area of the City.
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CHAPTER 8.2 - 8.5. POTENTIAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES
SECTION F: VISUAL QUALITY
1. COMMENT: (SOCA Development Scenario). The SOCA Proposal maintains the views along 14th
Street in much the same scale as existing. The East Alternative completely eliminates this view. Please
correct this statement. (John V. Diepenbrock, Diepenbrock, Wulff, Plant & Hannegan)
RESPONSE: The comment is correct; the text on page 8-79 is modified to reflect the comment's
information.
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CHAPTER 8.2 - 8.5. POTENTIAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES
SECTION G: TRAFFIC, PARKING & CIRCULATION

1. COMMENT: (SOCA Development Scenario). No mention is made to the addition of 592 parking
spaces created where 200 is being lost. Please correct this statement.

It should also be noted as per Table 8-2, that the SOCA Proposal has the least cumulative adverse parking
impact during the highest use. (J. Gerard Capell, ALA, SOCA)
RESPONSE: Comment acknowkedged.
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CHAPTER 8.2 - 8.5. POTENTIAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES
SECTION K: PUBLIC SERVICES

1. COMMENT: Construction Impacts - Dust Control Measures, Personnel from the City's Street Division
should be involved in mitigating on street/sidewalk dust. Reginald Young, Department of Public Works)
RESPONSE: Comment acknowledged.
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CHAPTER 8.2 - 8.5. POTENTIAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES
SECTION L: FISCAL IMPACTS

I. COMMENT: (Eastern Development Scenario). Table 8-5, SUMMARY OF REVENUES AND
EXPENDITURES. The SOCA Proposal does not include the other two office proposals which would
substantially change the revenue and expenditure figures. The SOCA Proposal is not exclusive to the
complete build-out of the 13th and I Street building and the 13th and J Street Office Building. The 12th
and K Street project is affected by the SOCA Proposal by not allowing full expansion to the McCurry's site
for development as proposed. Expected costs and revenue from all three projects must be included with
the SOCA Proposal. (J. Gerard Cape11, AIA, SOCA)
RESPONSE: The comment is correct. The economic benefits identified in Table 8-5 for the 13th Street
office developments and the 12th and K Street office tower would accrue to this development scenario.
The text on page 8-92 of the DEIR is herewith amended to reflect this information.
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CHAPTER 9. CUMULATIVE EFFECTS
1. COMMENT: From pages 9-4 and 9-5, the EIR states the required intersection volume reductions and
the mitigation measures that will be necessary to achieve acceptable intersection levels of service. In
reviewing the mitigation measures however, measure la fails to explicitly detail how the necessary reduction
will be achieved. (Marilyn Kuntemeyer, Department of Public Works)
RESPONSE: The volume reductions necessary to mitigate the 16th/J Street intersection to LOS "C" are
presented in the DEIR to quantify the magnitude of total intersection volume reductions necessary for
acceptable operation. The effectiveness of the various methods to reduce peak hour single occupant vehicle
utilization as presented in the draft (i.e., transit, ridesharing, flat time, etc.) would require implementation
of aggressive TSM City policies for both existing and future developments in the downtown.
Geometric improvements to the intersection would primarily include additional travel lanes on 16th Street
to improve cumulative projected operation to acceptable levels. Worse case cumulative projections result
in LOS "D" (v/c = 0.86) intersection operation during the PM peak hour. Installation of a northbound
right turn lane on 16th Street would reduce the volume to capacity ratio to 0.83. Reducing critical volumes
below this level would require a fourth through lane on 16th Street as currently exists north of F Street.
Four northbound through lanes with a shared right turn lane would result in LOS "C" (v/c = 0.75)
operation under cumulative projected conditions. Four travel lanes on 16th Street would require removal
of all existing on-street parking.
2. COMMENT: The proposal (SOCA) will require removal of the existing east, west and south walls of
the Exhibit Hall and demolition of the existing Activities Building. In order to achieve the proposed
solution two construction scheduling options are available. Either it will be necessary to complete activities
in multiple phases to limit closure of the facility or the entire facility would need to be closed for 24 to 36
months to accommodate demolition and construction activities in a single phase contract. While the
multiple phase construction approach would not require total closure it can be anticipated that there will
be periods of one to three months when the facility will be unusable due to construction activities. The
use of multiple phase will also extend the construction period by 18-24 months and as a result increase the
total project cost due to construction cost escalation and extended periods of support by consultants.
(David Morgan, Department of General Services)
RESPONSE: Comment acknowledged.
3. COMMENT: In reviewing the parking mitigation measures for the four Community Convention Center
alternatives, the overall goal is to achieve a parking utilization rate of 90 percent during the critical
weekday afternoon periods. The proposed mitigation measures do not quantify the amount of contribution
that each measure will produce. Since worst-case scenario conditions for parking demand are estimated to
be between 131 to 153 percent, we believe that these measures should state how each will contribute to the
90 percent utilization rate. (Marilyn Kuntemeyer, Department of Public Works)
RESPONSE: Numerous combinations and degrees of implementation of the potential parking mitigations
presented in the DEIR exist. Final details of such a plan would need to be negotiated by the City. An
example plan for cumulative conditions under each Expansion Alternative is provided in Appendix C of the
DEIR. In addition, parking mitigations presented on Page 8-16 outline one potential combination of
measures which would achieve the 90 percent goal.
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CHAPTER 10. GENERAL COMMENTS
1. COMMENT: My name is Steve Sanders, President of thee SOCA, 2404 H Street. This is the first I've
heard that the Planning Commission is only going to be hearing parts of the projects included in the DEIR.
I am a little disturbed that your doing it -- a DEIR for certain projects only some of which your going to
hear and at some point I would like to hear some clarification of how it is that even though some of the
projects are included in the same EIR, how you are going to be able to separate some of them out? When
you consider the impacts of some of the private projects vs. the public projects. (Steve Sanders, President,
SOCA)
RESPONSE: Please see comment immediately below.
2. COMMENT: ASSISTANT CITY ATTORNEY KOBEY: No, it would seem to me that the Convention

Center Expansion and the office projects are a part intertwined so that we would -- the Commission should
have to find the entire EIR adequate or not. Just because they're not taking final action on the
Convention Center doesn't mean that the Convention Center isn't related to the office projects as far as
the EIR is concerned.
RESPONSE: Comment acknowledged.
3. COMMENT: We believe the DEIR is full, complete and appropriate for settlement after correction
of several errors or omissions and a modest update to take into account some minor changes in the Phase
I architecture. (John V. Diepenbrock, Diepenbrock, Wulff, Plant & Hannegan)
RESPONSE: Comment acknowledged.
4. COMMENT: Attached to this letter is a marked-up version of the project description set forth in
Section 7.1 of the DEIR reflecting certain inaccuracies or changes in the project description.

1

On behalf of Lankford & Cook we express our appreciation for the opportunity to present the foregoing
comments and our willingness to provide any further information you may need as to 1215 K. (John V.
Diepenbrock, Diepenbrock, Wulff, Plant & Hannegan)
RESPONSE: Comment acknowledged.
5. COMMENT: The Department of Transportation, Division of Aeronautics, has reviewed the above-

referenced document and it appears that all issues of concern to the Division have been addressed pursuant
to CEQA. The Lead Agency is hereby notified that if any of the proposed heliports will be for other than
emergency use only, issuance of a State Heliport Permit will be required by the Division. (Sandy Hesnard,
Department of Transportation and Jack D. Kemmerly Chief, Division of Aeronautics)
RESPONSE: The comment presents further clarification on requirements for heliports in the City. At
present, the office projects propose to include only emergency helistops, as required by the City Fire
Department.
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SECTION II
WRITTEN COMMENTS RECEIVED

85

COMMENTS RECEIVED ON DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

This section of the Final EIR consists of a list of organizations and agencies commenting on the Draft
EIR, followed by copies of the actual comments received.

Commentor

Date

Regional
Sacramento Municipal Utility District (SMUD)

June 22, 1988

California Department of Transportation

June 29, 1988

California Division of Aeronautics

July 7, 1988

California Department of General Services

July 6, 1988

Sacramento Planning Commission Public Hearing

June 16, 1988

Sacramento Community Convention Center

July 5, 1988

Sacramento Department of Public Works

May 31, 1988
July 5, 1988

Sacramento Department of General Services

July 8, 1988

City

Private
Sacramento Old City Association (SOCA)

July 5, 1988

Carissimi, Rohrer, Harper Associates

July 5, 1988

Diepenbrock, Wulff, Plant and Hannegan

July 5, 1988

Robert E. Parkins

June 30, 1988

Ray Stone Incorporated

July 5, 1988

St. Paul's Episcopal Church

July 1, 1988
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CITY OF SACRAMENTO

2
LISA PYZEL PLANNER
DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT
CITY OF SACRAMENTO
1231 "I" STREET
SACRAMENTO CA 95814-2998

HEARING ON
SIR FOR THE CONVENTION EXPANSION

3

4
5
6

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT FOR CONVENTION CENTER EXPANSION AND
ALTERNATIVES (M87-0760)

The Sacramento Municipal Utility District has reviewed the above document.
have the following comments.

We

8

9
SMUD's policy is to safely provide reliable electrical service and to extend
SMUD
its electric facilities to serve all customers within its service area.

1231 I Street
Room 102

10

has lead agency responsibilities for all electric system improvements.

Electrical facilities will be installed to serve this project and should be
considered part of this project, and approval of this project should also be
considered as approval of these specific facilities.

11

The total
The peak demand is dependent upon the alternatives chosen.
electrical peak demand for all the projects listed in this document could be
10.4 MM. This peak demand includes the existing facility, plus the largest of

13

the alternatives and the three projects.

12

14

This includes three office building

complexes previously evaluated.
Existing Exhibit Hall
East Alternative
West Alternative
North Alternative
SOCA Alternative
13th and I
13th and 3
12th and K
Phases I and II

Sacramento, California

15
Peak Demand
.4 MW

.8 MN
.8 MW
1.0 MN
2.0 MN
1.8 MM
2.3 MM
3.9 MW

16
17
18

19

Thursday, June 16, 1988
5:30 p.m.

20
All the information included in the EIR is adequate and sufficiently addresses
the impact to SMUD by these proposals.

21

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

22

PAUL OLMSTEAD
ENVIRONMENTAL SPECIALIST

23

Reporter by:

24

Philli p M. Dunn

25
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4

of the SIR for the Convention Center Expansion and Alteration.

5

Again, we ask anyone who wishes to address the Commission to

6

please come forward at the proper time to give your name and

7

address for the record.

10

1

by law to circulate the draft of the SIR for 45 days for the

2

private projects and that review period can be up to only

3

30 days. Since this is beginning the public and private

4

review -- its 45 days for public review.

strictly here to take public testimony on the draft of the SIR.
It was circulated for a 45 days public notice on

12

May 23rd and the clone of the comment period is July 5th -- Its

13

circulated 45 days for public review because it contains a

BOARD MEMBER NOTESTINB:

6

it has to be publicized -- the project draft?

14

public project.

MS. LISA PYZEL:

8

CHAIRMAN CHIME: Okay, any more further questions

9

of staff? Okay, thank you. I would like to open the meeting

10

anyone who wishes to address the Commission, please come

11

forward.

13
Testimony tonight, h

STATEMENT BY MR. TON POWERS

project portion of the SIR, its not on the convention, its on

17

the SIR -- the private portion of the SIR -- to take public

18

testimony on the public project.

20
21
22
23
24
25

CHAIRMAN CHINN:

My name is Tom Powers and I live at 1017 14th

14

Street, Mountain Main Apartments. I have been able to read

15

over certain sections of SIR files and one question that I

16

have is regarding the Eastwood Expansion. And right now the

17

Community Center enjoins about a three block radius in regards

18

to bagging parking meters and leaving it there for an unlimited

19

time subject to removal only at their discretion. The SIR does

20

not seem to address this issue. If the Community Center is

21

-- expands to the east, the Community Center's influence will

22

increase in regards to city blocks and the number of meters --

23

that can be bad. And how will this affect the residential and

24

zones as far as our -- by this dimensions by this expansion

25

in that direction?

, is not on the public

16

19

Yes, 45 days.

7

12

15

So what your tell us is

5

Mr. Chairman and Commissioners,

there is no actual staff report because at this point were

11

MI NM NM I=

2

So with that, let's begin.

MS. LISA PYZBL:
9

IIIIIII •

We will take public testimony

CHAIRMAN CHINN:

3

MI • • • •

So if there's any questions?

So were taking testimony on which

again?
MS. LISA PYZEL:

Yeah, you can take it on both but

its on the adequacy of the SIR.
CHAIRMAN CHINN:

Okay, on the -- explain the

private and public for whet?
MS. LISA PYZEL:

On public projects were required
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STATEMENT §11 STEVE HANDERS

1
2

My name is Steve Sanders, President, of the Sacramento

1

affects. So were pleased to see that what you set up to

2

do in drafting an alternative that would have -- that would
minimize the impact of expansion -- has actually been born out

3

City Association, 2404 H Street. This is the first I've heard

4

that the Planning Commission is only going to be hearing parts

4

by the analysis in the draft for the SIR. We hope that that

of the projects included in the draft SIR. I am little disturb

5

analysis will be closely considered and that the draft SIR will

6

that your doing it -- a draft SIR for certain projects only

6

be used to buttress the idea that 'SOCA' alternative is •

7

some of which your going to hear and at some point I would like

7

feasible alternative not only environmentally but economically

to hear some clarification of how it is that even though some

8

and programmatically for the City as well. However, there is --

9

of the projects are included in the same SIR, how you are going

9

working on EIRs myself and knowing bow these things get put

10

to be able to separate some of them out? When you consider the

10

together -- what things you put through the word processor and

11

impacts of some of the private projects vs. the public projects.

11

when -- there are a few things in the document that indicate

12

that rather than four alternatives there are really only three

12

As was stated this is strictly for a 45 days review.

13

We expect to submit a substantial bid comments before the

13

alternatives that are being considered. So what we would

14

July 5th deadline. We appreciate this opportunity to appear

14

like the City to do is take a look at some of the wording in the

15

briefly and talk • little bit about our concerns about this.

15

document to make sure that it is clear that all four alternatives

16

We appreciate the fact that the City is offering a workshop

16

are being given equal consideration and weight. The northern

17

opportunity to bring out some of these issues and provide

17

eastern and western expansion proposals and the 'SOCA'

18

some kind of guidance to consultants and staff prior to the

18

alternatives, as well.

19

close of the review period. I think its very helpful to proceed

19

20

in that fashion.

20

says, "The Sacramento Community Center Convention Expansion, the

21

three alternative sections being considered for expansion are

21

With respect to the document itself, we think that

For example, on page 2.1 has a description -- it

22

one of the most significant findings in that document is that

22

indicated as in 2.4 as stated there are four." We would like

23

of the four Convention Center's alternatives is that -- that

23

to see that reflected in the project description in the mass

24

are being proposed, the alternatives that our association has

24

and in all the other figures that are *referred to -- that are

25

proposed has by far the most best economic and environmental

25

included in the SIR. So that it is clear that there are four
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6

vital alternatives being considered.

2

The Sacramento Community Center Expansion project

1

we can clearly understand the benefits of a smaller project

2

that doesn't have that impact on cultural resources vs. the

3

objective, indicate that a study by Cubins and Leburns in

3

larger project. Particularly since our alternative calls for

4

December of 1987 is being relied upon to evaluate the feasibility

4

the Convention Center moving into the Esquire Theater and

5

of the alternatives and we would appreciate an opportunity to

5

retaining it. So we would like to see -- we don't want to set up

6

review that study prior to the close of the comment period

6

a situation where the 12th and K Street Office Tower is

7

so that we can also see the Commission -- the City's is going

7

necessarily have conflict and odds with out proposal so that
by separating them into phases we believe that we have an

to be using for evaluation and direct our comments forwards it.
9

With respect to the office projects, we have not yet

9

opportunity to have both our 'SOCA' alternative or something

10

done full analysis of our concerns and positions on the various

10

11

office projects. However, the draft SIR doesn't make an

11

12

distinction on the 12th and K Street project that we think

12

in summary -- the conclusion is drawn that the proposed

13

that should be made. Its -- at this point the City has before

13

expansion alternatives will result in the displacements of

14

it an application for only one tower, Phase I of that project

14

residents and no replacement of housing is proposed. Permanent

15

and either the SIR should look simply at that project or should

15

loss of housing in the downtown area would be considered in an

16

separate it into two phases because the applicant intends to

16

unavoidable adverse impact." That is true of this -- the City's

17

proceed in that phased manner. We think that the analysis

17

three alternatives, it is not true of our alternative and I

18

should look at the impacts of the single tour and the impacts

18

think that distinction should be brought out. There is an

19

of both towers so that its clear that the impacts are

19

unavoidable housing impact as a result of the 'SOCA' Proposal.

20

actually separated. And that is particularly important because

20

In fact, there is a beneficial impact and that's brought out

21

in our view the second phase of that project -- the second

21

in the matrix and that goes to the impact of the projects and

22

tower is the one that is the most prevalent to us from a

22

we think that should be put into the Summary of Finance so

23

cultural point of view because that is the one that involves

23

that it is clear that it is not • necessar y condition of

24

the demolition of the Esquire Theater and our view point is that

24

expanding the Convention City -- that there will be a permanent

25

we can -- if we can separate the project into those two phases,

25

loss of housing in the downtown area.
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1

We also think that there needs to be a little bit

1

action on the Community Center Expansion. That doesn't mean

2

more of quantitative presentation in the Summary of Impacts

2

that the Commission won't have to find -- before it takes action

3

and Mitigation Measures. Because in many cases there are

3

the projects that the EIR as a whole is adequate. I didn't

4

statements that simply say 'significant impact significant

4

mean and if I implied it, or said it. I didn't mean that

5

impact althou gh the range -- the significance of the impacts

5

they couldn't consider the Community Center Expansion portion

6

varies with each alternative. I an not sure exactly how this

6

of the SIR only that they don't actually take final action on

7

can be done perhaps thought a minor/major impact something of

7

the Community Center Expansion on the merits of that project.

that sort so that you can clearly excuse me
9
10

something that is

yes, something of significant impact but is a major adverse
significant impact which is a minor adverse impact.
Many of the impacts that result from our proposals,

11

8
9
10
11

MR. STEVE SANDERS: Oh, I see. So they wouldn't
be making an actual recommendation on the Community Project
itself?
BOARD MEMBER ROBBY: No but they wouldn't have to

12

for example, we consider to be -- and its pointed out in the

12

13

document, 'of less significances than the impacts of the others

13

14

-- expansion alternatives' -- so we think that needs to

14

a problem in terms of having to separate out, "Yes, we think

15

be pointed out to the reader in the summary. Since that is

15

that the EIR's had adequate terms of copies and the private

16

what most people -- anybody whose got any sense just to look

16

projects, we don't think its adequate in terms of copies" --

17

at.

17

but the Convention Center that is not our main concern so that

Finally. I was wondering it I could request some

18

we have to find out if the SIR is adequate?

19

clarifications from staff as to the reason that the public

19

20

projects are not going to be considered by the Planning

20

the Convention Center Expansion and the office projects are a

21

Commission and how this -- What guidance will they give to

21

part intertwined so that we would -- the Commission should

22

the Planning Commission in terms of finding this document

22

have to find the entire SIR adequate or not. Just because

23

adequate when so many of these human impacts are dependent upon

23

their not taking final action on the Convention Center doesn't

24

public project?

24

mean that the Convention Center isn't related to the office

25

projects as far as the SIR is concern.

18

25

BOARD MEMBER KOREY: The Commission won't be taking

MN NMI I= MI

MR. STEVE SANDERS: Okay, so there's not necessarily

BOARD MEMBER ROBBY: No, it would seem to me that
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9

We have this hearing, this one

1

MR. STEVE SANDERS: Thank you. Those were all the

1

hearing we don't have to?

2

major projects that we had at this time. As I said, we will

2

hearing before on this one because its concurrent after the

3

be providing more detailed comments prior to the close of

3

closing date of the comment --

4

the comment period.

4

5

I have another Question which is that this will be

hearings on the draft SIR which we don't normally do.
hearing on the draft and a hearing on the final.

coming back following the clone -- well, basically actually

6

7

on the final of the SIR will be the next action that comes

7

BOARD MEMBER ROBBY:

We have a

I think your having instances

where there were -- there was a hearing on the final SIR end,

before the Commission?
CHAIRMAN CHIME: Right.

I think whet you mean is the two

5

6

9

MS. LISA PYZSL:

9

that is to say, the comments and responses -- comment• came in

10

MR. STEVE SANDERS: Okay, thank you.

10

and responses were prepared and there was • hearing on that.

11

BOARD MEMBER OTTO: To clarify that point, the comment

11

am not sure on that.

way on one or two occasions.

It seems that maybe its been done that

12

period doesn't close until July 5th? We get all the final

12

13

comments in writing then usually we have a hearing after

13

14

the comment period closes?

14

community plans -- general plans, we often have more than one

15

hearing.

one, we normally just on this draft and one of the final.

15

MS. LISA PYZEL: The way that we've been working

MS. LISA PYZEL:

On community things, on larger

But on the significant projects -- SIR such as this

16

this historically is that the comment period closes. We take

16

17

those comments and we prepare responses -- direct responses.

17

18

After response, we send an administrative final SIR out to

18

19

interested persons. Then the administration comes back to the

19

20

staff, staff goes and makes the corrections and the final SIR

20

21

contains the responses to all the comments plus copies of all

21

22

comments received plus any corrections or additions would have

22

23

to be made and distributed to the Planning Commission for

23

MS. LISA PYZEL:

24

review at that next hearing.

24

BOARD MEMBER ROBBY:

25

BOARD MEMBER OTTO: I thought that after the final
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I

We had major comments to be

BOARD MEMBER OTTO:
tonight.
MS. LISA PYZEL:

-- or you could put them in

writing and we would respond to it in final and -As a Commission, if we had any

BOARD MEMBER OTTO:

suggestions they would have to be done tonight?
Right, by the 5th, Yes.
May I inject one thing?

don't have to -- you can write comments.

You

You don't have to take
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1

action as a Commission in order to comment. If you had •

1

2

concern, you can make that concern known and there will have

2

BOARD MEMBER WALTON: Like • supplemental form?

to be • response to that comment. Even though its made by

3

KS. LISA PYZEL: In a final, yes, SIR.

4-

you in a personal capacity where as • City Planning Commission

4

CHAIRMAN CHINN: Any other questions? Thank you,

5

-- but its not the Commission as a whole.

5

Lisa. Anyone wanting to comment on the draft SIR this

6

evening?

6
7

9
10

BOARD MEMBER WALTON: When you get comments, if you
-- like the comments generally

don't become a part -- do you

7

ever make changes to the document or are they also like a

8

supplemental portions of the --

9

MS. LISA PYZEL: Rather than reprinting the draft

as best we can, and finish addressing that concern.

STATEMENT py MR. JACK DIEPINOROCK

Thank you, Mr. Chinn. I am Jack Diepenbrock and I
represent 1215 K Street Parking and the Developer of what has

10

been referred to as SIR Chapter 7, as the 12th and K Street

11

SIR, we do it in a final. If there's major changes to the

11

Tower -- sometimes 12th and K Street Towers. With we tonight

12

summary table then that is reprinted in the final or major

12

are Rob Langerford the CEO of Langerford and Cook which is a

13

changes to certain sections -- but there usually done in •

13

general partner in 1215 K partners and David Taylor who is

14

formal, rather than, rewriting, re-signature and so on.

14

the Developer, Vice President.

15
16
17

, BOARD MEMBER WALTON: What kinds of things would
cause you to change the -MS. LISA PYEEL: Additional studies that were

15

We hope that before Is done the representative of

16

our architectual firm, Hellmuth Obata Kassbaum, ELK, in San

17

Francisco will be along with a handout giving you some of the
particulars on the projects.

18

required as a consequence, new information that came up at •

18

19

public hearing or comments that we received, normally.

19

20

BOARD MINDER WALTON: If you heard • comment that

Our purpose tonight is to give you an update on the

20

project and to familiarize you generally with it. To do that as

21

suggested that perhaps something wasn't covered in the SIR

21

Steve Sanders suggested and we will do this further in our

22

that should have been legitimately covered --

22

written comments to clearly define phase I from phase II of the

23

project and to urge your speedily and expeditious settlement of

23

MS. LISA PYEEL: As • rule we would do a response to

24

that comment -- We don't feel that you sufficiently address this

24

the SIR, if that possible, so that phase I can proceed this far.

25

concern. Then in response to that comment we would go through,

25

Now phase I is presently a certain project, it is ready, willing
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1

and anguish to proceed. Phase II is not that far along, its

1

finance and lease and very much close to the point of actually

2

more than embryonic but it has got • ways to go and I should

2

submitting for building permit -- can be built without phase II.

3

point out specifically for the record that as of this time while

3

4

were in close and friendly negotiations with the owners of the

4

in the SIR is about 500,000 square feet and that was done really

5

Esquire Theater and the Book-Can-Tel next door those proprieties

5

at the cost of the staff -- that we would give some idea that if

6

at this time are not under contract. All the other properties

6

we did built phase II -- but tonight we are -- this year we

7

involved in phase I and in phase II are in fact under contract

7

need to get -- this fall, we need to get started with this one
as we do have commitments that are extinguishable if we can't

are entitled to some them already in the hand -- entitled to
9
10

piece left in phase I will pass the end of this month.
We have here a model Bob Lankford or David Taylor

MR. DIEPENBROCK: The total project as referred to

9

get the thing going. We feel confident that its consistent with

10

the City's guidance and it will continue to improve on what the

11

one or the other will give you • hesitate overview of what the

11

City has already started with the Hyatt and the expansion of

12

project actually looks like. Phase I is on there and phase II

12

the Community Center and we would simply add more in that effort.

13

is in this area.

13

14
15

STATEMNNT

AI NA

LANKFORD

Thank you, I'm Rob Lankford. The project that

Thank you. Rob. I wanted to point out epecifically

14

that phase I does not include the Esquire and it does not include

15

the Club Can-Tel. Its a 135 feet K Street, 160 feet 12th Street

16

we have designed is in a very long -- away long -- in our working

16

and it involves a 40 foot wide connector to J Street and -- which

17

in the process and their view of it. A number of staff -- of

17

will provide in grass for automobiles, pedestrians access will

18

City staff of the 18 story building one is granite. It involves

18

predominantly be at the corner of 12th and K through a 50 foot

19

a main level six stories of parking above the granite the office

19

Colum-aid which we think will add quite an addition to the town.

20

floors up to 18 floors. Phase I is the 20,000 rental square feet

20

Again, see it right there on the corner. This is 12th and K

21

in the SIR which this project is discuss -- it is • two-phase

21

right here, cars come in on J Street, a limited amount of traffic

22

project, as Jack has said.

22

according to the agreements that we have struck with the city

23

traffic engineer with the anticipation of IT will cone in the

23

The project, however, is extremely visible and

24

very specifically visible between phases at this point, alone

24

alley, principally to drop people off back in here, and go down

25

K Street such that this project which is one that is virtually

25

to a limited number of parking spaces one level above the grade.
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15

Ily is what the project is going to look like. It is

1

And g

2

included in the centrally business district -- instinctive

3

zone. Its entitled to a fast track but for all the projects

4

together requiring an EIR this project would be able to proceed

5

on the basis of • special permit issued by the planning director

6
7

after a public hearing before the Design and Review Board.
And depending on how all of this phases, it is possible, at least
and maybe important to us to urge that the EIR be settled

9
10

separately from the final determination as to which of the
1 alternatives the Community Center goes to. So that,

11

if at all possible, construction can begin this fall. Thereby

12

be able to deepen the commitments that have been made to the

13

tenants.

14

I should give you a word about what kind of building

1

provide input to the legislature and to the governmental process.

2

This is a feature which I think makes the building particularly

3

desirable in this particular location. Because these associations

4

do have on a regular basis committee meetings, they have

5

conventions, they have many out-of-town visitors and they involve

6

themselves and therefore with the hotel across the street -- the

7

Association Hospitals and Health Systems have booked • great

8

number of rooms at the Hyatt. It has rented halls months, even

9

in some cases, years ahead for their activities to take place.

10

Those folks who are up here from out-of-town will typically want

11

to take advantage of the night time features that we all hope

12

will develop in addition to those already provided at the Hyatt.

13

And it is out expectation in phase I that the ground floor

14

perhaps have • restaurant facility -- its more likely, however,

15

that will happen in phase II and as phase II develops according

16

to our present plans.

15

this would be as we will point out in our written comments. Its

16

not in its occupancy as • garden variety office building filled

17

with lawyers, accountants, investment bankers and so on as is

18

typical of a downtown building. The tenants here would be the

18

working drawings are in advance state of preparation, a general

19

primary tenant -- to the largest single tenant, which would be

19

contractor has been engaged, financing is virtually in place.

20

the California Association of Hospitals and Health Systems which

20

Again, it is a project that is certain and its actions we wait

21

will occupancy in excess of 60,000 feet. Also in the building

21

in the completion of the regulatory process so we can start.

22

will be the California Medical Association and the California

22

I would like to compliment the writer for the breath and the

23

Chamber of Commerce, which all of whom have signed 1

. Those

23

comprehensive depth of their report we can all hen-pick some

24

associations are in the progress with a number of similar tenants

24

of the aspects of it but I believe that all the issues have

25

who chief active is to coordinate state wide organizations and to

25

been carefully reviewed.

17

As Rob has said not only are the tenants in place the
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17

That's as much as I have thought to say this

1

1

to emphasize and again you know -- I cell to the Commission's

2

attention the importance that all projects list comply to the

3

urban guidelines.

2

evening. And David Taylor has told me that written packages

3

have just

4

can those to leaf through. If there are any questions, we will

4

5

endeavor to respond.

5

Proposal and -- time and time again, the proposal complies with

Co..

and I will distribute those to you so that you

I believe there's again going through the SOCA

6

CHAIRMAN CHINN: Thank you, Mr. Diepenbrock.

6

the guidelines. The current assumption and the directive put

•

MR. DIEPENBROCK: Thank you very much.

7

out by the city for the RPQ for Art Programing on the assumption

8

CHAIRMAN CHINN: Any more speakers this evening?

8

that the current Convention Center will continue its existing

9

materials colorations, scaling and form. This building is

9
10

STATEMENT RI GERARD CAPELL
My name is Gerard Capell, I an a Architect, Socker

10

clearly in violation of design plan and in all guidelines set

11

Board Member, and author of (locker Proposal. I would just

11

therein. Its very inoffensive and unrecognizable at this point

12

like to repeat some of the comments made by Mr. Sanders in that

12

because of the scale. Its ready a small building but if you

13

the fine job the consultants does in preparation of this draft

13

increase its size three fold as proposed, the massive scale

14

of the SIR in its thoroughness and its well comprehensiveness.

14

with its color and forms will significantly change even looking

15

at the computer generated photohasish clearly that implies
the negative impact.

15

I do want to stress the importance of qualifying

16

the impacts of a summary list of minutes of the variations

16

17

between the negatives and positive impacts -- minors vs. major.

17

18

1 take great prize in finding that the first, and I believe,

18

is not a stepping stone, its art decor, we've paid for this, its

19

the only significant and beneficial impact listed in that gunnery

19

all been done on a voluntary time and in a very short period of

20

was on the SOCA Proposal underneath this housing component.

20

time. Many of the detailed and complex questions that our

I would also like to mention that the SOCA Proposal

21

Consultant clearing recognized time and time again

21

art program has designed has not been address. So the comments

22

through the document the importance of increasing the housing

22

made by the art firm consultants are either mistaken, misleading

23

stock in the downtown corridor. It was something that no other

23

or erogenous. I will agree with and we do need need further

24

proposal in the entire document and nothing within the even

24

resolution, the loading dock, is clearly one -- the loading and

25

the City confines have been able to include. I would also like

25

unloading of trucks on 14th and J Street -- moving to state
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20

analysis is the assumption that the meeting rooms are contiguous

1

corridor. With the SOCA Proposal, I think, again looking at the

2

with existing exhibit space. It is one that is suppose to be

2

photomontages it is my far the least offensive visual and maybe

3

across 14th Street and raise slightly in the site of retailers.

3

we might have to rely on the fact that it has a large sign out-

4

This proposal is not even needed at this point, if the existing

4

side. I much rather have some one say, 'Where's the Convention

5

meeting halls are utilized which are more contiguous and even

5

Center, oh, that's the big over lit sign on the side of J

6

more adjacent to the proposed expansion hall enlargements. The

6

Street." Then did you see that building how it goes up four

7

meeting halls above as opposed to the upper stories of the

7

stories and goes down three blocks -- that's it.

8

public market will be overlooking into the Exhibit Hall below.

8

9

I can't imagine anything closer than that. One of the negative

9

1

I really have no desire to see Sacramento take
the Pacific Bell building and turn it on its side and use that

10

as the Convention Center. I would also like to emphasize the

structure was not adjacent to the lobby space. The City hasn't

11

proposal to 12th and K Street project just presented. That it

12

even proposed a parking space. SOCA Proposal has the least

12

be closely scrutinize for design guidelines and I also recommend

13

negative impact on parking.

13

to the Commission that that the Tier Project may stand alone

14

as phase I in the event that phase II is unable to be developed

10

criticism or criticism in g

11

14

I was the fact that my parking

There is also a concern which I praise the consultants

15

for identifying the architect BOCA Proposal does not represent

15

with as much good intentions -- positive reinforcement that the

16

visual massing and the character of the Convention Center. I

16

city developers and land owners can put towards it. We have

17

have seen few convention centers that I would want a building to

17

all seen too many projects started and aaaaa completed and I as

18

look like -- one that comes to mind that is at least is the

18

a architect -- I have seen too many doors unfulfilled from

19

beautiful Buffalo Building -- most are three and four story

19

clients. Thank you.

20

monolithic boxes -- windows, odorless with no since of scale to

20

CHAIRMAN CHINN: Any other questions this evening?

21

the pedestrian level to any adjacent building. In most

21

MR. STEVE SANDERS: Mr. Diepenbrock mentioned that if

22

cases there located sensibly on the far out reaches of the

22

it wasn't for the other projects in the accumulative impact as to

23

central city in old stock years, old railroad yards, dock

23

-- entitled 'Past Track Status' and I would like • brief

24

locations, in some cases in New York. We unfortunately have made

24

explanation as to how that works and what qualifies it to work

25

the decision to put it in the very heart of the downtown

25

as a Past Track?
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21

CHAIRMAN CHINE:

1
2

Staff will comment on that at the

2 On the K Street side its a pedestrian wall on 12th Street its

end of the meeting its -MR. STEVE SANDERS:

3

1 is a difficult site to develop because its in essence • land lock

The reason why I -- the reason

3 light rail corridor and it a butts • alley which doesn't go

4

why I bring it up is that my recollection is that Fast Track

4 anywhere because it rune into the Convention Center so we

5

is allowable if the project is in full compliance with the

5 recognize the difficulty with that access but if there's other

6

urban guidelines to which none of these projects are.

6 ways to providing access to that garage other than a speed ramp

7

Secondly, I have • question that maybe -- and the

7 off of J street could be provided. We would hate to loss the

a

staff's thinking on this is that -- and my recollection is that

8 rhyme of the buildings alone J Street particularly with some of

9

the Fast Track process in the urban plan is not embodying.

9 the rehabilitation that goes on right now with Procida Florist

10

However, I don't believe that there was • master environmental

10 their doing an excellent job of renovating their building there

11

assessment

11 and we would like to see some of those small 40 foot wide

12

development downtown. So in the absence of the master

12 buildings renovated rather than be broken up by parking access.

13

environmental document unclear as to how a specific project can

13

14

get out under a CEQA requirement and not have any Elks when the

14 urban standpoint is the 13th and J Street Office Building. When

15

overall master policy has not been subjected to any environmental

15 this project was first proposed it was half the size that it is

16

and I may be mistaken on that.

16 that is currently incarnation. The original -- our understanding

17

done at that urban design plan and of the overall

And secondly, I would like to make a couple of comments

The project that is most troubling however from the

17 that the original design was developed as a -- with the

18

on the three office projects. One is on the 12th and K Project

18 intention of attracting the Core of Engineers that is according to

19

phase I. We are concerned that if this does go toward, in the

19 the project components has occurred and the Core of Engineers

20

near future that there needs to be some attention paid to the

20 have signed a lease but subsequent to that the developers haven't

21

parking garage across the alley and connected to J Street. That's

21 decided to in essence double the project using I guess the

22

really troublesome to us from a J Street point of view and also

22 lease as the security for the financing for a much larger

23

from a traffic point of view on J Street and if there's an

23 Project. Our feeling was that the earlier project -- very

24

alternative ways to providing parking access to that site, we

24 large in scale was much more compatible with its surroundings

25

would like to see that being considered. We recognize that it

25 area then the project that is now being proposed, its simply to
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1

dense we believe and too large to fit with the contexts of the

2

rest of the area. That's why I think the SIR points out

3

this project as having the most trouble with complying with

4

the urban design guidelines -- its in violation in a number of

5

respects simply because their urban has been compromised to

6

fit a larger building program. We don't think that it would

7

be a hardship to scale back this project to the size that

8

would accommodate the corridor to a smaller expansion. It can

9

still be a feasible and viable project and much more in keeping

1

note on 3.2, the top paragraph, we have a signed lease from

2

General Services Administration for the federal government for

3

a 180,000 square feet to house the Core of Engineers and were

4

moving forward with the time lines toward the drawings in order

5

to meet the dates after the SIR has been taken care of. We have

6

the contractor on board and were pursuing that course. I wanted

7

to make those comments. Do you have any questions?

8
9

CHAIRMAN CHINN: No questions, thank you very much.
Any more questions this evening?

10

with the character of the area and much more likely to be

10

11

in compliance with the urban design guidelines. Particularly

11

you beg my indulgence here. I was at the meeting for the

12

given the sensitive of that site, its directly across the street

12

Design and Preservation Board last night for and the applicants

13

from Pacific Bell and our theory is that were going to have •

13

for the 13th and J Street buildings they applied for a demolition

14

shiner monolith of the same mass and scale that is the last

14

permit for the demolition of a structure at the corner of 13th

15

thing that I wanted to say.

15

and J Streets. Now that project -- the overall 13th and J

16

Streets office project is being considered in this SIR. At this

17

point we have nothing but a draft SIR. The application for a

18

demolition permit is a necessary part of and included in the

Sacramento representing Benvenuti Properties on 13th and J

19

analysis in this draft SIR. However, the City's staff has

20

Streets and we have few comments which we will be formerly

20

taken a position that its okay to grant a demolition permit

21

a couple of comments back in writing.

21

for the demolition of that structure of 14th and J in advance

22

of a decision on this SIR. We take exception to that and I

to note. Were shown in Chapter No. Six, if you would review

23

wanted to alert you to that. In fact that some of the, for

24

that, we wanted to point out that were similar in kind of a

24

examples, mitigation measures mentioned in here in terms of

25

time line as the 12th and E Street project has. If you will

25

cultural resources perhaps inside of that building or some

16
17
18
19

22
23

CHAIRMAN CHINN: Any more questions this evening?
A

sixamin FROM

HARPERS ASSOCIATION

My name is Chris Moore of Harpers Associate

There is a couple of comments that I would like

RIVER CITY REPORTERS (916) 429-0219
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1 other kind of measures would no longer be available if a

1

that is when the application for the project -- we set aside

2 demolition permit is granted in advance of • decieion on the

2

that building.

3 project itself. And I think it is inappropriate for the City

3

have been done in the Convention plan downtown such as certain

4 to peace-meal this project and allow parts of it to be approved

4

amounts of traffic and things like that -- that will be cited

5 while the debate on the whole has not even been resolved.

5

specifically in the III.

We think its a bad policy and contrary to CSQA and so

6

7 we will be working with the environmental staff for the next

CHAIRMAN CHINN:

6
7

Are there any other comments on

the demolition on 14th and J?
That is still with the City

MS. LISA PYZEL:

couple of weeks. But I wanted to let you know that was going on
9 and it has raised our concern about this particular project.

When the general plan and other studios

9

Attorney's Office.

One of the problems that we looked at with

10

this is that there is no project proposed at that site --

11

no office building just a site for the Convention.

12 • question earlier on the 12th and K Street project whether or

12

been able to review that at this time and I don't believe

13 not it qualified for 'Fast track'? Would you clarify that for

13

that came up as of yet.

14 us?

14

considering.

10 Thanks.
11

15

CHAIRMAN CHIME: Okay, anyone else? Okay, there was

MS. LISA PYZEL: Well, I'm not entirely familiar

That is one of the things that were

CHAIRMAN CHINN:

15

I have

Any other questions this

evening?

16 with the fast track proposals itself. But as far as the

16

17 environmental portion of it non of the EIR go through the fast

17

18 track progress are up for environmental review. The CEQA

18

power there are certain provisions that the Commission has

19 Guidelines states, "that certain projects have been recognized

19

authority for recommendations on CADA Projects.

20 perhaps as certain regionally significant and one of the criteria

20

its been a habit of the Planning Commission in the past that

21 is building over a 250,000 square feet, buildings employing

21

on public projects that we take your recommendations to the

22 a certain number of people and other criteria. So if any of

22

council.

23 the proposed projects fall within those criteria. then they

23

course of the review at that time if you want to make a

24 are subject to the UR. If a project fell below those soy

24

recommendation to the county then you could still do it but

25 160,000 square feet then when we did do the environmental review

25

your officially designated adviser on this. The Commission

RIVER CITY REPORTERS (916) 429-0219
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If you have specific recommendations during the
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1

has done -- as to any pubic project you have reviewed and done
So your entitled to do that

2

that.

3

official capacity.

4

the Community Center itself --

Your mandated to do that.

BOARD MEMBER WALTON:

5

then the County?

7

body in redevelopment or -BOARD MEMBER DINH:

11

BOARD MINIM WALTON:

12

BOARD MEMBER MTN:

16

Hyatt --

know?

2

BOARD MEMBER DUYN:

3

BOARD NIMBI WALTON:

4

BOARD MEMBER DUYN:

Yes.
The public project on the

Hyatt, it was.
6

BOARD MEMBER WALTON:

7

BOARD MEMBER DUYN:

Agent -Along that line because

8

the City has an art developer -- minimum requirements under the

9

building zoning requirements -- we would still go through it.

10

Whatever zoning entitlements that are necessary to met their

11

minimum zoning.

So basically, the City's policy --

12

other redevelop commission -- prior to it going to council.

13

a council -- the body that evaluates the proposal with respect

14

to urban design guidelines?

BOARD MEMBER WALTON:

I know that the Hyatt is open

15

even -BOARD MEMBER DUYN:

The EIR was done back when the
and I think you were

BOARD MEMBER WALTON:

BOARD MEMBER DUYN:

But in this case. Sam, we would.

would use that urban -- okay, as the document -- reevaluate
the project again.

on the Commission and some other members were on the Commission

18

19

that the RIR on that project originally did review that from

19

BOARD MEMBER WALTON:

20

the Planning Commission.

20

CHAIRMAN CHINE:

In other words, like this right

22

project from some other project?

23

across the street from the Hyatt -- redevelopment that involved

24

the Hyatt, excuse me.

25

the Planning Commission or the redevelopment agent?

Does that go directly to or not before

RIVER CITY REPORTERS (916) 429-0219

Do you

The board,

17

18

What distinction was this

Ultimately we would make

the decision.

hotel proposal was -- it was years ago

BOARD MEMBER WALTON:

So we would evaluate as

16

17

21

The Convention --

We have required that the

14
15

On the Convention Center?

Is the Hyatt a project --

CHAIRMAN CHIN:

1

Who is that some one other

No.

10

13

In this case

Is the City looking at it in some other

6

9

its just again in an

28

Okay.

Any other questions?

Okay, for

21

the record this hearing will continue to the July 7th meeting.

22

We are now adjourned.

23

(Whereupon the hearing was adjourned at

24

6:35 p.m.)

25
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RIVER CITY REPORTERS (916) 429-0219

Inn 1•11 NM MIN MI • MI INI1 11111 Ell MI MI NE NM en

MI MI UN

IIIIII

Mill 1111111

•

IIIIIII MI 11111 NM MS Gill •
STEVE SANDERS. PrtsAkm
MARK WHISEER. VV.Pre,Idara
PAM PHILLIPS, Sevrcus)
IONAEHAN LEWIS. Prawn.
LINIM A WHITNEY. hlemAmMip
ROGER I.Af HE. Preauvawn Our
MARY FREEMAN. Ea..

STATE OF CALIFORNIA

••.

4
5

COUNTY OF SACRAMENTO

I, MULLIS M. DUNN, certify that I was the hearing
reporter for the proceedings named herein, and that as such

9

hearing reporter. I reported in verbatim shorthand writing

10

those proceedings; that I thereafter caused my shorthand writing

11

to be reduced to typewritin g , and the pages numbered 1 through

12

28 herein constitute • complete, true and correct record of

13

the proceedings:

14
15

PRESIDING OFFICER:

DARRYLE CHINE

16

JURISDICTION:

City of Sacramento
Building

17
18

CAUSE:

SIR for the Convention
Expansion

19
20

DATE OF PROCEEDINGS: June 16, 1988.

21

IN WITNESS WHEREOF. I have subscribed this certificate

22

at Sacramento, California, o

21mt day of June, 1988.

Page 3-1, The square footage of the additional loading docks,
and general support space for closets, Mechanical systems,
electrical rooms toilets, etc. should be included to the total
size of the expansion.
Much more than 140,000 new square feet
will be required.

Page 3-2, The assumption, or requirement, of the expanded
building to utilize similar architectural forms and materials to
match the existing facility is in violation of the City's Urban
Design Guidelines. The report contradicts itself with this
requirement in its recommendations for the expansion under the
specific chapters regarding the expansion scenarios.
Page 3-6, The proposed "new jobs" created by each new high-rise
are suspect. The Capitol Bank of Commerce produced very few new
employees or brought new business to Sacramento. Nearly all of
the tenants are relocated from other Sacramento based offices.
Pages 3-7 to 3-57. Impacts should be quantified as being positive
or negative, and minor or major. This can then be put into an
matrix and the various projects can be analyzed more objectively.
Page 3-24, The statements regarding Road Closures is incorrect.
The East Alternative's condition is listed under the West
Alternative. The West Alternative closes the pedestrian access
on 13th Street. The North Alternative would probably close 14th
Street between I Street and the Alley. The SOCA Proposal
RESTRICTS automobile traffic on 14th Street and relocates the
pedestrian access from 13th Street to a galleria through the
This needs to be clarified throughout the
Public Market.
Document.

Page 3-24, No mention is made to the additional parking provided
in the SOCA proposal compared to NO PARKING PROVIDED in any of
the other three alternatives.

23
24
25
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150,000 s.f. FOR ALL PROPOSALS, INDICATE THE AVAILABLE SQUARE
FOOTAGE OF THE ALTERNATIVE. This is very important with regard
to the exhibit hall space.

COMMUNITY CONVENTION CENTER EXPANSION

Page 4-82. Zoning Ordinance. The proposed site is zoned C-3 for
the most intense commercial use. However, the expansion of the
proposed Convention Center involving a single story building over
two blocks with no mixed-use is not the Highest and Most Intense
The City is not making best use of available land in the
use.
three alternative. Please identify this fact.

Page numbering is inconsistant with two 4-1 thru 4-8's

Page 4-1, third paragraph. The firms and their relationship is
mis-identified. Loschy,Marquart, & Nelson and VITIELLO &
Associates are both preparing the programming. No firm has been
selected for the design at this time.

Page 4-89. With the current housing situation, and high
occupancy rates in the downtown area, the report should emphasize
the value of maintaining and providing new housing in the
downtown. All proposal except the SOCA Alternative reduces the
housing stock.

Statements regarding the effect of the alternatives
Page 4-1.
and street closures or blockages should be clarified. CLOSURE
should indicate no traffic possible, RESTRICTED to indicate
scheduled motor vehicle traffic or primarily pedestrian use.
Page 4-3. The Loschy, Marquardt & Nelson comments.
A contiguous lobby space for both the exhibit and meeting
rooms is not provided now, so why is that important? The
programmers are defining an architectural design concept
while developing the program, which is not their purpose.
This comment should be removed.

Page 4-94. Change the word block to CLOSED on the last line of
the first paragraph.
Chapter 4.3 F, Visual Quality. The impact of the expanded
Convention Center with its current architectural materials and
style should be compared with the Pacific Bell Bldg for the three
alternatives

A detailed design can provide a private access for event
services. This is NOT a major problem.

Table 4-24 SUMMARY F PROJECT PARKING IMPACTS
The meeting rooms are in separate areas but the ones
proposed in the upper space of the Public Market at not only
contiguous to the exhibit space but overlook it. This can-be
the same for the existing meeting rooms ir they can be saved.
and Incorporated into the southern expansion. The eastern
meeting rooms are within short walking distance of the
exhibit halls. THE COMMENT IS WITHOUT BASIS, remove this
comment.

The list indentifies the West Alternative, is this correct? Or is
this the East Alternative_ as mentioned on page 4-119?
Please
correct.
.
Figure 4-24, Photomontage B, Remove the existing trees above the
proposed convention center. This makes the building look smaller
than what it the drawing should indicate.

The comment that the parking lot is not connected to the
public lobby is without meaning since no parking lot was
even requested by the City, and there are no parking lot
scenarios provided in any of the other alternatives. Remove
this comment.

Table 4-27, Projected Revenues and Expenditures. A cost vs
revenue chart for each of the projects should be provided showing
the pay-back of each project over 5, 10, and 20 years.
Table 4-27, Projected Revenues and Expenditures. It should be
noted that recent City acquisitions of land were not included in
the Costs, the purchase of the "Parking Lot" behind the Merrium
would have added 1.8 million dollars. Also the market value of
all City owned land, proposed for the alternatives, should be
given in the event that the City did not use the land for the
expansion and then were to sell or develop the land under higher
or alternative uses.

The loading dock area does need further architectural study.
An underground facility should be recommended since
valuable surface land is required for exhibit space.
Regarding the last comment upon the image of a convention
center, the consultants should provide photos of various
.convention centers showing what 19 an "Identifiable Image".

The cost of the SOCA proposal should not include the cost of the
new housing, the parking structure, and the development to the
East of 14th Street since this can be developed through a
private-public development agreement minimizing city funds. A
full break-down of how these costs were developed needs to be
included.

Page 4-33. The Pacific Bell building 19 noted as being not
particularly sensitive to the surrounding development and disrupt
the scale and rhythm of the existing development. The existing
Convention Center should also be named.
Page 4-80.
The available land square footage for the East
Alternative is 119,000, and the proposed expansion is well over
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Page 4-152, bottom of the page. The last paragraph is completely
out of context, it belongs to the East Alternative.
Page 4-211, paragraph 3. The last line mis-identifies the
Alternative as the East, and K Street would not be affected by
the North Alternative.
Page 4-210, Parking Mitigation measures.
The recommendations
are highly doubtful considering the natural greed of any event
planner. Limiting Short-term Weekday Events, and Restricting
Event Schedules for the sake of available parking is not a
realistic concern and these measures will not be taken.
Page 4-240.
worked.

Satellite parking is a great idea but has rarely

Page 4-240. Regional and National conventions would fill all the
hotels throughout the Sacramento area, and because of relatively
few taxis and a limited mass transit system the attendees would
rent automobiles
These comments pertain to all the alternatives. The mitigation
measures are not adequate despite the good intentions.
Page 4-229, The SOCA Proposal. The report does not mention at
all the ability to phase the construction of the expansion
allowing for greater financing flexibility. Also the SOCA
Proposal, as written, recommended using Private-public
development agreement for all work east of 14th street.
Page 4-229, third paragraph. Upon closer examination it appears
that the existing meeting rooms can be kept and used also for the
expanded Convention Center. This would allow their continued use
while other construction was underway and provide meeting rooms
adjacent to the existing exhibit halls.
Page 4-231, Consultant commente. See the rebuttal above, page 43. There is also another comment not included on page 4-3. This
involves the closing of the existing meeting halls. The comment
for Page 4-229 addresses this, and even if the existing meeting
rooms were to be demolished for the exhibit space, because of the
two locations, meeting rooms at the Public Market site could be
constructed before the demolition of the existing facility
thereby not losing a valuable resource.
Page 4-240, Housing. Greater emphasis should be directed to the
value of housing in the downtown, especially with regard to lower
crime rates and increased economic value. The Merrium is in
excellent condition which has not been clearly pointed out, and
it provides very affordable housing. These facts should be
Included under the housing paragraph, 4.2 E.
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THE 13TH J STREET OFFICE BUILDING
The developer and architect propose a project which in no way
meets the adopted Urban Design Architectural Guidelines.
The City and/or consultant should investigate the proposal with
the Corp of Engineers since the original proposal to them was for
a building substantially smaller in scale and different in
appearance. The original design was done by another
architectural firm which was not properly paid by the developer.
The original architect quit the project and the developer has had
to contract with another firm which has designed this poorly
thoughtout and insensitive project.
A comparison of this building, the City's proposed Convention
Center, and the Pacific Bell Building and their cumulative Visual
Impact on J Street should be stressed.
CHAPTER 8.2 EASTERN DEVELOPMENT SCENARIO
Under Housing, page 8-8, greater emphasis should be made to the
importance of housing in the downtown. Relocation of the people
and the building will only promote greater problems in the
future as housing needs are not able to be meet with no existing
housing to build a neighborhood around.
Table 8-5, . SUMMARY OF REVENUES & EXPENDITURES
The SOCA proposal does not include the other two office proposals
which would substantially change the revenue and expenditure
figures. The SOCA proposal is not exclusive to the complete
build-out of the 13th & I St building and the 13th and J St
Office Building. The 12th and K St project is affected by the
SOCA proposal by not allowing full expansion to the McCurry's
Expected costs and revenue
site for development as proposed.
from all three projects must be included with the SOCA proposal.
8.5 F VISUAL QUALITY
The SOCA proposal maintains the views along 14th street in much
the same scale as existing. The East Alternative completely
eliminates this view. Please correct this statement.
8.5. TRAFFIC, PARKING, AND CIRCULATION
No mention is made to the addition of 592 parking spaces created
where 200 is being loss. Please correct this statement.
It should also be noted as per Table 8-2, that the SOCA proposal
has the least cumulative adverse parking impact during the
highest use.
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I. SUMMARY OF FINDING
(I) The discussion of project alternatives for the office projects needs to be
expanded.
Page 3-1, 13th and I Street Office Building: a project of about half the proposed
size should be analyzed.
Page 3-2, 13th and .1 Street Office Building: a project to meet only the needs of
the Army Corps of Engineers should be analyzed. This project alternative should
be consistent in terms of massing, setback, and other elements with the Urban
Design Plan guidelines.
Page 3-2, 12th and K Street Office Tower: a single-tower alternative should be
analyzed, on the land proposed by the applicant for Phase I. This alternative
should be developed as a "stand-alone" project, and should presume the retention
of the Esquire Theater and Club Can't Tell. In addition, an alternative means of
providing parking access (other than the .1 Street demolition) should be assessed.
(2) Pages 3-8 through 3-57, the DEIR should revise the summary of Impacts and
mitigation measures. The following changes are suggested:
Put topical sub-headings under each major heading referencing the specific
impact under discussion.
Provide a qualitative description of the level of significance of potential
impacts. Characterize significant impacts on some scale such as "major
adverse" and "minor adverse" impact.
Provide an assessment of the level of impact aftcr mitigation. For example,
mitigation may reduce an impact from "major adverse" to "minor adverse."
This will allow quick comparison between alternatives for the significance
of impacts and the potential effectiveness of mitigation. The feasibility of
mitigation should also be noted.
(3) Pages 3-37 through 3-57, the office tower projects need to include an
assessment of the alternatives in the summary. Each should include:
No project
Revised project (smaller scale or phase)
Full project

This way the impacts of alternatives can be compared to each other, rather than
comparing the office projects to each other (since they are not alternatives to each
other).
Also, the land use assessment of each office project alternative should describe
the extent to which the alternative is compatible or incompatible with each of the
convention center alternatives. Many of the office alternatives and convention
center alternatives are mutually exclusive.
II. 13Th AND 1 STREET OFFICE BUILDINQ
(1) Page 5-1, the analysis mg include an alternative other than the "no-project"
alternative! A proposal should be developed which minimizes or avoids the
environmental impacts of the project as proposed. This is neggimpf under CEQA.
Suggest a 7 to 8 story alternative project of approximately in the density.
(Same comment applies to the other two office projects.)
(2) Page 5-8, what about compliance with childcare provisions of Urban Design
Plan?
(3) Page 5-14, the new demand for housing generated by the project needs to be
quantified.
(4) Page 5-14, in addition, the potential central city housing demand generated by
the project needs to be assessed, and the availability of the appropriate type of
housing to meet the demand should be evaluated.
(5) Page 5-14, there is a potential for the project and related projects to create a
demand for central city housing beyond the capacity of the existing supply to
accommodate. The cumulative impact on housing supply in the central city must
be addressed.
(6) Page 5-14, appropriate mitigation would include retention of existing housing,
such as the Merrium Apartments, and development of new housing in the area, as
included in the SOCA proposal.
(Same comment applies to the other office projects.)
(7) Page 5-26, we sunport the provision of financial assistance to RT.
(8) . ['age 5-47, this must include a smaller-scale project alternative!
III. 13Th AND I STREET OFFICE BUILDING

( I) See discussion of housing under 13th and I project, (items 3 through 8).
(2) Page 6-29, an alternative which does not develop a "dead-zone" of parking on
he facade should be developed. This is true of au proposals.
(3) Page 6-51, there mysi be another alternative that minimizes or avoids the
significant impacts of the project.
(4) Page 6-51, the DEIR should accrss an alternative that includes developing office
space only for the Army Corps of Engineers. This would be a smaller project
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than the one proposed, but consistent with the original application filed by the
developer.
(5) Past 6-51, in addition, the alternative should presume full compliance with the
requirements of the Urban Design Plan.
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(1) Page 7-8, would displace I Street retail. Since it does not contribute to the
"Hotel and Entertainment District," it is ra fully compatible with land uses and
policies in the area.

eo

ANALYSIS & REVIEW COMMENTS
DRAFT FIR. SACRAMENTO CONVFNTION CPR EXPANSION'ft' •
BY DENNIS NEUFELD

(2) Page 7-12, need an alternative that does noLrequize demo of the Esquire. The
Phase I and Phase II projects need to be independently assessed!
(3) See housing comments in 13th and I Street project, items 3 through 8.

• 11111 all
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(4) Page 7-19, the facade treatment of the I Street parking facility needs to be
assessed.

HISTORICAL
(1)

The East, West and North Alternatives all require demolition of historically
significant properties. The are:
(a) East: Merrium Apartment Building (a City Priceity Structure)
(b) West: Public Market and Esquire Theatre (both City Essential
Structures)
(c) West: W.P. Fuller & Co. Building and Neva Hotel (both City Priority
Structures)
(d) North: Gallion Building (a City Priority Structure)

(2)

Only the SOCA Alternative avoids the destruction of such vital historical
properties.

(3)

The preservation of these six (6) buildings is the responsibility of the generation
now in political power.

(5) Page 7-19, the facade should comply with the Urban Design Plan, and be
compatible with rest of streetscape and facades.
(6) Page 7-50, the DEIR must include a project alternative that minimizes or avoids
significant environmental impacts in order to comply with CEQA.
(7) Page 7-50, the most obvious alternatives would be to independently assess
Phase I (first tower) and Phase II (second tower and parking structure). The
Phase I project avoids loss of the Esquire, does not preclude the SOCA
alternative, and would reduce the transportation impacts.

MITIGATION
(1)

Of the four (4) East Alternative's Mitigations for avoiding the demolition of the
Menium, only retaining the existing building makes sense. Retaining the facade
only results in the destruction of the structure's architectural integrity along with
encouraging, politically, a deceptive, impotent, and embarrassing approach to
historical preservation.

(2)

The other suggested mitigation approaches: (a) relocating the building to another
site and (2) relocating the facade to another site are both technologically
tutrealistic and preservationally insulting.

(3) A key noint: The retention of the Merrium building would not significantly

reduce the conventional center space. It is built upon an 80' by 80' lot, or just
6,400 sr. or the approx. size of a typical residential lot.

III.

HOUSINQ
Via the East Alternative, the loss of the Merrium Apartments would result in the
demolition of 41 units, which are homes for 46 residents. The loss of permanent
downtown residents is the opposite effect expressed in the City's goal of
maintaining a stable downtown population base.

Cherishing Our Heritage — Planning Our Future

COMMENTS

There would be higher cost associated with the East Alternative to pay for the
relocation of the 46 residents from the Merrium. At $5,000 to $7,000 per
resident (estimate), that would be $230,000 to $322,000 added cost, which is
probably a conservative estimate.

DRAFT EIR FOR CONVENTION CENTER EXPANSION AND ALTERNATIVES (1187-076);
SCHN87061506
CHAPTER 6. 13TH AND J STREET OFFICE BUILDING

There would be extreme difficulty in finding suitable substitute housing for the
displaced residents in the Central City, considering the 1.8% vacancy rate in
Downtown-Midtown rental market (Co!dwell Banker, 1987).
INTRODUCTION

Under the West Alternative, Wendell Hotel would be demolished. with 19 rental
units lost. This loss of population downtown would also be a significant adverse
impact, though not as great as the loss of the Merrium.
The SOCA Alternative is the only approach that adds housing units to the project
area. Some 90-112 units would be added. This addition to the downtown
permanent population provides impetus to improving the desired "24-houls"
Central City.

In offering comments on Chapter 6 of this Draft EIR, we will be proceeding
through the chapter, section by section, using the section numbering and
headings incorporated into this chapter.
When referring to certain specific
paragraphs within sectionsare not numbered, we have chosen to add
numbering, for clarity in indicating the items referenced. For sections where
we have no comment or only a general comment, we have not numbered any
paragraphs. Attached to these comments is a copy of Chapter 6 which includes
the numbering we have added.

Iv. LEGAL
6.1

(I)

(2)

We believe that the substantial loss of the Merrium as a historical structure and
valuable housing is in violation of CEQA, because it can not be properly mitigated.
It is also clearly contradictory to the City's General Plan.
Subsequent to Citizens of Goleta Valley vs. Board of Supervisors. 197 Cal. App.
3d 1167 (January 1988), it is necessary to investigate a range of reasonable
alternative sites. This is particularly important if further expansion will be required
which will make the current proposal obsolete or in need of additional land.
Possible sites include Cal Expo, a rivetfront site, Sutter's Landing, or the
Southern Pacific yards.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

General Comment: Throughout this Draft EIR, the project is described as the
13th and J Street Office Building. The first paragraph of this section
describes its proposed location as "the southern half of the block bounded
by 13th Street. 14th Street, I Street and J Street (Figure 2-5)."
Actually, the proposed project, currently unnamed and known provisionally
as 1325 J Street, will occupy the northwest corner of 14th and J Streets,
and most of the southern half of the above-described block. The corner of
13th and J Streets is occupied by the Park Plaza Center office building At
1303 J Street.
This building has a street frontage on J Street which
extends for about 80 feet east of 13th Street.
The site of the 1325 J
Street Building (14th and J Streets) is accurately depicted in Figure 2-5.

6.2 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING
Comment: Same comment as above, for Section 6.1.

6.3

POTENTIAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES:
BUILDING

13TH AND J STREET OFFICE

A. LAND USE
A.I Potential Impacts
Ala. Relocation and Demolition of Existing Uses
comment: The Callion Building at the corner of 14th and J Streets is a threestory wood-frame structure more than 50 years old. Architecturally, it is
not very distinguished.
If the building ever contained any significant
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decorative elements on its two street facades, these were removed some
years ago. As stated in the Historic Resources Inventory information
prepared in 1981 for the California Department of Parks and Recreation.
The ground floor has been altered from its 1911 appearance, possibly
during a 1939 remodeling. The building may have been resurfaced and the
cornice altered. The usual frieze handing or belt course separating first
and upper floors is lacking and may have been deleted." The inventory form
also describes the condition of the building as "Fair," and notes that the
ground floor has been remodeled. (See attached inventory forms).
A.1.b. Compatibility with Adfacent Land Uses
Comments:
1.

This paragraph mentions several large structures which are or will be
located near the site. The second sentence of the paragraph mentions
the ten•story Pacific Bell Building, "... located one block north on J
Street." The Pacific Bell Building is actually located directly across
14th Street from the proposed 1325 J Street Building.

2.

The fourth sentence indicates that a "six-story office building is
located at 1303 J Street adjacent to the southwest corner of the site."
The Park Plaza Center Building (1303 J Street) is actually seven
stories tall, topped by a mechanical/electrical penthouse.

3 The paragraph's next-to-last sentence mentions the new Hyatt Hotel,
currently under construction on L Street. Other high-rise buildings in
the nearby area include the 14-story 926 J Street Building (10th and J
Streets), the 13-story Elks Tower at 11th and J Streets, and the tenstory Forum Building at 9th and K Streets. All of these buildings have
been fixtures in downtown Sacramento for many years. Newer buildings
nearby include the 1100 J Street Building, seven stories with a rooftop
mechanical penthouse: and two buildings currently under construction:
the 14-story Hyatt Hotel at 12th and L Streets, and the 28-story
Renaissance Center at 8th and K Streets. Proposed for construction in
the immediate area are the 12th and K Streets office complex, featuring
two towers of 21 and 23 stories topped by domes: and the 13-story 12th
and I Streets Office Building directly north of the 1325 J Street
Office Building.

•

MI

2. The last sentence indicates that the 1325 J Street Building "... would
not particularly compliment the visitor-serving, entertainment
functions" of the Convention Center. The project developer, D.
Benvenuti Properties, plans to make the parking facilities on the
building's second through seventh floors available to Convention Center
patrons during periods other than normal business hours (evenings and
weekends). The 1325 J Street Building will thus provide vitally-needed
Convention Center parking directly across the street from that
Facility. This will be especially helpful to Convention Center patrons
during major events, and at n11 available times to patrons who are
elderly or unable to walk longer distances. In addition, it is not
unlikely that some of the retail space on the ground floor of 1325 J
Street will he occupied by businesses catering to Convention Center
patrons and out-of-town visitors, as well as to Sacramento residents in
general. Examples might be a bookstore including books on Sacramento's
history, or a stationary store also selling postcards of Sacramento
visitor attractions and landmarks. These types of businesses might
well be interested in leasing space directly across the street from the
Convention Center,
A.1.d.
Comment: Same comment as Item 2 above, under Paragraph A.1.c., regarding the
last sentence in this paragraph.

Ale. Effects on Retail Corridors
Comme t: Agreed.

A.2 Consistency with Plans and Policies
A.2.a. General Plan
a.1 Comment: Agreed.
a.2 Comment: Agreed.
a.3 Comment: Agreed.

A.1.c.
Cornet
1.

The first sentence of this paragraph states that "... the scale of the
19-story office building would be significantly larger than the
Convention Center and other nearby structures." We do not feel that
the proposed 1325 J Street Building would be sienificantly larger than
the nearby structures mentioned above in our comments on Paragraph
A.1.6.

n.4 Comment: The proposed project would also promote economic vitality
through creating new jobs and additional employees downtown who would
patronize other nearby downtown businesses and provide increased ridership
for the Light Rail System.
a.5 Comment: Agreed.
A.2.b. Central City Community Plan
b.1 Comment: Agreed.
6.2 Comme c: Under "Compliance," it should also be stated that the project
will also "encourage a more compact and centralized development," pursuant
to established City planning policy.
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2.

As stated previously in our comment to item A.1.a., Relocation and
Demolition of Existing Uses, we question the current architectural
merit of the Califon Building at the northwest corner of 14th and J
Streets.

3.

wish to note that the retail business currently occupying the five
affected buildings on J Street do not particularly cater to Convention
Center visitors, but primarily to area residents. The affected
buildings are currently occupied as follows:

b.3 Comment: Agreed.
b.4 Comment: No comment on this item. Relevant comments have been included
elsewhere in this submittal.

We

A.2.c. Merged Downtown Sacramento Redevelopment Plan
Comment: Agreed.

1309 J Street - Vacant (formerly Sirlin Studios)
1313 J Street • Used clothing, household goods and furniture shop
1315 J Street - Vacant (formerly Procida Florist)
1317 J Street - Vacant (formerly Harry Itsuki, Watchmaker)
1319 J Street - Vacant
1323/25 J Street - Site vacant, building has been demolished
1327 J Street - Vacant (formerly Mr Big 6 Tall Clothing)
1329 J Street (Callion Building) - Vacant (formerly World's Best Comics
store)
14th and J Streets (Canton Building) - Grocery and delicatessen shop
922 14th Street - Chato's Rendezvous Club (bar)
920 14th Street - Being used for storage
918 14th Street - Barr Typewriter Co.
916 14th Street - Vacant

A.2.d. Zonina Ordinance
Comment.
A.2.e. Central Business District Urban Desian Plan
e.1 Comment: No comment.
e.2 Comment: No comment at this time. Relevant comments have been included
elsewhere in this submittal.
e.3 Comment: Agreed.
e.4 Comment: No comment.

B.1.b. Indirect Impacts

A.3 Mitigation Measure
Comment: We believe that the 1325 J Street Office Building will incorporate
appropriate features to achieve an attractive, pedestrian•scaled
streetscape, as described elsewhere in these comments on the Draft EIR.
These features will help create a genuinely "mixed-use" development to
stimulate additional activity in the area and help to integrate the
development with the Convention Center.
B. HISTORIC PRESERVATION AND CULTURAL RESOURCES.
8.1 potential Impacts: Historic Preservation
8.1 a. Direct Impacts
Comments:
I. Of the five buildings over 50 years old which would be demolished if
the 1325 J Street Office Building project proceeds, several have been
modified over the years, leaving little of the original fenestration
and architectural detail remaining. At least one, the Sirlin
Photography Studios at 1309 J Street, was an undistinguished retail
structure prior to the mid-1960's, when the building was extensively
modernized to accommodate the photography studio. This work included a
complete remodeling of the front facade and fenestration. (See photos
on following pages).

4
CARISSIMI-ROHRER-HARPER
ASSOCIATES
An hires is and Planners. Inv.

MI MI NM UM MI NMI MI 1•11

Comments:
I. The 1325 J Street Office Building, as proposed, will be at the
northwest corner of 14th and J Streets. No portion of the proposed
project will be closer than 80 feet to the intersection of 13th and J
Streets. While the development will undoubtedly have an indirect
impact on the Public Market on the southwest corner of 13th and J
Streets, it will not be an "across the street" impact as stated in this
section of the E1R.
2. The seven-story Park Plaza Center office building is located diagonally
across the 13th and J Streets intersection from the Public Market. The
proposed 1325 J Street Office Building will not be located diagonally
across this intersection from the Public Market.
B.1.c. Compliance with Historic Preservation Policies
c.1 Massing Districts
The 1325 J Street Office Building does not have one setback line
Comment:
running horizontally across the facade above the 60 ft. level. It does
have two setback lines staggered in steps across the J Street facade -- a
lower series of 20-foot setbacks and an upper series of 30-foot setbacks.
Thus, significant portions of the J Street facade are set back 20 feet from
the property line -- 5 feet more than the required 15 feet. Certain upper
portions of the front facade are set back 50 feet from the front property
For additional articulation of the building, there are also minor
line.
vertical setbacks along the J Street facade, stepping back from the
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These setbacks are
property line on both sides of the main entrance.
depicted in the figures on the following pages, showing selected floor
plans and facade elevations with shadow effects. We have also included
a polaroid photograph of the most recent architectural model of the
building.
c.2 Design Elements

C. POPULATION
Comment: No comment.

D.

Comments: The current designs for the 1325 J Street Office Building are
responsive in a number of significant ways to the items mentioned in this
section of the Draft EIR.
The 1325 J Street Building will be faced with rust red granite to the top
of the planters on the building's third floor level (30' . 4" above ground
level), with horizontal bands of concrete in a contrasting color. The rust
red granite has been selected to make the building compatible with the
Public Market on the southwest corner of 13th and J Streets, and establish
a complimentary visual relationship.
Above the red granite area, the exposed precast concrete elements on the J
Street facade will be tinted n tan color to make the building compatible
with such nearby structures as the Elks Tower on 11th Street, the 926 J
Street Building, the Masonic Temple, and the Merriam Apartments, as well as
with certain nearby modern structures such as the 1100 J Street Building.
The J Street facade of the 1325 J Street Building features square columns
at street level, similar in shape to the pilasters across the street
facades of the Public Market. The windows punched through the precast
concrete elements on the building's facade are similar in proportion and
rhythm to the fenestration of the Public Market to help create a
complimentary visual relationship between these two structures. There are
also rhythms in the designs of the Convention Center and the new Hyatt
Hotel. The 1325 J Street Office Building will generally be compatible with
these structures also.

EMPLOYMENT

Comment: No comment.

E.

HOUSING

Comment: No comment.

F.

VISUAL QUALITY

FA Potential Impacts
F.1.a. Existing Visual Resources
Comments:
I. The J Street corridor, in the immediate vicinity of the site, will
continue to be varied in character if the 1325 J Street Office Building
is constructed. The proposed development would be part of the
continuing evolution of the screetscape which has been occurring since
Sacramento was founded in 1848.
2.

The Park Plaza Center office building at 1303 J Street is seven stories
with a rooftop mechanical/electrical penthouse, not six stories.

3.

As discussed previously, significant efforts have been made to
incorporate design elements into the 1325 J Street Office Building to
create a complimentary visual relationship between it and the Public
Market on the block diagonally to the southwest. These design elements
include square columns on the first floor level, rust red granite
facings on the lower portion of the building, proportions of window
dimensions, and general rhythm of the building fenestration.

No attempt has been made to incorporate other architectural details of the
Public Market, erected in 1923, into the 1325 J Street Office Building.
8.2 Potential Impacts: Cultural Resources
Comment: No comment.

F.1.b. Visual Contrast

8.3 Mitigation Measures

b.1 Height and Bulk Relationships

B.3.1 (Califon Building)

Comments;

CommorA: Agreed.
8.3.2 (Public Market)
comment: See our preceding comments on Item c.2, Design Elements.

1. We question that the proposed office building would be substantially
higher than most other buildings in the project vicinity. Please refer
hack to our comments on Item A.1.b., Compatibility with Adjacent Land
Uses.

8.3.3 (Archeology)
Comment: No comment.
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3.

The massing of the building is articulated by a series of significant
horizontal and vertical setbacks, a lower series of 20 ft. and an upper
series of 30 ft. A more detailed discussion of the building's
setbacks is included in our comments on Section B.1.c., Compliance with
Historic Preservation Policies, Subsection c.1., Massing Districts.
The portion of the building which abuts the 1303 J Street (Park Plaza
Center) office building was deliberately designed to be the same
height, to obscure the very unattractive east facade of that building.
This plan has received very favorable reaction from City Planning
Department staff.

b.2 Architectural Design and StreetsCane Treatment
Comment: A number of important architectural design and streetscape features
have now been incorporated into the building's design, including the
following:
Recessed pedestrian ways along major portions of the building base.
- Landscaping adjacent to the recessed pedestrian ways and the public
sidewalks.
- landscaping in planter boxes which also perform as railings around each
of the building's seven levels of parking. The foliage in these planter
boxes will undoubtedly grow towards the sunlight, and thus will be
clearly visible from J Street and 14th Street.
Glassed-in elevators and stairwells immediately adjacent to the J Street
facade, on either side of the main entrance, to orientate the building to
the streetscape and to encourage use of the building's parking facilities
by Convention Center patrons after normal business hours and on weekends.
- High-quality granite facings on the facade to enhance the streetscape.
- Colors selected for granite and precast concrete facade elements to
harmonize with other important nearby structures.
b.3 View Corridors
Comment:
The 1325 J Street Building will help define the J Street view
corridor. In addition, when viewed from more distant areas around the
Central Business District, it and other high-rise buildings will help
define the CBD and aid in creating a prominent visual impression of the
importance and significance of downtown Sacramento.
F.2 Consistency with Urban Design Policies
F.2.a. (Building Setbacks)
Comment:
See our comment on Item B.1.c., Compliance with Historic
Preservation Policies; Subsection c.1, Massing Districts.
F.2.b (Recessed Pedestrian Ways)

F.2.c. (Recessed Pedestrian Ways and Other Features)
Comment: See the immediately preceding comment regarding recessed pedestrian
ways. In addition, the corner of the building at 14th and J Streets will
have a notched setback at ground level (not depicted on the enclosed ground
level floor plan).
F.2.d. (Building Top Design)
Comment: The upper series of stepped building setbacks will extend up to the
top of the building at the center of the J Street facade, creating a
distinctive building top design. Precast concrete elements with punched.
out windows will also step up the J Street facade to the top of the
building, adding to the distinctive building top design. The upper
portions of the building facade near the upper corners facing J Street will
be sheer glass curtain walls to minimize the visual impression of the
structure's height and bulk.
F.2.e. (View Corridors)
Comment: Agreed.
F.2.f.

(Color, Texture, Materials, etc.)

Comment: As discussed previously in several different comments, the building
will comply with the Design Guidelines with regard to these various items.
F.2.g. (Enhancement of Pedestrian Environment)
Comments: The main building entrance at the center of its J Street facade will
be two stories tall to make it inviting to pedestrians. Storefronts will
be oriented to the streets and public sidewalks, to make them inviting to
pedestrians.
Decorative paving will be used in the recessed, covered
pedestrian ways and adjacent to the main entrance. Lighting and signage
along the two street facades and along the alley leading to the parking
garage entrance will be designed to be attractive to pedestrians as well as
motorists, to make the building and its immediate environment inviting as
well as safe, and will be in conformance with City ordinances.
• .2.h.

(Landscaping)

Comments; The 1325 J Street Office Building will have significant landscaping
features visible to both pedestrians and passing motorists. Approved
street trees will be located in planter-areas along the public sidewalks,
adjacent to J Street and 14th Street. Planter boxes with landscape
materials will serve as railings around each of the building's seven
parking levels, on the second through eighth floors, on the J and 14th
Streets sides.
No landscaping will be included on the upper building
levels or the rooftop.

Comment: The 1325 J .Street Office Building will have recessed, covered
pedestrian ways approximately 15. feet deep along the J Street facade,
except at the main building entrance and the required stairs.
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11.1 Potential Impacts

F.3.1 (Streetwall)
Comments: The building streetwall at the west end of the J Street facade will
correspond in height to the Park Plaza Center office building immediately
to the west. It will step upwards towards the center of the J Street
facade, and then downward towards 14th Street to be more in scale with the
Convention Center directly across J Street. The staggered streetwall will
be defined with various architectural details (square, freestanding columns
at the ground floor level, and can precast concrete elements above): with
building materials (rust red granite facings accented by contrasting bands
of concrete); and with a staggered, lower series of 20 ft. setbacks.

Comment; No comment.
11.2 Mitigation Measures
Comment We will work with appropriate City staff to develop reasonable,
appropriate measures to reduce project-related and construction-related
noise impacts. The building will conform to the latest industry standards
for minimizing noise.

I.

F.3.2 (Indoor and/or Outdoor Plazas)
The building will have an indoor plaza area with landscaping and
Comment:
furnishings adjacent to the main entrance on J Street. The design will
include outdoor plaza areas along the J Street facade to maximize solar
exposure.
F.3.3 (Architectural Detailing)
C(Ient;_
nr

MI IMO •

AIR QUALITY

1.1 Potential Impacts
Conment . No comment.
1.2 Mitigation Measures
General Comment: We will work with appropriate City and APCD staff to develop
reasonable, appropriate measures to reduce air quality impacts.

Agreed.

F.3.4 (Building Entries, Paving, Lighting, etc.)
Cc*&.)Lii.t._,,
nn I•
See our previous comments in response to Item F.2.g (Enchancement of
pedestrian environment).
F.3.5 (Landscaping)

1.2.1 (Dust Control
Comment: Agreed.
1.2.2 (Reducing Traffic Interference)
Qomment: Agreed.

Comment* See our previous comments in response to Item F.2.h (Landscaping).

1.2.3 (Parking Facility Ventilation)
We meet all Building Code requirements for parking facility
Comment:
ventilation.

C. TRAFFIC. PARKING AND CIRCULATION
G.1 Potential Impacts

1.2.4 TCM)
Comment .

No

comment.

G.2 Mitigation Measures
Comment: We will work with appropriate City and Regional Transit staff to
develop a Transportation Management Plan (TMP) and other reasonable
appropriate measures to reduce project-related traffic and parking impacts.
The TMP should include consideration of the fact that the building will
provide much-needed parking facilities for Convention Center patrons during
evenings and weekends.
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Comment: We will work with City staff in the preparation of a TCM and THP.
The TIIP should include consideration of the fact that the building's
parking facilities will be available evenings and weekends to Convention
Center patrons.
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K.2 Fire Protection

J. MICROCLIMATE

Comment: We are complying with Mitigation Measures 1, 2 and 3 listed in the
Draft KIN. We are working with the City Building Department and Fire
Department to assure compliance with Mitigation Measure No. 4.

J.l potential Impacts
J.1.a Wind Generation

1(.3 Electricity and Gas Service

Comments:
1.

We note, in the fifth paragraph of this section, a reference to "the
13th and J intersection". The 1325 J Street Building will not be
located at this intersection.

2.

We note the final sentence in the sixth paragraph, that "The results of
the wind tunnel analysis indicate that the project would not cause wind
speeds to exceed safety criterion although pedestrian comfort levels
may occasionally be exceeded."

Jib. Shadows
'oms .a..
y2(a_,_

Agreed.

Comment:
We will work with appropriate SMUD staff to develop reasonable,
appropriate measures for conservation of electricity and local management.
FISCAL IMPACT
Comment: We have no comment on the information presented in this section.
However, we believe this section should be expanded to include
informetion on the condemnation costs that would be involved if the North
Alternative (this block) is selected for expansion of the Convention
Center,

M.

J.1.c Reflected Glare
Comment: Class on the ground floor level of the building will be recessed to
avoid glare. Glass on the upper levels will be set back from the property
line, as much as 50 feet, to reduce glare. The building's seven levels of
parking, on the second through eighth floors, will not have glass.

With regard to the recommended mitigation measures, a detailed
Comment:
geotechnical study is now being prepared for the building site and proposed
structure.
This study will include all of the items mentioned in
Mitigation Measures 1, 2 and 3.

N.

J.2 Mitigation Measures
J.2.1 (Wind Baffling)(
Surface-level wind baffling will be achieved through the use of
Comment:
The
street trees planted along both the J and 14th Street frontages.
building does not have any frontage along 13th Street. In addition, the
seven open levels of parking, with no glazing, will help break up low-level
wind currents.
J.2.2 (Reflected Clare)
Comment . Reflected glare will be reduced, especially on the J Street facade,
through the measures described above under Item J.1.c., Reflected Glare.

GEOLOGY AND SOILS

BIOTIC RESOURCES

General Comment:
We will work with City staff to incorporate the E1R
Consultant's
recommended measures into the landscaping plan for this
project.
However,
we again note that this project has no street
frontage on 13th Street.
Thus, we will be unable to incorporate the
replacement tree species
recommended for that street.
6.4 NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVE
Comment'
We have no additional comments to make regarding most of the
information in the paragraph, beyond the comments we have already made on
preceding, pages. We believe that the last sentence in the paragraph,
relating to fiscal benefits, should be expanded to mention the
condemnation costs which would be involved if the North Alternative is
selected for expansion of the Convention Center.

K. PUBLIC SERVICES AND UTILITIES
K.I Police
We are complying, or expect to comply with all of the mitigation
Comment:
measures mentioned in the Draft E1R.
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DRAFT-EIR FOR CONVENTION CENTER
EXPANSION AND ALTERNATIVES (M87 -076):SCH #87061506
Ms. Lisa Pyzel, Planner
Mr. Jim Harnish, Acting Environmental Coordinator
Department of Planning and Development
City of Sacramento
1231 I Street, Room 200
Sacramento, CA 95814-2998

and completely financed. Construction is scheduled to
commence in September 1988.
Phase I will occupy the 135 feet of frontage on
K Street starting at 12th Street extending east to the west
boundary of the Esquire Theater property. Accordingly, Phase
I does not impact the Esquire Theater in any way.
Phase II as now proposed would require demolition of
the office building to which the old Esquire facade is
attached, and would run east along K Street to 13th Street.

Dear Ms. Pyzel and Mr. Harnish:
On behalf of Lankford
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Cook, a corporation,

The Phase II tower would be at the corner of 13th 6 K Streets

Managing General Partner of 1215 K Partners, a California

and would be linked to the Phase I tower by a pedestrian

Limited Partnership, we are pleased to respond to the

colonnade along K Street which would be included in a

DRAFT-EIR for Convention Center Expansion and Alternatives

structure providing retail and parking facilities. While the
DEIR does consider the expected impacts of Phase II, that

("DEIR").
I. SUMMARY
Lankford 6 Cook is the developer of the two-phase,

project is still in the conceptual stage.
Lankford Cook urges expeditious settlement of the

twin-tower project planned to occupy the half-block between

EIR so that Phase I will not be delayed or otherwise

12th and 13th Streets which fronts on K Street across from the

negatively impacted by the environmental process.

Hyatt Regency Hotel, identified in the DEIR as the "12th K

We believe the DEIR is full, complete and

Tower". The DEIR seems to recognize that the 18-story tower

appropriate for settlement after correction of several errors

at the corner of 12th 6 it Streets is Phase I of this project

or omissions and a modest update to take into account some

and is intended to be built as a separate, stand-alone office
building. Phase I is substantially designed, partially leased

minor changes in the Phase I architecture.
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II. DISCUSSION

retail/restaurant which enhances the area as planned by the

As noted in the summary, while the DEIR covers both

Merged Downtown Sacramento Redevelopment Plan. (Section 7.1).

phases of the overall project, the 12th 6 K Street tower

2.

The 1215 K buildings would generate

represents Phase I. Phase I will be occupied in substantial

greater daytime activity and would visually anchor the east

part by associations and other tenants who do business with

end of K Street. They would also be compatible with existing

the legislative and executive branches of California State

land uses; the retail would help maintain the continuity of

Government. Lease agreements approximating 90,000 square feet

the K Street Mall retail corridor.

already have been made with the California Association of

3.

The 1215 K buildings comply with the goals

Hospitals and Health System-3, the California Medical

of (1) General Plan, (2) Center City Community Plan,

Association, and the California Chamber of Commerce. Lankford

(3) Merged Downtown Sacramento Redevelopment Plan, (4) Zoning

& Cook is in active negotiations with other prospective

Ordinance, (5) Central Business district Urban Design Plan

tenants. Architectural drawings are in progress. Hensel

(see Paragraphs 7-9 through 7-12); the major Mitigation

Phelps Construction Co. has been engaged as the general

Measure suggested by consultant relates to the scale and

contractor. Bank financing has been assured. Application for

design of 12th & K Street frontages to achieve an "attractive,

the necessary Special Permit is on file with the City.

pedestrian-scaled streetscape". This issue has been addressed

Lengthy processing time by the City Planning Commission or the

by designing a pedestrian colonnade with protective awnings

City Council could jeopardize these arrangements.

and landscaping along both 12th Street & K Street. Also, the

A.

Positive Impacts of Project

base of the 1215 K buildings (60') corresponds to the cornice

In almost every respect, the DEIR confirms the

height of the Public Market and the historical buildings in

positive impacts presented by Phase I. The following DEIR

the area. (Section 7.3.A). City Planning Staff has approved

findings are noteworthy:

the design of Phase I of 1215 K.

1. The 1215 K development plan addresses the

4.

The 1215 K buildings would produce 371 to

highest and best uses of the site as set out in the General

461 new service sector jobs and would add 631 to 784 new

Plan - regional office space and ground floor

residents to the Sacramento population. (Section 7.3.C). An
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additional 186 to 461 secondary jobs could be created,

on traffic safety or land uses will result from sunlight

bringing the project's total possible employment impact to 557

glare/reflection off the building. (Section 7.3.1).

to 992 new and secondary jobs. It would also create
approximately 318 temporary construction jobs.

1215 K would not obstruct any existing

views of significant visual resources in the area; the project
will provide a decorative and distinctive building top design
with copper capped rotundas. (Section 7.3.F).
6.

1215 K parking meets City code.

patrol would be provided by existing personnel and equipment.

anticipates no manpower or equipment expansions are needed for
provision of fire protection to the project.
12.

All noise increases attributable to 1215 K

1215 K will meet all fire codes, including

sprinklers and a heliport on the roof for evacuation.
(Section 7.3.K).
13.

(Section 7.3.G).
7.

The Police Department has indicated that

1215 K will provide private security. The Fire Department

(Section 7.3.D).
5.

11.

1215 K will create a net gain of revenue

to the City on an annual basis and a one-time basis. It

would be one decibel or less; in general, noise level

should be pointed out that the DEIR assumes a very low

increases of three decibels are barely detected by most

assessed value for the buildings (Section 7.3.L). When

people. (Section 7.3.H).

adjusted to actual projected assessed values, the annual net

8.

1215 K would not cause any significant

operating gain to the City increases from $27,100 to $185,600,

ambient air quality impacts on both a local and regional

$158,000 per year more than the DEIR estimates. The one-time

scale. (Section 7.3.1).

fees to the City are substantial-- approximately $577,100.

9.

The observed ground level wind speed

acceleration was less for 1215 K than for the other two office
buildings (13th
10.

J, 13th 6 I).
Shadows created by 1215 K would not affect

any significant land uses in the area. No significant impacts

(Section 7.3.14.
14.

Additionally, and because 1215 K is in a

Redevelopment Plan area, a further economic benefit will
accrue to the City through the increase in tax increment
financing capability.
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Negative Impacts of Project

We found only three negative or semi-negative
comments in the DEIR which will be discussed as follows:

on page 7-8, 1215 K will do much to provide the "visitors" for
the "visitor-serving entertainment or cultural opportunities
in the area."

1. It is stated at Section 7.3.A that "1215 K
2.

There is a negative finding on page 7-11

would generate greater daytime activity levels, but would not
in respect to the lack of desired child care facilities
contribute to the City's goal of establishing a '24-hour city'

4

notwithstanding the recommendation of the Urban Design
with a broad range of entertainment and cultural opportunities

Framework. While it is true that Phase I is not now planned
supporting high levels of both day and night activity in the
downtown." (See also Section 8.2A to similar effect)

to include child care facilities, Lankford Cook do expect to
include such facilities in Phase II.

This comment derives from the DEIR author's
understanding (see Section 7.3.D) that 1215 K's "office space
would be targeted toward "professional firms such as
financial, legal, accounting and insurance." As is pointed
out above, however, 1215 K will in fact cater in large part to
statewide associations and other organizations and legislative
advocates doing business with state government. As such,
1215 K will generate numerous visits to Sacramento by persons
attending association and legislative committee meetings,
conventions, legislative forums ., and other activities
sponsored by these organizations or by State government.
These activities typically require overnight stays by visitors
who can be expected to patronize the nearby Hyatt Hotel, the
Convention Center and the entertainment facilities which the

3.

Lastly, the DEIR notes at page 7-11 a city

policy that "the Esquire Theater be developed into the 'front
door' to a four-plex cinema complex (Urban Design Framework
p. 29 and 61) and states that the 12th K Street office tower
would require removal of the Esquire Theater, which "would
preclude the possibility of the renovation proposed in the
above policy."
However, this policy is no longer in any way
feasible owing to the past conversion of the Esquire Theater
into a three-story, 30,000 square foot office building now
occupied by the State of California and retaining only the
Esquire facade. As to continued preservation of the facade,
the DEIR properly recognizes (7-14) the potential for
"demeaning the design intent of both facades."

city desires to establish. To paraphrase the DEIR statement
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Further, it is fair to point out that only

that it "has been losing at least $3,000 per month in rents

one-and-one-half blocks to the west there still exists the

and the old building needs at least a half-million dollars in

full-fledged art deco Crest Theater which has not been

plumbing, circuitry and other repairs"; and further, that the

converted to other uses and remains in operation today. The

prospective purchaser "may continue operating it as an

Crest is clearly a more ornate and historic exemplar of

apartment house or replace it with offices or other uses".

theater architecture, although the difficulties being

Just as the Senator Hotel and the Esquire Theater each lost

experienced by its present operator suggest that the City

its essential and historic spirit following conversion to

should concentrate its efforts on the preservation of one such

other uses, the City should take into account the denigration

theater.

inherent in a "Merrium Apartments Office Building".
C.

Development Scenarios
1.

2.

(a) As noted, the western development

Eastern Development Scenario.
(a)

As noted in the DEIR (Section 8.1),

Western Development Scenario.

scenario would result in the greatest impacts overall. The

the eastern scenario would "transform the project area into an

greatest number of historic structures would be removed under

intense activity center around the Convention Center". This

this development scenario (Section 8.48).
(b)

is the precise objective of all City plans for this area.
(b)

See our comment at II81 above in

In addition to the impacts noted in

the DEIR, the western development scenario would destroy the

respect to the 1215 K contribution to "the City's goal of

1215 K project altogether and, in addition to the tremendous

establishing a single '24-hour city'".

cost of acquiring the 1215 K site, the City would lose this

(c)

As respects impact upon the Merrium

center for government related business and association

Apartments (Section 8.2(b)), consideration should be given to

activity which is uniquely situated one block from the Capitol

the information set forth in the Sunday, July 3, 1988, edition

and immediately adjacent to both the Hyatt Hotel and the

of the Sacramento Bee to the effect that the Merrium

Convention Center.

Apartments may no longer be a viable, economic use for that
property given the quoted information from the Merrium's owner
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12th and K Street Office Tower
Project Description

III. TECHNICAL HATTERS
Attached to this letter is a marked-up version of
the project description met forth in Section 7.1 of the DEIR
reflecting certain inaccuracies or changes in the project
description.
On behalf of Lankford

Cook we express our

appreciation for the opportunity to present the foregoing
comments and our willingness to provide any further
information you may need as to 1215 R.

Yours truly,

ohn V. Diepenbrock

JVD3/03

7.1 PROJECT DESCRIPTION
The proposed project site is on the southern half of the block bounded by 1 Street. K Street
Mall. 12th Street and the 13th Street pedestrian corridor. A narrow portion of the site extends
north to 1 Street to the east of the 12th/1 Street intersection (see Figure 7-11. The site is
directly west of the existing Community Convention Center and north of the Hyatt Regency
Hotel. The sire is planned.for Regional Commercial and Office uses in the General Plan and is
in the Central Business District (C-3) zoning district. It is also within the Hotel and
Entertainment District of the commercial land use category of the Merged Downtown Sacramento
Redevelopment Project. The site is designated as a possible site for the Sacramento Convention
Center Expansion (West Alternative).
Several historic buildings are located on this block including the Public Market Building. lhe,„
WP. Fuller & Co. Builclirg. the Neva Hotel and the Esquire neater. Develpment of the Pla.-ft TT- of 44 C_
proposed office buddirewould involve demolition of the Esquire Theater. Pit•-•4"-) °"`fri Of"
3epa va4 ‘2s. 3(c)
•
The 12th angK Street Office Tower is proposed as nvot office towers. 21(1and,R85 feet in
height (18 -fill stories) which would provide a total of 540.000 square feet of office and retail
space. The office towers would be developed in two phases. The first phase would be located
on approximately one-third of the site adjacent to theigution of 12th and K Streets. This
phase would include *At-story office tower above a
ory parking and retail structure
and would have a gross lifea
square feet. The second phase of development, which
would be located on the eastern o-thirds of the site, would include approximately 300.000
square feet of retail and office spar as well as a parking garage with approximately 500 spaces.
Figure 7-1 illustrates the proposed ite plan for the development.
The first phase of the proposed 12th and K Street development would be a cylindrical tower
•
located at the corner of 12th Street and the K Street Mall. The building would be sheathed in Ca .s4 3 n
i„.." .sgranit; pisnaiswith low reflective, tinted glass. The rotunda portion of the tower would be
/.1
capped with a copper domed roof. Pedestrian access would be provided via a covered colonnade
located along the street frontages. Parking for approximately
vehicles would be provided in
the lower levels of the building. Vehicular access would be viJ Street. and the 1 Street
garage facade would be stepped to blend with the adjacent Structure Figures 7-2 through 7-4
show elevations of the proposed Phase I development. Figure 7- Illustrates the K Street
(south) elevation for both Phase 1 and Phase 11 of the office developmen
The 12th and K Street Office Tower is propose
The project architects
C -ta
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ot)
e Hellmuth. Obita & Kassabaum. Inc
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12th and K Street Office Tower
Impacts and Mitigations: Visual ()tutu)

12th and K Street Office Tower
Impacts and Mitigations: Visual Duality

lurp_Csinigons The proposed 12th and K Street Office Building would be visible from man)
nearby and distant locations in the central business district. Short-range views would be
available from points along J. K. 12th, and 13th Streets in the immediate site vicinity. Portions
of the budding would also be visible from Capitol Park and other more distant publ ic viewing
points Figure 7-7 illustrates a photomontage of the project from 12th Street. just south of K
Street. As shown, the building would appear fairly massive in short-range views. The rotundas
on the two office towers would also represent a significant addition to more distant skyline
views due to their height and visual interest. The rotundas are reflective of 11w Capitol
rotunda located a few blocks south of the proposed site. The proposed office building would not
obstruct any existing views of significant visual resources in the project area.

The visual effects of the proposed 12th and K Street Office Tower are discussed below in terms
of these concerns.
23

Heil& and Bulk Relationships The two office towers would have finished elevations ofliffo ' v arid WO feet above street level. The rotundas would extend the building height approximately
/4S 1jdadditional feet. The towers are joined by a six-level base. Figure 7-7 depicts a rendering
of the proposed office building, as viewed from 12th Street. just south of K Street.' As
shown, the proposed office towers would be substantially higher than 171053 other buildings in
the project vicinity.
f")
c_
sMne budding as viewed from this perspectizei
Figure 7-8 shows the entire K Street fronuge
OM..
A
.u.-610rj
Architectural Design The 12th and K Street Office Tower is proposed as 0110 18-stor1 Office
towers connected by a on top °la 6-15013' base. The first phugpf the development would be
located on the western portion of the site. It would include ahlf-story office tower above a
5 i ,soren-rstory parking and retail structure and woulilisave a FOSS area of Tall *aware feet_ 2 (to 000
The second phase of development would include '1-story tower atop the six-story base, with
approximately 300,000 square feet of retail and office space as well as a parking garage with
approximately 500 spaces. Figure 7-1 illustrates the proposed site plan for the development.
The proposed office building would have two cylindrical towers located it the 12th and 13th e..44
Street corners of the site. The building5wourd be sheathed itfltanite panels with low
00J A
reflective, tinted glass The rotunda portion of the towegwould be capped with a copper
domed roof. Vehicular aCCKS would be via .1 Street. and thei Street garage facade would be
stepped to blend with the adjacent structures. Figures 7-2 through 7-4_ show elevations of
the proposed Phase 1 development and Figure 7-5 illustrates the south elevation for both phases
of the project.
Streetsr.ape Treatment. The building has a 60-foot high streenvall with three-story columns at
the base of the towers and shorter columns articulating the bays of the retail galleria.
Pedestrian access would be provided via a covered colonnade located along the street frontages.
The main building entry would be centered on the K Street frontage. The building design must
comply with the requirements of the Architectural Design Guidelines of the CBD Urban Design
Plan, as discussed below. Priot to development of the project. plans for the building must be
res levied by the Design Review/Preservation Board. The project is eligible for the fast track
review process since it is located in the COD Incentive Zone (see Figure 4-6).

Caoskifam.WialifinaDgiggnroljgjeg
The project is requited to comply with the Architectural and Streetscape Guidelines of the CBI)
Urban Design Plan (as discussed below). These guidelines are intended to ensure that new
development is visually compatible with adjacent uses and enhances the sisual quality of the
downtown area.
Way: The lower building tower should be stepped back above (hr street wall a minimum of
15 feet (above 60 feet). The upper 10VdtT should he setback s minimum of 20 feet tabose 150
feet) (Architectural Design Guidelines, 5.2.1).

1

As proposed, the rounded building towers would not he setback from the building
base. however. the adjoining towers would be setback.

Coomfigacg:

Wax The project site is in the C-3 Zone massing district which encourages a minimum
0/maximum 10' recessed pedestrian way or equivalent pedestrian protection design element fen
the street wall or building base (Architectural Design Guidelines. 5.2.1).
Compliance: The proposed office building would include a pedestrian colonnade with protecuse
awnings and landscaping along the K Street,frontagcS
Policy! Recessed pedestrian ways should be4-nc
incorporated ert:oeno
e :;he
. building
along1:-4
m:jor S
pO4
base parallel to public streets. The width and height should support a pedestrian scale. Open
plazas, recessed, or notched building setbacks are encouraged at street corners (Architectutal
Design Guidelines. 5.2.2.)).
Compliance: The building includes recessed pedestrian features along site frontages.
Policy: Projects exceeding 150' in height should provide a decorative and distinctive building
top design (Architectural Design Guidelines, 52.2.8).

,ne
compliance: The two office towers would be capped with copper-clad rotundaein compliance
with this poltc).
'This photomontage is intended to illustrate the general scale and massing of the office
building and does not include architectural details relating to building materials, fenestration.
landscaping or ornamentation. The viewpoint location for this photomontage was selected by City
Planning Division staff.

Policy: The plan identifies particular streets as important view corridors (Figure 4-16) and
provides policies regarding view obstruction and building massing to ensure that views are

7-24
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12th and K Street Office Tower
Impacts and Mitigations: Visual Oualin

protected. K Street and 13th Street adjacent to the project site have been designated as
protected view corridors (Framework Plan. 2.4.4: Architectural Design Guidelines. 15.0).
r,g=lime: The proposed office building would not obstruct or interfereiwith either of these
view corridors.
Eobiy: The plan provides general requirements regarding color, texture and materials.

fenestration. building rhythm and offsets. insets and reveals for new buildings (Framework Plan.
2.4.2; Architectural Design Guidelines. 6.1-6.4).
Clogham: The architectural detailing for the proposed office building would be required to
comply with these guidelines.
Edgy The plan includes design guidelines which are intended to enhance the pedestrian
environment. These include stipulations regarding the design of main building entries and
storefronts, on-site and off-site paving treatment, plazas. lighting and signage (Framework Plan.
2.43; Architectural Design Guidelines, 7.0-7.7)
Compliance: As discussed above. the 12th and k Street Office Building would be required to

incorporate design features which enhance the pedestrian environment into the design for its
street frontages. The plans for the Phase 1 development appear to comply with the CBI) Urban
Design Plan requirements.
Ma: The plan designates certain pathways and places as potential public rtghts-of .way and
Framewoik Plan.
recommends policies to protect them for possible future use (see Figure
2.4.3: Architectural Design Guidelines. 15.0). The alley directly north of the project site is
designated a pedestrian way (Merchant Street Alley) in the plan. The following guidelines
apply to the alley:
o

On designated alley pedestrian ways, the project should incorporate a minimum four foot
budding setback between alley and building base with sidewalk. The project should
incorporate retail storefronts, more decorative facade treatments, and landscaping along
alley frontage (Architectural Design Guidelines. 5.2.2.6)

Cmalma: The proposed office building would front on this alley. The access ramp to the
parking garage would extend over the alley mid-Olock. As proposed. uses along the alley would
primarily be parkino/vi's i#oe- dr wrip f#
Egglia: The plan provides guidelines related to on-site landscaping at ground-level. upper •

building levels and roof tops (Architectural Design Guidelines. 11.1.1-11.1.3).
caM2ljanfig: Detailed landscaping plans for the project have not been developed.
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12th and K Street Office Tower
impacts and Mitigations: Traffic. Circulation and Parking

utilization for the proeja of 30 percent would result in a total site transit demand for 470
commuters.
Increased ridership of this magnitude would have a significant impact on current transit
operations. As noted for the 13th and 3 Saxes Office Building, this increase in ridership would
have to be absorbed during the outer non-peak limits of the commute hours or by increasing
peak capacity on RT service into the downtown.
EadsinglIemgoda Parking demands associated with the proposed office buildings were presented
in Section 4.3G in the trip generation analysis.
Patking3mgagg Although this project also meets City code, a significant on-site parking
deficiency is projected. Demand for approximately 669 spaces beyond those provided on-site
would occur, and this demand would have to be provided outside the study area, absorbed by the
current parking surplus, or convened to other modes. This excess demand is equivalent to an
additional 43 percent mode split. which cannot be expected to be absorbed by non-automobile
modes.
Table 4-24 lists the parking impacts of the proposed development. Under the worst-case
Keriario, the proposed development would create a demand for up to 1369 parking spaces (2:(k0
PM weekday). Under this condition, overall parking demand would be 96 percent if all demand
was satisfied in the study area. This level of utilization would require conversion of short-term
parking to long-term parking.
Yllgcicligocs Access to the proposed projects has been evaluated to identify potential
impacts to adjacent roadways due to ingress/egress from proposed parking structures. Driveway
controls and associated heachvays have been used in conjunction with projected peak hour
volumes to evaluate access operations. Driveway storage areas have been compared to probable
queue lengths during peak periods. Table 5-2 in Section 5.3G presents parking control service
rates utilized.
I wo

liw-1

entrance/exy,Ovewaichat been proposed to accommodate vehicles accessing the
parking facilities. Ws driveway would be located on 1 Street approximately 120 feet east of
12th Street. Due to the fact that .1 Street is a one-way facility, entering and exiting vehicles
would be limited to right turns only. An inclined ramp from 1 Street to the second level of the
12th and K Street office development has also been proposed. The horizontal lengtbottbis
aeterf
,Kad prov i dt
jamp would be 180 et. t. /AG seicrsd of, i Et,
(70 Ca"..1 114•41 .
tat t. base ..% revf ta r KJj A ells/ 4114._ inife
For the purposeof this analysis, it was assumed that a key-card controlled gate would be
implemented and this gate would be located just inside the building at the top of the driveway
ramp. As stated earlier, the average headway for this type of control is 8.9 secondstvehKle.
This value was applied to the single-channel queuing model in conjunction with the 386 inbound
trips expected in the AM peak hour. This yields a 95 percent probability that if a queue forms.
it would contain no more than 10 vehicles. The storage length required to accommodate a 10
vehicle queue is 200 feet (20 feetNehicle). Therefore, an additional 20 feet of vehicle storage
would be required. This would allow queues to form without impeding '1" Street traffic.
PpiagrE

'

7-28

11M1 11111 111111 MS MN -- 11111 111111 INI1

NO Ili MIS

111111

MINI 11111 111111 IIla MI

NMI I 17 MIN Mil

I

June 30, 1988

a
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*
Ms. Lisa Pyzel
Department of Planning and Development
City of Sacramento
1231 I Street, Room 200
Sacramento, CA 95814-2998

INN all Mill NM

p, JUL 5 19.2„)

Dear Ms. Pyrel:
Relative to the Draft EIR for the 13th and J Street Office Building
(SCH 187061506, May 1988), I believe a significant environmental
impact was not address*. Specifically, referring to Figure 6-1
(enclosed), which po rays the south elevation of the building, you
will note a large rouping of microwave antennae on the adjacent
telephone building. Approximately six or so of these antennae point
directly at the building's 9th through 11th floors. My research
indicates that these antennae are used for long distance telecommunication transmissions to other microwave stations serving the Bat:,
Area. Hy primary concern is the health effect on the building'sP
occupants arising from exposure to high intensity microwave radiation.
Such a risk is well known in the technical community. For years,
clear areas have been designated around high radiation antennae to
prevent injury. Recently, there has been discussion that present
practices are not enough, and that additional clearances from radiation sources are necessary to protect people, especially those exposed
for long periods.
Another consideration is the impact on telecommunications. Since
the proposed building blocks the line-of-sight microwave traffic, it
appears to me that telecommunications to the Bay Area would be
degraded. If this is the caee, would the telephone company have to
relocate the antennae? If so, where would they go and who would pay
11 the tenants of the building be charged to relocate the
for At? .,
suee the building interferes with the telephone company?
site
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xm very disappointed that the EIR failed to address
these pdis11y serious impacts. Therefore, I request that the
antennae operation be studied thoroughly and actions be taken to
guarantee that the health of the building's occupants will not be
endangered.

Sincerely Yours,

Robert E. Parkins
5325 Jerome Way
Sacramento, CA 95819
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Lisa Pyzel
Dept. of Planning and Development
ion Center/Merrium
Re: SIR fo g
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effect on the marketplace. Coldwell Banker's first quarter 1988 report shows
that in the downtown area 18.72 of the studios were vacant and 12.12 of the
one-bedrooms were vacant. With that vacancy, would the elimination of 41
July 5, 1988

units have an adverse effect? Coldwell Banker says that those studios rented
for $286 to $327. One-bedrooms, per Coldwell Banker, rented for $308 to $357.

Lisa Pyzel
Planner
Department of Planning and Development
1231 "I" Street. Room 200
Sacramento, CA 95814

Rents at the Merrium need to average $376 per month or about $350 for • studio
and $400 plus for • one-bedroom for the project to just break even. Lots of
present downtown vacancies at lower rates--how can the elimination of 41 units
have an adverse affect?

Subject: SIR for Convention Center Expansion
and Alternatives--Merrium Apartments
Would the elimination of the Merrium put very low income renters
out on the street?--Na! In the City of Sacramento a very low income single

Page 4--92 of the report states that "the loss of housing in
the downtown area would be a significant adverse impact". As the general

renter makes $11,850 and at 302 of that income, can pay $296 per month.

partners responsible for the operation of the Merrium Apartments, we'd like

That number is well below the $376 per month the Merrium needs to break even.

to put some economic reason into significant adverse impact on what?

Presently about half of the residents pay less than $296 a month, however,
if the operation had not been affected by this 3 years of turmoil, there
would be no one paying less than $320 a month which is above that very low

To remove 41 apartments in the city of Sacramento would have the
same effect to the housing stock as blowing a speck of

dust

rent income level. It is impossible for this building to operate at a rent

off of a desk

would have to the appearance of the desk. Forty-one apartment units are

level to allow very low income renters to live there at 302 of their rent.

not significant.

No adverse effect!

Would the elimination of the Merrium displace many permanent

The following statistics will show that economically there is
no significant adverse effect to the elimination of the Merrium. These

residents7--No. Seventy-one per cent of the apartments have turned over

statistics

d weigh much more in favor of the elimination of the Merrium

in the last

if it had

for the fact that for the past 3 years the residents

and

only 152 of the people have lived here for over 5 years.

elimination of the Merrium deprive poor people or

have been . constant turmoil over whether or not they were going to
have an apartment to live in. New residents did not move in because they

retired people of • Place to live--No. (A) Twenty per cent of the people make

were concerned as to when they would be kicked out.. The only beneficial

at least in excess of $25,000 a year. (B) Seventeen per cant of the residents

effect for the present residents is the fact that their rents should have

are students. (C) Only 122 of the residents are not working and nay be

been increased $64.00 a month.

retired. Very few poor retired residents!

This building doesn't meet minimum PEA standards for housing.

Will the elimination of 21 studio apartments that range from 230

It badly needs major repair work. (1) There are 110 volt air-conditioners in .

square feet or the 20 one-bedrooms that range from 530 square feet have an

many of the units--they are hardly adequate to cool the units. (2) The units
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Lisa Pyzel
Dept. of Planning and Development
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to:

are heated by steam heat, a method of heating that was abandoned years ago

State Clearinghouse
Research
Office of Planning
1400 - 10th Street
Sacramento, CA 95814

July 7, 1988

Dote.

File:

Attention: John Kaene

in most places. (3) There are no showers, only tubs. (4) There is not one
parking space for residents. (5) All the units have small refrigerators,

Fmm, ommucrovmummemilmow
AONSUII

less than PEA standards. (6) There are no dishwashers or disposals.
Subl•ct The City of Sacramento's DEIR for Convention Center Expansion and
Three Office Buildings, SCH. 87061506
Elimination of the Merrium has no significant economic impact!
There is charm to the building but to provide the economics for the building
to operate competitively in the marketplace, even with all the charm, many
thousands of dollars will have to be spent and the rents increased at least
$64.00 per month, 202 just for it to break even.

The Department of Transportation, Division of Aeronautics, has
reviewed the above-referenced document and it appears that all
issues of concern to the Division have been addressed pursuant
to CEQA. The Lead Agency is hereby notified that if any of the
proposed heliports will be for other than emergency use only,
issuance of a State Heliport Permit will be required by the
Division.

The question will be--will the present residents pay $64 or 202
Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on this
project.

more in rent to live in a 230 square foot studio?

We hope the readers of this letter will conclude that them is
no significant economic effect to the elimination of the

JACK D. KEMMERLY, Chief
Division of Aeronautics

ium.

(7:5?(13e:'NIJC/9
Very

is r

77(.
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Environmental Planner
cc: Dennis Loheit
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Clarify the treatment of the debt service amounts.
Clarify the treatment of the operating costs, including
special considerations, duplicated equipment, and security.
Clarify the treatment of the capital costs, including land
values, elevators, additional support facilities, and
mechanical plant facilities.

COMMUNITY/CONVENTION CENTER

On behalf of the Department, thank you for the effort you
have expended. Please contact me or Leonard Zerilli, my
Assistant, if you have any questions.

city of Sacramento
Al /MINISTRATION OFFICES

July 5, 1988

Very truly,

Ms. Lisa Pyzel, Planner
Planning Department
City of Sacramento
1231 I Street, 3rd Floor
Sacramento, CA 95814
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Re:
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/ Sam J. Burns
fLIDirector

Community Center Department Review
of Draft E.I.R.

Attachment
LZ:pah

Dear Ns. Pyzel:
The attached review comments have been prepared as our
analysis of the draft E.I.R.
In addition, the following points require further
clarification:
Circulation Patterns
Clarify the client circulation patterns within the complex
and interfacing with the parking structures under the North
and SOCA Alternatives.
Desion/Construction
Clarify the costs related to closure during construction,
both in fiscal terms and in marketing effects.
Clarify the need for and cost of replacement of temporary
support facilities (mechanical plant, kitchen, pantry) during
construction.
Fiscal ImsactS
Clarify the financial assumptions used in the fiscal
analysis.
Clarify the treatment of the Transit Occupancy Tax revenue
assumption.

1030 15th Street, Suite 250 Sacramento, Calicurnia 95814 19161449-5291
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include limiting the size of short-term weekday events. A
measure to consider is the possibility of underground
parking for the Center.
RE: DRAFT E.I.R.

COMMUNITY/CONVENTION CENTER

EXPANSION

cool:arra
1-1 Introduction
Remove reference to Convention and Visitors Bureau.
Should be: "The Community Center Department has
responsibility for the planning and development of the
proposed expansion."
3-2 Summary of Expansion Alternatives. East Aternative.
"Row of Buildings." There isn't a row of buildings.
3-24 Impact. West Alternative does not close 14th Street;
East does (wrong column).
4-1 Vittolo. Typo. Should be "Vitiello."
EAST ALTERNATIVE

4-123 Truck Loading. Agree that it should be located on low
volume street but design may prohibit this in consideration
of present and possible future expansion.
4-127 Noise - Mitigation Measures. #1. Loading docks
should be designed to be away from residential, hotel, and
church users or should be depressed. This may be impossible
to design for present or future expansion considerations.
WEST ALTERNATIVE
Traffic Circulation and Parking
4-167 Parking Impacts, Convention Center Dock Area. Impacts
may be the same but circumstances are totally different.
Clarify that there may be a conflict with the adjacent area
Mall to south, light rail along 12th Street to the east, and
J Street to the north is a major downtown transportation
corridor.

4-84 Mitigation Measures

4-168 Parking. Parking mitigation measures. Same concerns
as East Alternative, 4-105, Paragraph 1.

#5 Loading Dock facility. Buffered from nearby uses
and the street using landscape setback and noise barriers.
This may not be possible due to space restrictions.

NORTH ALTERNATIVE

4-102
Traffic, Parking and Circulation.
Trip
G.
Generation. Paragraph 2. Analysis of short-term parking
deficient. On-street spaces and surrounding facilities are
inadequate at present.
4-105 Paragraph 1. Ample parking opportunities for single
occupant vehicles. Existing problems indicate otherwise.
What happens to eliminating of current surface lots and
reduction to on-street parking? City is reducing available
monthly parking in public garages.
4-118 Auditorium and Convention Center Theater. Theater
use. Mid-day use must be considered for move-in, rehearsal
and periodic daytime events. With the addition of another
theater, the market potential of more events is a factor.

4-209 Parking Impacts. Paragraph 2. This alternative
creates a loss of an additional 122 parking spaces more than
East or West. This causes an already bad condition to get
worse.
4-209 Convention Center Dock Area. Although the design
features remain the same, the surrounding area is different.
"I" Street is a major transporation corridor.
4-211

Error under Truck Loading.

No recommendation for

NORTH.

SOCA ALTERNATIVE

4-119 Convention Center Dock Area. Loading dock area and
design are important to the number of shows that are booking.
The ease in move-in and -out equates to more events that can
be scheduled.

4-230 Compatibility with Adjacent Land Uses. Paragraph 1.
Must readily agree of the conflict of loading dock issues due
to the present conditions of 14th Street and Merriam tenant
conflict. In our opinion, there is a conflict in land use
between residential and the Convention Center in such close
proximity. This is in traffic, noise, and air quality.

4-121
Mitigation Measures.
Paragraph a., Limit Size of
"Short-Term" Weekday Events.
Program controls are
inappropriate in marketing convention facilities; this would

4-248 Traffic, Parking, and Circulation; Trip Generation.
The added trip generation of approximately 17% more than the'

other alternatives is of vast concern due to the problems
with traffic, circulation, and parking now in the study area.
Paragraph 1.
Parking Demands.
4-250
demands for commercial and retail space.

Clarify parking

4-251 Parking Impacts. Paragraph 2. Parking impacts are
greater in the worst-case scenario compared to North or West
Alternative.

CITY OF SACRAMENTO
cAliFoRNIA

DEPARTMENT OF
PUBLIC WORKS

CITY I LII I.
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4-251 Convention Center Dock Area. Again, circumstances are
different, but here they would be in conflict with
residential and dining establishments.

July 5, 1988

4-253
SOCA.

TO:

Lisa l
Pyzel, Planner

FROM :

Marilyn Kuntemeyer, Senior Engineer . /

SUAJECT:

§Pqr4Mgotb ° Community Convention Center Extension and Office
Buildings - Draft Environmental Impact Reoort

Error under Truck Loadina.

No recommendation for

4 0,4 ebctiC
R n n ISERT I. LEF.
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The Transportation Division has reviewed the May, 1988 Draft Environmental
Impact Report (ZIR) for the planned Community Convention Center Expansion and
office buildirgs. The Division has the following comments:
1.

was am ow is
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Existing. andyature Levels-Of:Service
A.

In Table 4-1-1 on page 4-56, we question using the normal
capacity assumption for a 2-phase traffic signal at the
12th and .7 intersection. The green rime for left turns at
this signal from the southbound direction is pre-empted by
Light Rail vehicles once every 15 minutes during the peak
hour. At present, the queue of vehicles waiting to turn
left sometimes backs through the 12th and I intersection.
Therefore, we question the calculation that this
intersection is operating at level-of-service A. Since the
southbound left turns are projected to increase Luxier all
scenarios evaluated and the frequency of Light Rail
vehicles will increase to every 7.5 minutes. we would like
to see further analysis of traffic operations at this
intersection and possible mitigation measures.

B.

From pages 9-4 and 9-5, the EIR states the required
intersection volume reductions and the mitigation measures
that will be necessary to achieve acceptable intersection
levels of service. In reviewing the mitigation measures
however, measure :a fails to explicitly detail haw the
necessary reduction will be achieved.

AIM
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Lisa Pyzel
July 8, 1988
Page 3

Lisa ?yzel
July 8, 1988
?age 2

2.

B. On Table 4-17, we question the validity of the assumotion
that the additional reduction percentage shOWn in the last
column can be applied to the daily trip generation rate.
The additional reduction percentage was calculated for the
home-to-work trips of employees and should not app'y to
other trips. In addition, if the 12th and K building is
proposed for 900,000 square feet of office space, we
question the employee number of 1890 as shown in Taale 417. At an employee density of 3.5 employees per 1000
square feet, tne 12th and K project would have 1750
employees.

Parking. Impacts
A.

The information orovicied on parking supply is
inconsistent. On page 2-10, tne report states that the
12th and K office building will provide 669 parking spaces
which does not agree with Tables 4-16 and 4-24 where the
project is shown to have a supply of 900 parking spaces.
Also, on page 7-1, the project description for the 12th Auld
K building states that Phase I will provide approximately
380 spaces and Phase II will have about 500 spaces for a
total of 880 spaces.
For the 1300 : Street building, Table 4-16 shows 585
proposed parking spaces which does not agree with other
descriptions of the project where 475 Parking spaces are
shown. For the 1325 J Street building, Table 4-24 shows
569 parking spaces supplied which does not agree with other
information showing. 580 spaces For the project.

4.

R. In reviewing the parking mitigation measures for the four
Community Convention Center alternatives, the overall goal
is to achieve a parking utilization rate of 90 percent
during the critical weekday afternoon periods. The
proposed mitigation measures do not quantify the amount of
contribation that each measure will produce. Since worstcase conditions for barking demand are estimated to be
between 131 to 153 percent, we believe that these measures
should state haa each will contribute to tne 90 percent
utilization rate.
Trip Generation Assumptions
A. Table 4-16 is key to the trip generation assumptions used
for the traffic analysis, but it is unclear ho
a same of the
numbers were derived. I n particular, the calculation for
the number of employee venicles should be presented in the
table. Also, as mentioned under parking impacts, the
proposed parking spaces for 1303 I Street snould be 475 and
not 585, which will change the alterrative mode percentage.

Miscellaneous
A. There appears to be an error in the summary of impacts and
mitigation measures on page 3-24. The West Alternative for
the Community Convention Center Extension states that 14th
Street benANnt J and K Streets will be closed while the
East and SOCA Alternatives have no proposed road closures.
However, when reviewing pages 4-112, 4-167, and 4-250, the
ErR scares that the East and SOCA Alternatives will require
the closure of 14th Street between 3 and K Streets while
the West Alternative will not require a road closure.

These discrepancies in the tables are key information for
the ca:cnilation of the parking supply impacts and we find
that we are unable to determine the correct numbers to
check the validity of The calculations.

3.

JINNI '111111 MIN 111111 NMI

If you have any questions regarding t'.,ese comments, pease contact Marilyn
Kuntemeyer or .7ohn Presieigh at 449-5307.
JP1-12.L
cc . Xelvin H. jthrison, Director of Public ikirks
Rupert L. Lee, Deputy Director of Public Anrks
Jim 3loodgood, Traffic Engineer
Presleigh, Associate Engineer
rark Morgan, Parking Administrator
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(1e1/4/ -FAIN/shed is.i.)
1-13111
I/

916 • 446 . 24 CI
v !Iwo

vi,
r%LtatLlii.11.I

June 29. 1988
JUL 1 19ua
Planning Division--Environmental Section
City of Sacramento
1231 I Street
Sacramento. CA

Piannin: and Devehment

Re : Draft, Environmental Impact Report
Sacramento Community Convention Center Expansion
With regard to the Draft Environmental Impact Report, the
Congregation and Mission Committee of St. Paul's Episcopal Church
have some general concerns and some specific questions. For the
most part, our comments are addressed specifically to the East
Option because this is the one in which the expanded Convention
Center would abut directly on our property. However, the same
concerns would apply to the SOCA proposal and our anxiety about
the availability of parking would, in some degree, apply to any
of the options under consideration.
St. Paul's Episcopal Church has been located at its present
site---its new building---since 1903. After suffering a decline
comparable to that of so many downtown churches in the early and
middle 1970s, the Congregation resumed growth at the beginning of
this decade. Several capital projects have been completed in the
last five years (e.g. Cathdral chairs, enclosing interior offices.
air-conditioning the entire building) and long term plans are
currentl y being developed for improving the facility to recover
the space lost when the Parish Hall was destroyed by fire two
decades ago. Specifically, we have 'oeen investigating
possibilities for construction on the present parking lot (with
lower level parking of some kind) or in the undeveloped
undercroft of the existing building.
The block on which we are located currently has a mixture of
uses---residential, retail commercial, office, and religious--and is next to another block where churches would be affected
indirectly by the proposed expansion. The Merrium Apartments
provide a sorely needed downtown residence for single adults in a
building which by all account is structurally sound. St. Paul's
Episcopal Church is used not just on . Sunday mornings: there are
currently regularly schedulued activites every night of the week.
In short, the block has a population outside of the usual 8 to 5
downtown office hours.

111111 111111 111111 , 111111

St. Paul's Episcopal Church

June 29. 1988

Specific comments (ke y ed to sections in the - Summary of Impacts

and Mitigation Measures"):
Land Use: 3-11. Some earl y conceptual drawings suggested
that loading docks and access to the Convention Center might
impinge upon St. Paul's rear lot. The loss of this space--currentl y used
for parking and eventually
intended
for
replacement of the Parish Hall---would obviously have a highly
adverse effect upon the life of St. Paul's Congregation. This
concern would be greatly reduced if there were a clear plan to
place the loading facilities on the "IC - Street side of the block
where both
the effects of traffic and of noise upon the Church
would be lessened.
Historic Preservation: 3-14. There are several
references
to the need for careful - foundation assessment- of St. Paul's
Church before construction is undertaken on the adjacent
property. Our recent architectural study has indicated that the
building is structurally sound. However, we need assurance that
the process of construction will not undercut the safety of the
building and, even more specifically, that it will not result in
damage to the stained class windows. Two of the three large
windows were moved to our present location eighty some years
ago. One, the St. Cecilia window on the West side of the nave,
is among the largest or perhaps the largest and finest example of
late nineteenth century stained glass in Sacramento. Another on
the West side of the nave shows Tiffany influences and perhaps
contributions and, as a memento of the Stanford family is of
historical interest akin to that of the Stanford Home.
Housin g : 3-18. As the report notes, the loss of the Herrium
Apartments would be a cultural loss as well as a depletion of
available, medium quality housing for single adults. Having
people live in a downtown area has a cultural value in our
opinion similar to having them worship downtown.
Visual Quality: 3-21. 22. One of the mitigation measures
recommended is a fifteen foot minimum setback of the Convention
Center from the West wall of St. Paul's. The concerns here are
several: the potential loss of light for the stained glass
windows of the church: the impact of whatever artifial lighting
may be constructed on that side of the Convention Center: the
increase in noise: the loss in air circulation (plus. as
discussed above, whatever impact construction carried out so
close to the property line may have). A fifteen foot setback
plus appropriate controls as recommended ii. the report (the
height limits mentioned vary from place to place) should be
regarded as minimal assurances.

Parking: 3-24. The impact of Convention Center parking on
St. Pauls is alread y very heavy at certain times of the week and
day. As mentioned above, the building is regularly in use every
night of the week. However, the major impact is on Sunday

morning. And this impact is also felt, though perhaps to a
lesser degree. by the churches on the block located between 14th
2
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St. Paul's Episcopal Church
June 29. 11188
and 15th and K and L Streets. For St. Paul's. we have alleviated
the situation by obtaining access to twenty spaces in a nearby
Parkin g area. By actual count. on seven of the last nine
Sundays. there have been no available spaces on the streets
immediatel y ad j acent to St. Paul's by V:50 A. M. For convention
attendees, the problem of finding a parking space close to the
Center may be an occasional hazard: for those trying to attend
worship services regularly, it is obviousl y a somewhat more
significant hardship.

3-26. The report recommends the mitigation of the
HOi5g :
noise involved in construction by confining the operation of
nois y e q ui p ment to hours when the church is not in use or -before
business hours. - Given the fact that St. Paul's Church would be
the only structure on the block in which normal activities might
be expected to continue during the period of construction, we
wish to em p hasize that the building is in use weekda y s and

RECOVED
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CITY OF SACRAMENTO

DEPARTMEHTOF
PIIRI.IC WORKS

CAURMNIA

OFFICE OF THE DIRECTOR

916.449,S.9i3

May 31. 1988

evenings as well as on the more conventional worship hours of
Sunday mornings.

MEIIORANDW

As noted above. our concerns are couched in terms of the
East Option. They apply in most particulars to the SOCA option.
The SOCA option does have the one redeeming feature of saving
housing and even suggesting an increase in the supply on the
block). Its inclusion of a parking garage adjacent to St. Paul's
Poses additional concerns with regard to noise and its impact
upon the functions of the church.

TO:

Lisa Pyzel, Planner

SUBJECT: DRAFT EIR FOR CONVENTION CENTER EXPANSION AND ALTERNATIVES

Thank you for forwarding the subject Draft EIR for my review. My reply
comments are as follows:
I.

We have previously discussed some of cur views with Mr.
Wisham.
We are most interested in maintaining a religious
presence downtown as embodied in St.
Episcopal Church.
While the building has particular interest and value as an
historic structure, it is more important to us that we be allowed
to continue its function and growth in cooperation with our
neighbors.

Under the impact Category of "Public Services and Utilities".
this document does not address the impacts any of the
potential expansions could have on the Solid Waste Collection
and Disposal Utility.

2. Construction Impacts - Dust Control Measures. Personnel from
the City's Street Division should be involved In mitigating
on street/sidewalk dust.

cc rely
1-4
avid L. jlcobson
Chairman. Committee on LongRange 1 anning

ty Directort Public W ks
RY:slb

11

cc: D. Pelser, Solid Waste Division Manager
' C. Puccinelli, Streets Division Manager

cc : Bishop J. L. Thompson
Myles Snyder. Chancellor
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St.'''. of California

Business, Transportation and Housing Agency

Memorandum
To

CITY OF SACRAMENTO

DEPARTMENT OF
GENERAL SERVICES

S730.24T11 STREET
BUILDING ONE
SACRAMEN ro, CA
99422..5099

CALIFORNIA

FACILITY MANAGEMENT
DIVISION

916.449.5145

July 8, 1988

DUANE. J. WRAY
FACILITY MANAGER

Nom :

State Clearinghouse
Office of Planning
Research
Attention John Keene
1400 10th Street
Sacramento, CA 95814

Dam

June 24, 1988

File

03-Sac-5/160
Convention Center
Expansion
SCH 87061506

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTXDON - Telephone ATSS 457-4498
District 3, P. O. Box 911, Marysville, CA 95901

svbied:

Review Draft EIR

Caltrans, District 3, has reviewed the draft EIR for the Sacramento
Convention Center Expansion and various office building alternatives in
downtown Sacramento.

MEMORANDUM
TO:

Lisa Py2el. Planner

FROM:

David Morgan, Project Manageov

SUBJECT: . REVIEW OF SOCA PROPOSAL PRESENTED IN EIR

Caltrans is concerned that this draft EIR, as with other documents prepared
for the downtown area, does not address impacts to State facilities. We are
particularly concerned about impacts to ramps on Business 80 and Interstate 5
during peak hours, as noted in our letter of July 10, 1987, in response to
the notice of preparation.

Our staff has reviewed the SOCA proposal as presented in the
Draft EIR issued in May 1988, and provide the following
observations and comments:

We request the final EIR address the above concerns. If there are any
questions, please contact Jeannie Baker, telephone. (916) 741-4498.

The proposal will require removal of the existing east, west
and south walls of the Exhibit Hall and demolition of the
existing Activities Building. In order to achieve the
proposed solution two construction scheduling options are
available. Either it will be necessary to complete
activities in multiple phases to limit closure of the
facility or the entire facility would need to be closed for
24 to 36 months to accommodate demolition and construction
activities in a single phase contract. While the multiple
phase construction approach would not require total closure
it can be anticipated that there will be periods of one to
three months when the facility will be unusable due to
construction activities. The use of multiple phase will
also extend the construction period by 18-24 months and as a
result increase the total project cost due to construction
cost escalation and extended periods of support by
consultants.

Afj.
Brian J. Smith, Chief
Environmental Branch B
bcc District Routing.
JLB:ks
(Env)
emem47
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DEPARTMENT OF GENERAL SERVICES
OFFICE Of PROJECT DEVELOPMENT AND MANAGEMENT
400 I STREET. SUITE 300
SACRAMENTO, CA 93811
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July 6. 1988
State Clearinghouse
ATTN: John Keene
1400 Tenth Street. Room 121
Sacramento, CA 95814
RE: SCH 87061506; Sacramento Convention Center Expansion

Tratflc_AnsLammlatign
The EIR should include a discussion of existing and future transportation conditions with an a.m. and p.m. peak LOS calculated for the 15th/16th. W/X access
with Interstate Business 80; and the I/J Street accesses with Interstate 5.
Because 13th Street is an official bicycle route into the Capitol Area. the
impact of the proposed project on bicycle activity should be included in the EIR
with mitigating measures identified as needed.

Gentlemen:
The staff of the Office of Project Development and Management has reviewed the
Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Sacramento Community Convention Center
Expansion in light of the relevant policios of the Capitol Area 71an, the document which guides development in the Capitol Area. We offer the following
comments:
Jand UsQ
Reference should be given to building concepts identified for office space north
of L Street as outlined in the Capitol Area Plan (1977) prepared by the State
Department of General Services. The large scale of the proposed office developments is generally within the guidelines of the CAP which calls for floor area
ratios north of L Street to be consistent with surrounding structures.
In addition. the Urban Design Element of the Capitol Area Plan identifies an
existing cluster of tall buildings of 200 feet or greater in height. The
projects described in the DEIR are outside this originally identified cluster.
However, only the 1300 I Street building is outside the building group bounded
on the west by the Ellis and 926 J Street buildings and on the east by the
Pacific Telephone Building.
One of the goals of the Capitol Area Plan is for new buildings to "complement
the Capitol and be a backdrop which does not compete with it either in scale or
detail" (page 5). The proposed buildings should be evaluated with regard to
their collective impact on the visual importance of the Capitol building to the
city skyline.
Cultural Resources
The Capitol Park is the most notable open space in downtown Sacramento. The
DEIR does not adequately address the impact the proposed addition of office
space in excess of one million square feet will have on the use and maintenance
to the park as the result of an influx of workers and visitors to the proposed
developments.
.
Employment
The DEIR does not identify additional child care needs created in ,downtown
Sacramento as a result of these projects. Mitigation measures should be'identi-'
fled as needed.

This concludes our comments on the Draft EIR for the Convention Center expansion.
Very Truly Yours.

Edward F. Bielski
Associate Planner

SECTION III
APPENDICES

APPENDIX A

ASSUMPTIONS FOR FISCAL ANALYSES

Convention Center Expansion Assumptions

INTR °DUCT] ON
The following discussion presents a summary of the assumptions used for the analysis of the
fiscal impacts for the Community Convention Center Expansion. The assessment of the fiscal
effects for the project was described in Chapter 4 of the Draft E1R. The net impacts for the
The discussion below
proposed expansion were summarized in Table 4-27 of the report.
elaborates upon the assumptions used as a basis for the results obtained in Table 4-27. The
objective of this presentation is to identify all underlying assumptions for close review by
the City. Where required, the assumptions can be updated and revised when new or better data
The net fiscal effects of the project can thus be evaluated after recalculation
is available.
of Table 4-27 using other assumptions for revenues, costs, or both. In this way, the
analytical format presented in the table can be a valuable foundation and tool for subsequent
evaluation of the project.
The discussion of assumptions is divided into two principal levels.
background assumptions affecting the overall assessment are identified.
specific assumptions for various line items are addressed.

First, the general
Subsequently. the

In brief, the description of the specific assumptions follows the line items presented in
Table 4-27.
The table is organized into two major components, the Enterprise Fund and the
Capital Improvement Program (CIP). The evaluation of the Enterprise Fund focuses upon the
annual revenues and costs while the CIP analysis anticipated one-time development costs in
relationship to CIP funds.

1

Convention Center Expansion Assumptions

GENERAL ASSUMPTIONS
The analysis of projected revenues and expenditures. for the expanded Convention Center
required the use of certain general assumptions which would apply throughout the assessment.
These common assumptions would form the basis or foundation for the analysis of the proposed
project and its alternatives. The following list identifies a series of. overall assumptions
applied to the analysis.
o

For the various alternatives, the following facility sizes were provided:
Existing - 67,100 s.f.;
East - 130,000 s.f.;
West - 135,000 s.f.;
North - 175,000 s.f.; and
SOCA - 210,000 s.f.

o

Where required, the distribution of space was assumed to be as described in the
DEIR's Project Description. Where information was lacking or unavailable,
space distribution was assumed to be proportional to the distribution of
existing uses.

o

General information for Enterprise Fund revenues and costs was derived from the
City's 1987-1988 Approved Budget.

o

Projections for growth rates in revenues and costs were derived from analyses
performed by Data Resources, Inc. for the City. The reports are entitled
"Transient Occupancy Tax Forecast: FY 1987-88 to FY 1995-95." The reports are
dated December, 1987.

o

Capital Improvement Program information and estimates are based on information
presented in the 1987-1988 Approved Budget.

o

The fiscal analysis assumed that the type of operational facilities required
for each alternative would be similar.

o

The analyses examined the 5-year horizon for all alternatives; existing
for 1987-88 in
characteristics identified
conditions refers to those fiscal
the background reports described above.

2
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SPECIFIC ASSUMPTIONS
Enterprise Fund.
The line items for revenues include Transient Occupancy Tax, Current Service
Revenues.
Charges, and Other revenues. The assumptions for these revenue sources were as follows:
o

The existing Transient Occupancy Tax (TOT) revenues were obtained from the
current budget;.the forecast for FY 1992-93 were acquired from the DRI report.

o

The TOT was assumed to increase for the four development alternatives and the
no-project alternative; this responds to an increase in the demand for
convention space and the (assumed) provision of meeting space by private or
alternative sources if not by the City's expansion. This would account for the
continued demand and increase in TOT.

o

Current Service Charges reflect existing revenues as indicated in the Budget.

o

The forecast of Service Charges for the alternatives is based upon the
projected size of the facility as discussed above under General Assumptions and
service charge rates.
The rates were inflated annually by 6 percent to cover
cost increases over time.
No other assumptions could be made about possible
increases for service charges.
This would be one specific class of revenues
which could be reviewed further for potential new revenues.

o

"Other" revenues were increased for the appropriate time period (inflated)
and then adjusted for the relative size of the alternative facility. The
revenues in the "Other" category were obtained using the various facility sizes
indicated above.

Expenditures.
Costs for the proposed project include the items listed below.
assumptions for these costs were derived determined as follows:

The

o

The line items "Services and Supplies" and "Employee Services" were obtained
from the DRI economic forecasts presented to the City Budget and Finance
Committee, dated February 17, 1988. The report presents revenue and cost
projections for Enterprise Funds, including the Community Convention Center
Fund over a five year period.

o

The Debt Service was estimated for the total amount of funds ($40 million)
budgeted for the proposed expansion.

o

Expansion Operating Costs were determined based upon existing costs, inflated
for the appropriate period of time and applied to the respective sizes of the
facilities for the various alternatives.

o

Other Expenditures were also derived from current miscellaneous costs,
adjusted for the five-year horizon, and calculated in proportion to the
proposed size of the expansion alternative.
3
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Capital Improvement Program.
Funds Budgeted. This line identifies funds set aside by the City for financing the proposed
expansion of the Convention Center. The Capital Improvement Program section of the City's
1987-1988 Approved Budget indicates that the City has designated $40 million for expansion
of the Community Convention Center over the next five years. These funds are budgeted for
fiscal years 1987-88 and 1988-89.
Capital Improvement Costs.
planning and design costs.
follows:

The capital improvement costs include land, improvements, and
Assumptions and sources of information for these items are as

o

Estimates for land costs were derived from recent property sales occurring on
the block north of the existing Convention Center (North Alternative). The
range of costs extended as high as $178 per s.f. and averaged $97 per s.f. This
average rate was applied to the properties which would be needed for the
proposed expansion.

o

Development cost estimates for the proposed expansion were obtained from
Loschky Marquardt & Nesholm. The estimates ranged from approximately $115 to
$135 per a The analysis used $130 per s.f. for all of the alternatives. With
regard to the SOCA proposal, the cost was applied only to the convention center
component of the SOCA plans.

o

The allowance for contingency funds was set at 10 percent of planning and design
costs.

Certain elements were not considered in the evaluation of the projected revenues and costs.
There were no assumptions concerning the loss of revenues during the expansion period. This
could only be determined after the construction period is known, a design is formulated for
various alternatives, and other specific details about the alternatives are available.
Since the completion of the revenue and cost analyses for the DEIR, some of the data used as
a basis for the assumptions has been refined and updated. Specifically, additional
information about land and development costs would permit revisions of the analysis in the
Final EIR.
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CONCLUSIONS.
The conclusions presented in Chapter 4 are based upon the net fiscal effects identified in
Table 4-27 and resulting from the analysis and assumptions discussed above. It should be
noted that the assumptions and analysis were reflect planning information available in early
1988. Refinements and better definition of the project could easily change some of the
assumptions used in the DEIR evaluation. A change in the assumptions will probably change
the net results indicated in the table and possibly modify the conclusions in the DEIR.

Revised Table 4-27
Projected Revenues and Expenditures
Community Convention Center

1
Enterprise
Fund ($000's)

Alternative
Existing

East

West

North

SOCA

No Project

5,045
1,349
108

8,995
3,604
296

8,995
3,742
301

8,995
4,851
346

8,995
5,821
385

8,995
1,957
262

$6,502

$12,894

$13,038

$14,192

$15,201

$11,214

2,636
1,849
1,036
0
126

2,946
2,250
2,779
1,752
559

2,946
2,250
3,434
1,820
567

2,946
2,250
4,194
2,359
632

2,946
2,250
4,082
2,831
688

2,946
2,250
0
0
511

$5,647

$10,287

$11,017

$12,381

$12,797

$5,707

$855

$2,608

$2,021

$1,811

$2,405

$5,507

40,000

40,000

40,000

40,000

40,000

0

Land
Improvements
Planning, Design and
Contingency Funds

n/a
n/a
n/a

3,201
17,324
1,732

10,670
19,170
1,917

14,453
24,850
2,485

8,051
29,820
2,982

0
0
0

TOTAL DEVELOPMENT COSTS
(estimated)

n/a

$22,257

$31,757

$41,788

$40,853

0

TOTAL SURPLUS OR (DEFICIT)

n/a

$17,743

$8,243

($1,788)

Revenues
Transient Occupancy Tax
Current Service Charges
Other
TOTAL

Expenditures
Services and Supplies
Employee Services
Debt Service
Expansion Operating Cost
Other
TOTAL
TOTAL SURPLUS (DEFICIT)

2
Capital Improvement Program
($000's)
Funds Budgeted (1987-92)

Capital Improvement Costs

1 The projections for revenues and expenditures is based upon forecasts provided
by Data Resources for fiscal year 1992-93.
2 Capital Improvement Program estimates are based upon information presented in
the 1987-88 Approved Budget.

($853)

0

APPENDIX B

CAPITOL AREA PLAN POLICIES
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The 1977 Capitol Area Plan presents a coordinated approach to the overall planning of State facilities on
properties owned by the State. The Plan focuses on a prime area of forty-two blocks south of "L" Street
in downtown Sacramento. The Plan refers to the area adjoining the Capitol as the Capitol Area. Stateowned lands in the area include a mixture of new and old office buildings, residential structures, and some
retail properties. The Capitol Area Plan provides guidance for State agencies in the use and re-use of these
properties.
The Plan policies and objectives are included in this Appendix of the Final Environmental Impact Report
(FEIR). This section reviews the relevant policies of the Plan.
The general purpose of the Capitol Area Plan is to establish a framework for the State's role in the
evolution of urban development in the City of Sacramento. To that extent, the Plan's goals and policies
reinforce the land use plans formulated by the City. The Plan presents stated objectives and policies with
respect to the following concepts:
o

Development of the community;

o

Relationship to local government;

o

Land use; and

o

Urban design.

These objectives and policies are presented on the following pages.
With regard to the proposed office projects, the Plan indicates that larger scale structures should be planned
for the area north of the Capitol, with smaller scale buildings planned for the area south of the Capitol.
Furthermore, the Urban Design Element indicates that "... guidelines for height proposed here are not
intended to be added or to replace the City of Sacramento's existing zoning plan and regulations. Rather
these guidelines are to direct State development actions within the downtown."

Purpose

Goals

The Capitol Area Plan is part of an overall effort to coordinate the development and use of State facilities in metropolitan Sacramento. The Plan
•focuses on the State's presence in, and impact on, the core area of the
city. It establishes a framework defining the State's role in meeting its
office space needs and using its lands in the Capitol Area. Additionally, it
defines policies affecting State offices, transportation, parking, housing
and related aspects of State action in Sacramento.

The goals for the Capitol Area Plan, formulated with the Capitol Area Plan
Advisory Committee, are quoted below. They are the basis for the planning effort and are guidelines for interpretation of the Plan in the future.

The Plan incorporates a different set of assumptions and guidelines than
were the basis for the 1960 master plan, reflecting current concerns and
necessities. Conservation, mixed use, and pleasant human environments
are key goals.
The Plan proposes a capital outlay program for the next five to eight
years. It sets forth an action program which is flexible in nature in order
to accommodate future changes in needs and priorities while continuing
to meet the basic objectives and guidelines which the Plan proposes.
The Plan will also enable the City, County and private sector to make their
own plans with some degree of certainty as to the State's actions in the
future.
Finally, the Plan is a policy document, and while it recommends specific
actions to interpret the policies, its essential purpose is to serve as a
guide for an ongoing State planning and development process in downtown Sacramento.

•
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State Needs
Provide office buildings, including related service facilities, near the State
Capitol and the downtown area to meet the future office space requirements of the State of California. The design shall produce a safe and
healthy environment for employees and other citizens, consistent with
the overall intent of the entire downtown area plan.

Aesthetics
The State Capitol shall be the focal point of any Capitol Area Plan: buildings, fountains, pedestrian areas, and landscaping surrounding this center of State government shall complement and beautify this building. The
total fabric of the design creates an experience which can be varied and
yet be part of the whole. There should be a variety of open spaces all
designed to a human scale—tight, intimate spaces—open vistas—places
for active movement as well as contemplative retreats. These should all
be placed on a network of shady routes which people travel from one
place to another.
The strong East-West axis of Capitol Mall and Capitol Park provide the
backbone on which the interplay of spaces can occur. Minor axes, north
and south, should lead people to the main East-West axis and assist them
in recognizing their location. Minor axes can also lead from Capitol Park
and the Capitol Mall to the downtown business area. New buildings
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should complement the Capitol and be a backdrop which does not compete with it in either scale or deil. Existing buildings with architectural
significance or historical value shall be retained. Careful design can produce harmony between the old and the new.
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Housing

Land Use/Zoning

Increase the supply of housing in and around the Capitol Area by identifying and retaining existing facilities capable of fulfilling a housing need
and by constructing new housing. Plan for a harmonious mix of downtown inhabitants by age, income, and socio-economic status to ensure a
balanced community, including necessary residential services.

The Capitol Area should be a lively area, not one which shuts down when
the work-day is over. It should have mixed uses. Residential, residential
service, commercial, and professional uses within the Capitol Area must
be considered as a means of creating a twenty-four hour activity center.

Means to attract this mix must be included in the solution, since in a free
society it cannot be mandated. For example: If children are to live in the
area, schools, playgrounds, friends, peers, and safety must be included
in their world.

The Capitol Area should have a strong relationship to its adjacent neighborhoods and be planned to reinforce existing land use patterns and
facilities. The tourist attraction of the Capitol should be utilized to enhance the downtown area.

There must be a "Capitol Community" esprit which grows out of the
physical environment.

Transportation

Provide a viable economic community in the downtown Sacramento
area by integrating proposed State offices to ensure mutual support of
the existing downtown business district and residential community. Provide a stimulant of State development which in turn will encourage private investment in the downtown area. Non-public use land should maximize Sacramento's tax base.

In coordination with the City, County, and regional transportation planning
agencies, emphasize a balanced transportation system within the Capitol
Area Plan. Such a system should encourage the utilization of mass transportation systems now in existence and planned for the future, and discourage the arbitrary and unnecessary use of the single occupant automobile. Every effort will be made so that a person using public transportation will be able to reach places within the area as conveniently as by
auto—preferably more conveniently. The Capitol Area Plan will coordinate with the City to assure compliance with the city's circulation plan
(pedestrian and vehicle). The plan shall produce convenient bus access,
necessary employee, resident, visitor, and customer parking with minimum pedestrian-vehicle conflicts. Bicycle and motorcycle travel shall be
integrated within the overall transportation plan.

Economics

Implementation
Ensure a continued coordinated planning effort by the City, State, and
County and establish a responsible body to oversee the Plan. its implementation, its updating, and its orderly development. Also, secure a commitment from the Legislature for the timely and orderly implementation of
the Plan. To succeed, any plan must proceed with realistic, orderly, and
financially feasible increments while retaining alternate possibilities.

Plan Policies and Objectives
State Offices

Transportation

Development of the Community

Objective: To provide offices and related services to

Objective: . 1 o develop strategies, patterns and sys-

Objective: To stimulate the development of a com-

meet present and future space requirements for the
Slate ol California near the State Ca pitol and in the context of metropolitan Sacramento. in the most cost ellec:ive manner

tems 01 movement into and within the Capitol Area
that will provide adequate mobility for people. that will
provide adequate pm king, and that will enhance the
area's environment.

munity within the Capitol Area which is attractive and
comfortable to work in, live in, and visit, which is integrated into the fabric of the rest of the City of Sacramento, and which is physically and economically viable
over the long term.

Policy: Locate Stale office space in the metropolitan
Sacramento area so as to meet the State's needs while
minimizing the disruptive effects of that space on the
city

Policy: Provide alinr na live parkin g locations for Slate
employees doting and subsequent to new construction
activities. and provide parking spaces for future projected dorm and as needed.

Policy: Locate Stale offices in the Core Area within a
walking radius of the Capitol according to function and
relationships to other offices.

Policy: Significantly reduce the number of automobiles driven into and parked in the Capitol Area by
developing a coordinated program 01 incentives and actions to encourage Slate employees to use other than
single-occupant automobiles for their trips into the Capitol Area.

Policy: Locate State offices in the downtown area
my th of "L" Street to permit more balanced office
locations within the ten-minute walking radius, providing
sites with supporting services already in place and
serving as a positive effort to revitalize and reinforce
the downtown economy.

Policy: Develop a program to meet projected needs
for !::ate olltce space in the Core Area in a cost-efficient ;flannel. including new construction of State-owned
offices and rehabilitation of existing structures of
off ice use
'•
Policy: Rehabilitate existing State office buildings to
provide more efficient use of space, with attention to
energy usage, safety, aesthetics. em ployee work
environment. and access for the handicapped.
Policy: Design new construction in the Core Area to

Policy: Significantly reduce the number of automobiles operated within the Capitol Area by providing
alternative methods of movement.

Policy: Impiove the environment of the Capitol Area
for office workers. visitors and residents by modifying
the streets and movement systems

Housing
Objective: To foster housing within the Capitol Area
meeting a wide range of income levels and restoring
the area to a population consistent with its urban surroundings.

Policy: Foster housing for people of varying age, in-

complement the scale and form of existing buildings.
maintaining the Slate Capitol as the central focus.

come, and socio-economic status in the Capitol Area.

Policy: Encourage office-related and non-office uses

Policy: Develop mechanisms whereby the Stale can

Policy: Establish approaches and mechanisms for
assuring the development of a viable working and residential community within the Capitol Area (without
obligating the Stale government to take direct responsibility for this function).
Policy: Incorporate into the development plans for
the Capitol Area provisions for a full range of community facilities and services to support the working and
resident populace.

Open Space and Public Amenities
Objective: To develop within the Copilot Area a network of attractive and convenient open spaces and
access routes in order to improve the environment for
workers, residents and visitors, and to encourage a
favorable response to alternatives for moving within
and using the resources of the Capitol Area.

Policy: Connect existing and future open spaces by
a network of pleasantly landscaped pedestrian and bicycle paths. to permit easy and enjoyable access to all
spaces and offices.
Policy: Rehabilitate existing open spaces to make
them more serviceable and accessible to the public.

Policy: Incorporate open space into new and existing buildings as a general design requirement.

in the same structure when possible and appropriate.
in both new and rehabilitated buildings.

delegate direct responsibility for development and
management of housing within the Capitol Area to qualified organizations.

Policy: Develop a system for directing people to various local points within the Capitol Area.

Policy: Develop a program to assure that State offices
are energy efficient, designed for maximum climate responsiveness and resource conservation.

Policy: Foster housing• in the Capitol Area through a

Policy: Maintain the Capitol at all times as the dominant architectural feature of the area.

Policy: Develop a mechanism for continually evaluating State office space needs projections and for coordinatinq the updating of the Capitol Area Plan to reflect these needs.

combined program of rehabilitation and new construlion. .

Policy: Assure that new housing be compatible with
the variety of land uses established by the Capitol
Area Plan and foster a range of housing alternatives
which can accommodate a variety of household types
over time.

Policy: Encourage office space allocation which
groups State facilities having major interest to tourists
near the Capitol.
Policy: Enhance the relationship between the Capitol
Area and other community resources and attractions.
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Relationship of the State to
Local Government

Objective: To establish patterns of land use in the
Capitol Area which are responsive to the goals of the
Capitol Area Plan, which provide for flexibility in meeting future Stale needs, and which protect the Slate's
long-term interest without inhibiting the development
process.

Objective: To assure the integration ol planning and
development efforts in the Capitol Area with the activities ol all app ropriate local government agencies.

Policy Control future use of land in the Capitol Area
according to the Land Use Control Map.

effort with all affected local governmental bodies, to
assure a maximum amount of integration of the plan.
nineactivities which affect the Stale and on which the
Stale's actions have an effect.

Policy: Develop and maintain (within the limits of the

Land Use Control Map) a s pecific plan for the use of
each parcel of Capitol Area lands, which will be flexible
and amenable to change over time, and which is responsive to the principles embodied in the Urban Design
document and to the needs of the several constituencies of the Capitol Area.
Policy: Coordinate the land development plans lox
the Ca pitol Area with the City of Sacramento to assure
that the long-term best interests of the State and the
community are met.

Policy Retain ownership of the land in the Capitol

Policy: Coordinate the Slate's Capitol Area planning

Policy: Coordinate the provision 01 public services to
the Capitol Area to assure that the community receives
all the services it should as a full-fledged part of the
City
Policy: Evaluate the net cost to local Sacramento
governments for the provision of the full array of public
services needed to support the additional development
activities of the Slate proposed by this Plan.

Administration of the Plan

Area currently owned by the Stale and develop arrangements to permit non-State organizations to enter longterm leases and to perform construction, development,
and long-term operation of housing and parking activities on the State's land.

Objective: To assure Me ellective implementation ol
the Plan, by providing effective development mechanisms. by maintaining communications and coordination
with all agencies and constituencies, and by updating
the Plan as needed.

Energy Use

Policy: Establish an entity which can function as the
master developer for the Capitol Area. insulating the
State from operational responsibilities

Objective: To assure that the evolution and the development of the Capitol Area accomplishes an increase in the intelligent and eflicient use 01 energy resources within the scope of Stale operations in metropolitan Sacramento.

Policy Improve the efficiency of energy use in the

Slate's offices in the Capitol Area, through introduction
of changes in Operating methods and standards.
through energy-wise designs of new office buildings.
through energy-oriented rehabilitation of existing office
buildings, and through training programs lor Slate employees.
Policy: Improve the energy efficiency of the housing
in the Capitol Area.
Policy Improve the energy efficiency of the Slaterelated transportation activities within the metropolitan
Sacramento area.

Policy: Establish a Capitol Area Committee which will
advise the Director of General Services as to the formulation and carrying out of the development plans for
the Capitol Area and as to possible amendments to the
Capitol Area Plan.

Policy: Establish a Capitol Area Plan Office within the

Department of General Services which has responsibility for administering and updating the Capitol Area
Plan and tor coordinating the implementation of Capital
Area Plan policies within the Stale government.
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Land Use
Objective: To establish patterns of land use in the Capitol Area which
are responsive to the goals of the Capitol Area Plan, which provide for
flexibility in meeting future State needs. and which protect the State's
long-term interest without inhibiting the development process.

propriate for the block locations. Office, housing, and parking are the
designated uses, with only the amount of office specified. All uses for a
particular block should ultimately occur, although the actual configurations or construction scheduling of use types are not specified.

Existing Conditions: The Capitol Area as it exists today has been
described in the preceding sections of this document. The use of land
has been on an interim basis since its acquisition: parking lots as an interim use for cleared blocks, the interim rental of existing housing and
commercial buildings until further plans for those sites could be formulated. As is shown in map 3.8, a large portion of the land is now empty.

Thus, the map as the control element seeks to guarantee a mixed usage
without restrictive lot assignment. The specific design decisions for each
element on each block of the Capitol Area can then be adapted to changing needs and conditions without conflicting with the basic goals and
objectives of the Capitol Area Plan.

This land, aggregated under State ownership in the core of the capital
city, represents a major resource and asset to the State. The challenge
is to develop uses of the area in ways which meet the potential longterm needs of the State for a downtown capital while obtaining economical and beneficial utilization of the land as a part of the downtown community.
Recommendations: The recommended approach to accomplishing
these objectives is to retain State ownership of all of the land and to
provide for a mix of land uses which meets the State's needs and permits
a continuation of residential uses in the balance of the Capitol Area. Retention of land ownership protects the State's long-term interest in the
use of the area. Identifying the Slate's needs (for office space, transportation and parking facilities) for the next twenty-five years permits a construction program to be planned to meet those needs. Continuing the
residential uses in the area provides a strong reinforcement of the pattern of downtown land use desired by the City without compromising
the needs of the State. An example of the intensity of land use that is
achievable is shown in Map 3.9, illustrating the type of land use pattern
that will develop as the recommendations of the Capitol Area Plan are
implemented. (see below for more discussion). The presently visible
boundaries of the Capitol Area will disappear as the land within it takes
on the texture of a multi-use community with the Capitol as its symbolic
center.

11•111

Building on the theme of flexibility. the Land Use Control Map provides
for a slightly greater amount of state office space than required by space
forecasts to provide some margin for change in the future. The growth in
all sectors of the community can take place in increments, within a framework which defines and controls the character which new development
will take. Adherence to the Land Use Control Map will ensure that adaptability and flexibility will be built into the Capitol Area Plan as a basic tenet.
Policy: Control the future use of land in the Capitol Area according
to the Land Use Control Map.
Actions: 1. Evaluate all proposed development within the Capitol Area
against the Land Use Control Map.
2. Modify the Land Use Control Map only in accordance with
the defined criteria of this Plan.
Working from the basis of the Land Use Control Map and using the Diversity of Use principle as described in the Urban Design Guidelines of this
Plan (see also the "Urban Design Element Document"), there are many
possibilities for the translation of these guidelines into specific actions.
The Land Use Synthesis Map, shown in color in Section 1 of this Plan
document and repeated here as Map 3.11, illustrates one such translation.
This synthesis map is a specific interpretation of the possibilities for
land development within the Capitol Area. It is being used in this Plan as
the proposed land use pattern to which the specific construction plans
are keyed, and it represents an example of a workable interpretation of
the Land Use Control Map. It is expected that this interpretation will
evolve over time, as more specific needs and opportunities are addressed
in the development process.

The principal purposes of the land use plan are to assure that the mixed
use concept will be carried out in the development process and to assure
that flexibility is retained to make development decisions in the future
based upon the information then available. The mechanism for achieving
these purposes is the Land Use Control Map shown in Map 3.10, which
Policy: Develop and maintain (within the limits of the Land Use
will serve as the basic control document for Capitol Area development. ii
Control Map) a specific plan for the use of each parcel of Capitol
provides a strict framework within which individual planning decisions
Area lands, which will be flexible and amenable to change over time,
can take a flexible course. On a block-by-block basis, the Land Use
and which is responsive to the principles embodied In the Urban
Control Map shows the type and combination of land uses considered ap- iiikesiivalwurrisigand lair negate thweralpfettituftps oft!
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Actions: 1. Update and modify the Land Use Synthesis Map as a working guide to reflect the continuing evolution of planning of
development activities and actual development accomplished.
2. Establish a mechanism for modifying this Synthesis Drawing which includes the input of all the Capitol Area constituencies as reflected by the Capitol Area Committee.

Policy: Coordinate the land development plans for the Capitol
Area with the City of Sacramento, to assure that the long-term best
Interests of the State and the community are met.

Although the State has complete jurisdiction over public uses of lands it
owns, the private use of its properties (such as for development of new
housing) in the Capitol Area will come under the planning and code enforcement jurisdiction of the City of Sacramento. This is entirely consistent with the concept of integrating the area into the city, while still retaining the State's control over the land it is using (and, through ownership, of all the land) in the Capitol Area. The proposed land uses are in
conformance with the City's latest proposals (from the Central City Study
Committee) for land use patterns in the core area of the city. To assure
that there is agreement on future development plans within the Capitol
Area, a method of formally coordinating the Capitol Area Plan with the
City's plans should be developed.

Policy: Retain ownership of the land in the Capitol Area currently
owned by the State and develop arrangements to permit non-state
organizations to enter long-term leases and to perform construction,
development, and long-term operation of housing and parking activities on the State's land.
Actions: 1. Develop long-term (e.g. 60-year) ground leases for new
housing sites which would permit private developers to construct and operate new housing on those sites.
2. Evaluate the possibilities for long-term leases (or sale with
. lease of ground) of the existing residential properties to nonState entities for their operation and control.
3. Assure that in such leasing programs the State retains the
right to re-acquire the lease-hold in the event the State's needs
change.
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Building Heights

4

New buildings should be keyed to the height of
existing development. That principle does not
preclude the occasional juxtaposition of contrasting
building heights, which can be pleasing, but it does
mean that when such a contrast occurs, it should be
gradual, and tempered by structures of intermediate scale, in order to produce an overall pattern
that looks intentional. The other virtue of this
approach is that smaller buildings will not be overwhelmed, blighted by the physical shadow of the
taller structure, or blighted even more severely by
the economic shadow of the more intensive site use
of its neighbor.
Several new tall buildings are shown outside the
Capitol Area. They have been clustered around
existing tall buildings to establish a visual feature
easily recognizable within the City. This clustering avoids as much as possible the addition of isolated tall building forms that impair the Capitol dome's
visual and symbolic importance in the City skyline.
The guidelines for height proposed here are not
intended to be added to or replace the City of
Sacramento's existing zoning plan and regulations.
Rather these guidelines are to direct State development actions within the downtown. The following
map illustrates these guidelines for a generalized
building height envelope.
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APPENDIX C

CONDITIONS OF PROJECT APPROVAL

13th and I Mitigation Measures

1.

A qualified archaeologist/historian shall conduct an archival search to identify past
occupant/business uses within the project boundaries. Those locations found to have a high
potential to yield information pertaining to Sacramento's pre-historic or historic past will be tested
by surface and/or subsurface inspection or excavation by a qualified archaeologist. Should
archaeological deposits be found which are deemed, by the Planning Director, to be of importance
to Sacramento's historic record then a detailed mitigation program shall be developed. No
building permit shall be issued until the Planning Director has approved the
archaeological/historic report and released the site from further investigation.

2.

The applicant shall comply with the conditions of the City's TSM (Trip Reduction) Ordinance in
effect at the time of application for a Building Permit. Additionally, the applicant shall provide
for an annual monitoring program as part of the submitted Transportation Management Plan to
the satisfaction of the City TSM Coordinator prior to final building inspection, if such a
monitoring program is not required in the then-adopted TSM Ordinance.
Note: It takes a minimum of 60 days to process a TMP. The applicant should, therefore,
anticipate this processing time and submit the TMP to the City's TMP Coordinator at least 30
days prior to submittal of building plans to the City Building Inspection Division.

3.

The applicant shall prepare a Parking Management Plan to mitigate the impacts of the parking
deficiency projected for this project. Mitigation may be in the form of providing additional
parking spaces, Regional Transit subsidies or other measures to the satisfaction of the TSM
Coordinator and Planning Director prior to final building inspection. However, Parking
Management Plan mitigation measures shall not be counted towards Transportation Management
Plan or Parking Reduction measures or vice-versa.

4.

The applicant shall provide a geotechnical report prepared by a recognized professional
engineering geologist or firm to the satisfaction of the City Building Official prior to issuance of a
building permit.

5.

If subterranean levels of buildings are expected to be affected by high groundwater levels, they
shall be waterproofed and pumping systems shall be installed to draw down groundwater levels
during construction.

6.

A detailed seismic analysis shall be performed to model the effect that a large, distant earthquake
could have on the site and the structure. The structural design should reflect the results of such
analysis.

7.

The applicant shall coordinate with SMUD to participate in the Thermal Energy Storage program.

8.

High noise activities such as pile driving, the use of jack hammers, drills and other generators of
sporadic high noise peaks shall be restricted to the hours of 9 a.m. to 4 p.m. daily. No
construction activity shall occur on Sunday. The applicant shall submit a plan to mitigate noise
from the proposed project to the extent feasible to the satisfaction of the Planning Director prior
to issuance of building permit.

9.

Dust control measures required by the APCD shall be implemented during construction. Such
measures include maintaining soil moisture as well as removing any soil spillage onto traveled
roadways through site housekeeping procedures.

10. Comply with the building design and landscaping guidelines as set forth in the CBD Urban Design
Plan regarding color, texture and materials, fenestration, building rhythm and offsets, insets and
reveals for new buildings, the design of main building entries, parking treatments, plazas, lighting
and signage.

13th and J Mitigation Measures

1.

The applicant shall comply with the 50 percent ground floor retail space requirement of the Urban
Design Plan.

2.

A qualified archaeologist/historian shall conduct an archival search to identify past
occupant/business uses within the project boundaries. Those locations found to have a high
potential to yield information pertaining to Sacramento's pre-historic or historic past will be tested
by surface and/or subsurface inspection or excavation by a qualified archaeologist. Should
archaeological deposits be found which are deemed, by the Planning Director, to be of importance
to Sacramento's historic record then a detailed mitigation program shall be developed. No
building permit shall be issued until the Planning Director has approved the
archaeological/historic report and released the site from further investigation.

3.

The building design massing, height and landscaping shall comply with the CBD Urban Design
Plan policies regarding color, texture and materials, fenestration, building rhythm and offsets,
insets and reveals for new buildings, the design of main building entries, paving treatments, plazas,
landscaping, lighting, and signage.

4.

Dust control measures required by the APCD shall be implemented during construction. Such
measures include maintaining soil moisture as well as removing any soil spillage onto traveled
roadways through site housekeeping procedures.

5.

The applicant shall prepare a Parking Management Plan to mitigate the impacts of the parking
deficiency projected for this project. Mitigation may be in the form of providing additional
parking spaces, Regional Transit subsidies or other measures to the satisfaction of the TSM
Coordinator and Planning Director prior to final building inspection. However, Parking
Management Plan mitigation measures shall not be counted towards Transportation Management
Plan or Parking Reduction measures or vice-versa.

6.

The applicant shall comply with the conditions of the City's TSM (Trip Reduction) Ordinance in
effect at the time of application for a Building Permit. Additionally, the applicant shall provide
for an annual monitoring program as part of the submitted Transportation Management Plan to
the satisfaction of the City TSM Coordinator prior to final building inspection, if such a
monitoring program is not required in the then-adopted TSM Ordinance.

7.

High noise activities such as pile driving, the use of jack hammers, drills and other generators of
sporadic high noise peaks shall be restricted to the hours of 9 a.m. to 4 p.m. daily. No
construction activity shall occur on Sunday. The applicant shall submit a plan to mitigate noise
from the proposed project to the extent feasible to the satisfaction of the Planning Director prior
to issuance of building permit.

8.

The applicant shall provide a geotechnical report prepared by a recognized professional
engineering geologist or firm to the satisfaction of the City Building Official prior to issuance of a
building permit.

9.

If subterranean levels of buildings are expected to be affected by high groundwater levels, they
shall be waterproofed and pumping systems shall be installed to draw down groundwater levels
during construction.

10. A detailed seismic analysis shall be performed to model the effect that a large, distant earthquake
could have on the site and the structure. The structural design should reflect the results of such
analysis.
11. The applicant shall coordinate with SMUD to participate in the Thermal Energy Storage program.

12th and K Mitigation Measures

1.

The applicant shall comply with the 50 percent ground floor retail space requirement of the Urban
Design Plan.

2.

A qualified archaeologist/historian shall conduct an archival search to identify past
occupant/business uses within the project boundaries. Those locations found to have a high
potential to yield information pertaining to Sacramento's pre-historic or historic past will be tested
by surface and/or subsurface inspection or excavation by a qualified archaeologist. Should
archaeological deposits be found which are deemed, by the Planning Director, to be of importance
to Sacramento's historic record then a detailed mitigation program shall be developed. No
building permit shall be issued until the Planning Director has approved the
archaeological/historic report and released the site from further investigation.

3.

The building shall include indoor and/or outdoor plaza areas with landscaping and furnishings for
other employeers, visitors and passersby. The architectural detailing for the proposed office
building shall comply with the requirements of the CBD Urban Design Plan policies regarding
color, texture and materials, fenestration, building rhythm and offsets, insets and reveals for new
buildings.

4.

Dust control measures required by the APCD shall be implemented during construction. Such
measures include maintaining soil moisture as well as removing any soil spillage onto traveled
roadways through site housekeeping procedures.

5.

The applicant shall prepare a Parking Management Plan to mitigate the impacts of the parking
deficiency projected for this project. Mitigation may be in the form of providing additional
parking spaces, Regional Transit subsidies or other measures to the satisfaction of the TSM
Coordinator and Planning Director prior to final building inspection. However, Parking
Management Plan mitigation measures shall not be counted towards Transportation Management
Plan or Parking Reduction measures or vice-versa.

6.

The applicant shall comply with the conditions of the City's TSM (Trip Reduction) Ordinance in
effect at the time of application for a Building Permit. Additionally, the applicant shall provide
for an annual monitoring program as part of the submitted Transportation Management Plan to
the satisfaction of the City TSM Coordinator prior to final building inspection, if such a
monitoring program is not required in the then-adopted _TSM Ordinance.
Note: It takes a minimum of 60 days to process a TMP. The applicant should, therefore,
anticipate this processing time and submit the TMP to the City's TMP Coordinator at least 30
days prior to submittal of building plans to the City Building Inspection Division.

7.

The applicant shall provide a geotechnical report prepared by a recognized professional
engineering geologist or firm to the satisfaction of the City Building Official prior to issuance of a
building permit.

8.

If subterranean levels of buildings are expected to be affected by high groundwater levels, they
shall be waterproofed and pumping systems shall be installed to draw down groundwater levels
during construction.

9.

A detailed seismic analysis shall be performed to model the effect that a large, distant earthquake
could have on the site and the structure. The structural design should reflect the results of such
analysis.

10. The applicant shall coordinate with SMUD to participate in the Thermal Energy Storage program.

11. High noise activities such as pile driving, the use of jack hammers, drills and other generators of
sporadic high noise peaks shall be restricted to the hours of 9 a.m. to 4 p.m. daily. No
construction activity shall occur on Sunday. The applicant shall submit a plan to mitigate noise
from the proposed project to the extent feasible to the satisfaction of the Planning Director prior
to issuance of building permit.

