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Sacramento, California
Honorable Members in Session:
SUBJECT: MIDTOWN NEIGHBORHOOD PRESERVATION TRANSPORTATION PLAN
(NPTP) (PN:TG86) — APPROVE TRAFFIC CIRCLES, HALF-STREET
CLOSURES, AND THE FINAL CONFIGURATION OF THE TRAFFIC
CALMING PLAN; APPROVE ENVIRONMENTAL ADDENDUM AND
FINDINGS
LOCATION/COUNCIL DISTRICT:
Area bounded by

16th Street, Alhambra Boulevard, C and L Streets. Council District 3.

RECOMMENDATION:
This report recommends that the City Council adopt the attached resolution:
Approving Traffic Circles and Half-Street Closures as traffic calming devices.
Approving the final configuration of the traffic calming plan.
Approving the Environmental Addendum to the NPTP EIR.
Adopt the attached Findings approving project revisions.
Direct City staff to perform an environmental review for permanently closing and
abandoning C Street (with related half-street closures on D Street) and exploring the
• possibility of removing the truck route designation on C Street (16th-290-1).

•
•
•
•
•
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Midtown Neighborhood Preservation Transportation Plan (PN:TG86)
March 1, 1999
SUMMARY:
The Midtown Neighborhood Preservation Transportation Plan Project (NPTP) was approved in
June 1996 with the goals of reducing traffic speeds, increasing safety, and dispersing traffic
volumes over the street grid. Since then, City staff has performed extensive traffic monitoring
(volumes, speeds, collisions, etc.) prior to and after project implementation. Monitoring data
shows that we have met the goals of the project by reducing traffic speeds and traffic collisions
and by dispersing traffic on residential midtown streets. Staff recommends approving the
current project, including half-street closures and traffic circles, with some minor modifications.
COMMITTEE/COMMISSION:
On March 11, 1999, this item was heard by the Planning Commission as an informational
item. Their comments will be handed out at the Council meeting.
BACKGROUND:
Project History
The Midtown Neighborhood Preservation Transportation Plan (NPTP) was approved by the
City Council in June 1996. The project included the construction of five new traffic signals; the
conversion of G and H Streets from one-way to two-way traffic; and installation of over 100
new traffic-calming features, including half-street closures, traffic circles, intersection portals,
pedestrian islands, angled parking, and high-visibility crosswalks. A portrayal of the originally
approved project is included in Exhibit A.
Two of the project components, half-street closures and traffic circles, were approved on a
temporary basis until an interim monitoring period was completed and these devices could be
reviewed. The remaining elements of the project were approved as permanent improvements.
Project implementation milestones are as follows:
July 1997
September 1997
November 1997
March 1998
July 1998

Begin Project Construction
G & H Streets Converted to Two-way Traffic
Completed Installation of All Devices (Except Half-Street Closures
and Circles)
Installation of Circles
Installation of Half-Street Closures

Public Participation
After approval of the project, a community advisory committee was established to advise the
City on implementation of the plan (list of members attached as Exhibit B). Solicitation for
participation on the committee was done by mail to a database of individuals who had
expressed an interest in the project. Prospective members began meeting in September 1996
and formalized their operating procedures. Members include representation from various
Midtown neighborhoods, business interests, and some adjacent neighborhoods. This
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committee has been meeting monthly for over two years and has made many
recommendations that were implemented by City staff. A list of implemented
recommendations is included in Exhibit B.
The advisory committee meetings have been open to all interested and have been attended
by many people. The current mailing list for our monthly meetings is approximately 200
people.
During project construction, two project information signs were installed on G and H Streets
listing a name and number to call for more information on the project. These signs generated
thousands of phone inquiries of the project. Several mailings were also distributed to our
regular monthly mailing list and everyone within the project boundaries. The following notices
were prepared:
Project Groundbreaking Celebration
Project Informational Brochure
Conversion of G & H Streets
Textured Crosswalk Construction on J Street
Installation of Half-Street Closures

July 1997
August 1997
September 1997
Fall 1997
July 1998

Hundreds of additional copies of the informational brochure have been mailed since August
1997 to members of the public requesting them.
In addition to information distributed by the City, both television and printed media have had
extensive coverage of the project since the groundbreaking. All of the local news stations (3,
6, 10, 13, 31 & 40) have run stories on the project including the groundbreaking, conversion of
G & H Streets, and installation of traffic circles and half-street closures. Printed media, such
as the Sacramento Bee, the Business Journal, Sacramento News and Review, Sacramento
Guardian and other community newspapers have done many stories on the NPTP.
Monitoring Program
Approved as a pilot project, there was concern whether the project would perform as
expected. A monitoring period was instituted to collect data and provide factual, objective
information on the effects of the NPTP to the City Council. Before (Spring 1997) and after
(Fall 1998) project implementation, traffic monitoring data was collected at over 200 locations
in the Midtown area and included the following:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Daily Traffic Volumes
Peak Hour Traffic Volumes
Traffic Speed
Truck Traffic Volumes
Collisions
Emergency Response Times
Parking Supply and Usage
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closures. In general, traffic circulation changes are generally consistent with what was
expected. Total East /West traffic through the study area has not changed significantly. Other
key findings include:
•

•
•
•
•
•
•

Traffic volumes in targeted residential area (C-I Streets) have been dispersed.
1. Prior to project implementation, volumes ranged from 500-9,200 vehicles/day.
2. After project implementation, volumes ranged from 1,800-5,400 vehicles/day.
Traffic volumes on residential streets (C-I Streets) have dropped by approximately 20%.
Traffic volumes on commercial corridors (J-L Streets) have increased by approximately
15%.
Traffic volumes on residential streets (Capitol-Q Streets) have increased by
approximately 5%.
Some streets (C, D, I and numbered streets adjacent to half-street closures) have
experienced volume increases.
Traffic speeds, in general, have been reduced.
Accidents in the project area have been reduced.

Truck volumes appear to have been reduced, but some of the data does not appear
reasonable and may not be valid. In general, streets that experienced decreases in traffic
volume had decreased truck traffic; streets with increases in traffic volumes had increased
truck traffic.
The Fire Department is always concerned with issues that may effect emergency response
times. Data from the Fire Department shows the average response time for priority 1 and 2
calls has increased from 3 minutes and 23 seconds to 3 minutes and 25 seconds. Priority 3
calls (relatively low priority) actually indicated a decrease in response times. Unfortunately,
the Fire Department has recently re-engineered their priority system, and the before and after
data do not reflect the same types of calls. The Fire Department estimates that the increase
to response times is closer to 21 seconds then 2 seconds. Although they do not recommend
projects that affect their response times, they do suggest, as mitigation, decreasing the
diameter of the traffic circles and shortening the portal at 29 th and I Streets. Staff is
recommending traffic circle diameters be reduced by approximately 6 feet and that the one
portal be shortened.
When the NPTP was originally approved by Council, effects on parking availability was a
concern. Parking supply has increased due to the angled parking program implemented in
Midtown. Overall, parking utilization has increased.
There were no apparent significant impacts of the project on communities outside the project
29th) experienced no significant effects,
area. In particular, Capital through Q Streets (16 th to
although they do have existing traffic concerns. In accordance with Council direction when the
NPTP was approved, a citizens group is working on their recommendations for improvements
in this neighborhood. This effort is being funded from this area's inclusion in the City's
Neighborhood Traffic Management Program (NTMP) as well as mitigation funding from the
States East End Project.
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Traffic Circles and Half-Street Closures
When the NPTP was approved, traffic circles and half-street closures were included in
"temporary" form. After completion of the monitoring period, the City Council would decide
whether to retain, remove or modify these devices.
The first traffic circles were installed in early 1998. The goal of a traffic circle is to slow vehicle
speeds without requiring a stop. Radar surveys indicate that traffic speeds were reduced by 69 miles per hour through the previously non-controlled intersections. Staff believes that the
circles are performing as intended, without any safety problems, but we do recommend that
the circles be slightly reduced in size at the request of the Fire Department.
The half-street closures were installed in July 1998. The goal of a half-street closure is to
redirect traffic. Within the NPTP, the half-street closures are intended to redistribute traffic
throughout the street grid network. The monitoring data shows that traffic volumes are more
equally distributed between C through I Streets. Staff recommends retaining the half-street
closures.
Final Project Configuration
Staff Recommendation
The City Council approved the NPTP in 1986 with the goals of reducing vehicle speed,
enhancing safety, and dispersing traffic without substantially impacting access to midtown
businesses and the downtown core. The attached monitoring data supports the conclusion
that traffic speeds have been reduced, safety has been enhanced (as shown by accident
data), and traffic has been more equally distributed within the project area. The NPTP has
performed substantially, as intended, and therefore, staff recommends that the original Plan,
including traffic circles and half-street closures, be kept intact with minor modifications made
as outlined in Exhibit D "Staff Recommended Final Project Configuration."
Exhibit D also outlines the anticipated and desired result of making the minor modifications.
The intent of these changes is to reduce some negative effects to specific streets caused by
the Plan or to help the project meet its overall objectives.
Although the proposed modifications will lessen some project effects, some areas of concern
still remain. Two blocks of H Street (27 th-29th) still have traffic volumes exceeding 9,000
vehicles/day on a residential street. H Street is experiencing congestion in the area around
the Capital City freeway and C, D, 28th and I Streets have experienced significant traffic
volume increases. C and D Streets did have many of their impacts mitigated during the test
closure for Blue Diamond Growers. Some businesses on streets with half-street closures
have expressed concern about circuitous routes for customers and reduced traffic volumes
(business exposure).
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COMMUNITY RECOMMENDATIONS
Staff has been meeting with community members for several years. Some believe that halfstreet closures are a vital component of the plan, while others believe they are detrimental to
the community. Each group has developed their own set of recommendations.
Community Recommendation with Half-Street Closures
Community members, attending our community workshops, who support half-street closures
have been able to reach agreement on the recommendations included as Exhibit F. This
group consists of a majority of the original committee members but not all of them. The
recommendations are similar to staffs except for some changes to half-street closures. The
community recommends adding a half-street closure at 23 rd/I, adding a partial closure at
29th/H, moving the closure at 25 th/F to 22nd/F, and perhaps moving the closure at 29th/G
westward. All of their recommendations are included in Exhibit E.
Movement of closures is desired to reduce volumes on certain street segments on H and I
Streets. It is impossible to ascertain all the possible effects of these changes, but streets
receiving additional traffic may not be supportive of these proposed changes. A further
environmental review would be necessary, requiring additional funding and staff resources, to
implement these recommendations. If Council were incline to support this recommendation,
staff recommends approving the staff recommendation with no changes to half-street closures
and directing staff to pursue the appropriate analysis of the Community's recommendations as
a separate project.
Community Recommendation without Half-Street Closures
Community members, attending our community workshops, who do not support half-street
closures have been able to reach agreement on the recommendations included as Exhibit F.
The major component of this plan is to remove the closures (open up pre-closure traffic
patterns) and convert them to intersection portals.
Staff believes that without half-street closures, the NPTP would still enhance safety and
reduce speeds but would not disperse/share traffic volumes to the same extent. The
approved project without half-street closures was an alternative (minimal diversion alternative)
considered in the NPTP EIR. Staff believes that these recommendations are consistent with
the NPTP EIR, although Council would have to adopt a different set of Findings to approve
removal of half-street closures.
Temporary Test Closure of C Street for Blue Diamond Growers
Under terms of an agreement with Blue Diamond Growers, the City agreed to explore the
possibility of abandoning several streets adjacent to Blue Diamond Growers, including C
Street. To accurately determine the effects of an abandonment, these streets were temporarily
(4 weeks) closed and traffic circulation was monitored.
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This test included the following elements:
Full closure of C Street between 17 th and 191h Streets
Full closure of l 8 Street between C and D Streets
Westbound half-street closure at D and 28th Streets
Eastbound half-street closure at D and 19 th Streets
Results of the monitoring information are attached as Exhibit G. In general, traffic volumes on
the sampled residential portions of C and D Streets were significantly reduced. Some
residential street segments such as 28 th Street (between C and D Streets) did experience
slight increases. D and E Streets had increases in the more commercial areas near 16th
Street. The test closure did reduce many of the higher volumes on C and D Streets that
occurred after final implementation of the project. Staff believes that the closure does have
merits to the community and Blue Diamond Growers and should be explored further.

Removal of Truck Route Designation on C Street
In 1983, City Council approved a resolution declaring specific truck routes within the City. C
Street between 16 th Street and Alhambra Boulevard was listed as a truck route. The project
advisory committee was concerned with truck volumes in midtown and particularly on C Street.
C Street was thought to be considerably residential in character and that a truck route
designation was not appropriate. The community was especially concerned with "pass
through" truck traffic that may be able to use other direct routes (freeways) to the downtown.
The subcommittee recommended that the truck route designation be removed from C Street
so as not to advertise C Street as a truck "thoroughfare." California Vehicle Code does
stipulate that a vehicle (truck) cannot be prohibited from using a street to access a destination.
Some groups have expressed concern about removing the truck route designation. Residents
in the area of P & Q Streets have expressed the concern that removing the truck route
designation on C Street may divert trucks to the next truck route on P and 0 Streets. Several
businesses in the downtown area that utilize the truck route are concerned that their trucks
may have to use other possibly circuitous and less safe streets.
Staff will work with the various stakeholders (residents & businesses) to discuss issues and
options associated with the possible removal of the truck route designation on C Street. This
item would be brought back to the Council as an action item at a future date.

FINANCIAL CONSIDERATIONS:
The current budget for the NPTP project is $2,414,536. As of March 1, 1999, $122,552
remains unencumbered. The estimated cost to implement the various recommendations and
make the approved devices permanent are as follows:
Staff Recommended Plan with Half-Street Closure
$58,000
Community Plan with Half-Street Closures
$116,000*
Community Plan without Half-Street Closures
$89,000***
* Cost assumes $40,000 for additional environmental analysis.
Cost assumes a $10,000 allowance for additional non closure devices.
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ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS:
The Planning Division has reviewed the staff recommended project for compliance with the
requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The project is determined
to fall within the scope of the NPTP Environmental Impact Report, adopted in June 1996. The
EIR adequately describes the effects of the proposed amendments to the NPTP project. The
EIR identified that the NPTP project would result in potentially significant impacts to
intersection congestion, freeway traffic, emergency response times, tree resources, and
cultural resources. Mitigation measures were incorporated into the project to reduce or
eliminate these impacts where feasible.
An Addendum to the EIR has been prepared (see Exhibit H) describing the proposed revisions
to the NPTP project, summarizing the conclusions of an interim monitoring period and
evaluating the potential environmental impacts of the proposed revisions to the project. This
analysis concludes that the proposed revisions will not result in new impacts or greater levels
of impact than those identified in the NPTP EIR, certified by the City Council in 1996.
Therefore, it is recommended that the City Council adopt the attached resolution considering
the Addendum to the NPTP EIR and the EIR, finding that these documents adequately
address the impacts of the NPTP project as amended and finding that no subsequent
environmental impact report is required.
Only the Staff Recommendation has had an environmental analysis prepared and ready for
Council. action. The Community Recommendations with Half-Street Closures would require
additional analysis to determine any potential environmental impacts, particularly for changes
to closure locations. Final Council action on moving or adding closures could not be taken
until the analysis was completed and the appropriate environmental document prepared.
The Community Recommendation without Half-Street Closures is within the scope of the
original EIR (Alternative B, Reduced Diversion Alternative) and Addendum but would require a
different set of Findings by the City Council, finding Alternative B a feasible alternative to the
original project. The Council could adopt an intent motion to approve this alternative, and staff
would prepare the appropriate findings for final action by the City Council.
POLICY CONSIDERATIONS:
In addition to reducing vehicle speeds and increasing safety, one of the goals of this project
was to disperse traffic throughout the project area. The intent was to share traffic more
equally over the street grid network. Consequently, some streets will receive increased traffic
volume and other streets would experience reductions. The range of traffic volumes through
the center of midtown has narrowed from 500-9,200 vehicles per day to 1,800-5,400
vehicles/day. This goal is also consistent with the Central City Community Plan (1980) in
which E, F, G, H and portions of I Streets were redesignated from major streets (streets where
traffic is expedited) to local streets (streets where through traffic is discouraged).
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From this project, we have learned that dispersal of traffic is controversial and takes up a
substantial amount of money, time, and staff resources to implement in a responsible manner.
The use of closures to create the dispersal has led to divisiveness in the neighborhood with
many considering themselves as "winners" or "losers."
MBE/WBE EFFORTS:
None, since no goods or services are procured with this action.
Respectfully submitted,

uane J. ray, Mager
Technica Services Division
RECOMMENDATION AP ROVED:

APPROVED:

WILLIAM H. EDGAR
City Manager

agi
Michael Ka
Director of P • .c Works

P/CIPTTG86/council/midtown NPTP traffic calming plan
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Exhibit A

• Originally Approved Project

/0

Exhibit B

•

Community Advisory Committee Roster

•

Committee Accomplishment

NPTP TEAM ROSTER
NAME
Steve Brown
Diane Smith
Vincent Berdecheck
lone Bocceri
Audrey Austin
Dennis Clear
Heidy Kellison
Randy Hartley
Joe McCormick
Marsha McCormick
Betty Travis
Gloria Scott
Margaret Buss
Keith Hanson
Sunny Sunbury
Tony VanCuren
Jackie Miller
Ed Cox
Brook Ostrom
Tom Leffingwell
Madeline McDowell
George Bramson
Sue Schooley
Red Banes
Jan Maltzan
Suan Larson

ADDRESS
I Street, 95816

H Street, 95816
44th Street, 95819
20th Street, 95814
Havenhurst Drive, 95831
Sandburg Drive, 95819
22nd Street, 95816
H Street, 95816
H Street, 95816
C Street
P.O. Box
22nd Street, 95816
I Street, 95816
21st Street, 95814
McKinley Blvd, 95816
G Street, 95816
E Street, 95816
Third Avenue, 95818
D Street
C Street
G Street, 95816
P Street
P Street
D Street
K Street, 95816
Ken Freedlander
Fremont Way, 95818
Dale Kooyman
21st Street, 95814
Anamaria Gonzales
20th Street, 95814
Sharon Hopkins-Bonds H Street, 95816
Walt McDaniel
P.O. Box
Al Alvarez
F Street, 95816
21st Street, 95816
John Skarstad
Dorothy Jaman
26th Street, 95816
Rudy Garcia
53rd Street, 95816
Steve Spivey
H Street, 95816
David Robinson
G Street, 95816
James/Yvonne Berdan I Street, 95816
Ben Firschein
Santa Ynez Way, 95816

AFFILIATION
City of Sacramento
Faciliator
H Street Parent
ESIA
Winn Park NA
River Park NA
Business Owner
Boulevard Park NA
Boulevard Park NA
Mashall School NA
Boulevard Park NA
Boulevard Park NA
Boulevard Park NA
MENA
Boulevard Park NA
SOCA, SABA, Sac BAC
Mashall School NA
NEPN Assoc
Boulevard Park NA
Design Review Board
Business Owner
Freemont Park NA
CCAN

Blue Diamonds
Mashall School NA
BPNA/Marshall School
Property Owner
Design Review Member
Boulevard Park/Marshall
Mashall School NA
MENA

Exhibit B
P1.. \Ken \TGS6NExhibit 13 (NPTP) Team Roster \IT
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Primary Community Advisory Committee Accomplishments
I. Assisted in technical and aesthetic design of all traffic calming elements, within
budget constraints
2. Designed landscaping for all elements
3. Installed landscaping with other volunteer assistance
4. Assisted in planning and expansion of angled parking program
5. Made requests for additional police enforcement immediately following completion
of construction
6. Made recommendations to Caltrans to change guide signs on freeway
7. Initiated and encouraged removal of truck route designation on C Street
8. Helped develop traffic monitoring program including specific monitoring locations
and criteria
9. Suggested additional information signing that was installed in project area
10. Assisted in addressing and mediating project issues with affected stakeholders
11. Helped coordinate public outreach activities including a successful groundbreaking
celebration and Bar-B-Que.
12. Review and supported change to the dog leg at the southwest corner of McKinley
Park
13. Advise staff on construction staging
14. Identified safety and performance issues that resulted in fine tuning.
15. Helped improve devices to accommodate bicyclists.

Exhibit C

•

MONITORING DATA
1. Daily Traffic Volumes
2. Freeway On and Off-Ramp Volumes
3. Freeway Ramp Queue Lengths
4. Parking Supply and Utilization
5. Daily Traffic Volume Map (2 sheets)
6. AM/PM Peak Hour Volume Map (2 sheets)
7. Truck Volume Map
8. Collision Data Map
9. Traffic Speeds Map (2 sheets)
Key Findings of Monitoring Program

•

Traffic Volumes In Targeted Residential Area (C-I Streets) Have Been Dispersed.

•

Prior To Project Implementation, Volumes Ranged From 500-9200 Vehicles/Day.

•

After Project Implementation, Volumes Ranged From 1,800-5,400 Vehicles/Day.

•

Traffic Volumes On Residential Streets (C-I Streets) Have Dropped By
Approximately 20%.

•

Traffic Volumes On Commercial Corridors (J-L Streets) Have Increased By
Approximately 15%.

•

Traffic Volumes On Residential Streets (Capitol-Q Streets) Have Increased By
Approximately 5%.

•

Some Streets (C, D, I And Numbered Streets Adjacent To Half-Street Closures) Have
Experienced Volume Increases.

•

Traffic Speeds, In General, Have Been Reduced.

•

Accidents In The Project Area Have Been Reduced.

1<

Dai y Traffic Vola lies (East - West)

Location
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Capitol

(22nd St. - 23rd SL)
(22nd St. - 23rd St.)
(22nd St. - 23rd St.)
(22nd St. - 23rd Si.)
(22nd St. - 23rd St.)
(22nd St. - 23rd St.)
(22nd St. - 23rd Si.)
(22nd St. - 23rd St.)
(22nd St. - 23rd St.)
(22nd St. - 23rd St.)
(22nd St. - 23rd St.)
(22nd Si. - 23rd Si.)
(22nd St. - 23rd St.)
(22nd St. - 23rd St.)
(22nd St. - 23rd St.)

C-Q Totals
27th St.

28th St.

After, Project
Before Closures Percent Change - Before
Before Project
to After Closures
(December 1998)
(April 1998)
(April/May 1997)
5,400
21%
3,280
2,700
1,800
16%
570
490
2,450
6%
6,770
6,400
4,590
20%
5,100
4,240
-45%
4,010
5,100
9,250
3,760
-6%
7,950
8,460
4,900
16%
3,700
3,200
15,510
-6%
13,290
14,120
9,280
11(1/0
8,390
7,570
7,880
0`)/0
6,600
6,620
5%
8,000
8,100
7,680
13%
5,640
5,630
5,000
1,460
27%
1,640
1,290
9,270
4%
9,100
5,660
11%
6,080
5,480
89,610
0.1%
91,700
91,600
550

tila

11/11

2,800

Percent Change Before to After Prof.
100%
267%
-62%
8%
-57%

-56%
53%
10%
23%
19%
4%

13%
13%
2%
3%
-2%

409%

FREEWAY ON AND OFF-ItA11.111SI
After Project

Before Project
Location

Freeway
Business 80

8,360

-29.3%

720

-28.7%

9,540

-23.7%'

1,120

-18.2% '

720

-19.1%

11,570

-8.2%

14,000

1,270

-5.2%

850

4.9%

13,890

-0.8%

700

6,500

450

18.4%

680

-2.9%

6,740

3.7%

660

470

7,500

480

-27.3%

460

-2.1%

6,820'

-9.1%

910

1,010

11,500

930

2.2%

830

-17.8%

10,660

-7.3%

1,030

540

10,200

950

-7.8% .

530

-1.9%

10,370

1.7%

810

1,500

17,100

870

7.4%

1,420

-5.3%

. 17,270

1.0%

1,050

470

8,300

1,050'

0%

500

6.4%

8,430

1.6%

300

1,250

9,100

310

3.3%

1,280

2.4%

9,300

2.2%

1,640

640

11,700

1,700

3.7%

710

10.9%

12,210

"E" St.

620

790

8,900

570

-8.1%

NB On from 30th

&

"J" St.

580

1,010

12,500

410

NB Off to 30111

&

"II" St.

1,370

890

12,600

NB Off to 30th

&

"N" St.

1,340

810

380

"P" St.

SI3 Off to 29th

"E" St.

&

"11" St.

SB On from 2901

&

S13 Off to 29th

"J" St.

&

SD On from 29111 & "N" St.
S13 Off to 29th
Interstate 5

-6.3%

AM Peak 2

&

&

&

SB On from . 1 St.
SB Off to _1St.

"P" St.

PM Peak'
•

_

' Volumes are aken from 24-hour counts conducted. Tuesday t trough Thursday, for week ending 4/20/97 and 11/15/98.
2

7:30 - 8:30 AM

3 4:00 - 5:00 PM

ADT

740

PM Peak

1;/0 Change

NB On from 30th

NB On from 30th

Change

Change
_6.1%

AM Peak 2

ADT

%

•

%

_

4.4%

FIZKENVA 1' Q111,1114: LENGI'l IS (IN FEET)
Before Project
AM

•
I'M

After )roject

AM

PM

Location
Nil Off to 30th & "II" St.

Average'
240

Max
500

Average !
210

Max
400

Average'
141

% Change
-41%

Max
550

% Change
10%

Average !
125

NB Off to 30th & "N" St.

370

800

230

400

263

-29%

700

-13%

119

SI3 Off to 29th & "E" St.

150

300

80

120

120

-20%

270

-10%

SB Off to 29th & "J" St.

150

300

150

300

66

-56%

200

SI3 Off to 29th & "P" St.

210

350

100

150

119

-43%

300

1 7:00 - 9:00 AM
2 3:30 - 5:30 PM

% Change
-40%

Max
300

% Change
-25%

-48%

250

-38%

98

23%

200

67%

.-33%

106

-29%

400 .

33%

-14%

112

12%

300

100%

PARKING SUPPLY
(Area Bounded by 16 th Street; 29th Street; C Street; and Q Street)

Change due to NPTP Devices
Change due to Existing Angled Parking
Change due to Future Angled Parking
Net Change

- 31
+45
+63
+ 77

PARKING UTILIZATION
(business areas north of L Street between 16 th and 29th)

1
i

Morning (9-11 AM)

i
.

Evening (2-4 PM)

Blocks with Increased Utilization
Blocks with Decreased Utilization
Blocks with no Change in Utilization
Blocks with Increased Utilization
Blocks with Decreased Utilization
Blocks with no Change in Utilization
* each side of block counted independently

75
48
100
69
52
102

,
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Staff Recommended Final Project Configuration
Staff recommends maintaining the current project with the following modifications:
Recommendation

Anticipated Outcome

1. Add Westbound left turn phase at the
intersection of 29"/E

The creation of a separate left-turn lane from westbound E Street to southbound
29" Street would facilitate and encourage non-local traffic to turn southbound and
use 29" Street to K and L Streets, avoiding the residential streets (D, E and F
Streets
The intersection portals have been found effective in reducing vehicle speeds;
however, larger vehicles (such as fire trucks) have difficulty making a right hand
turn without crossing the centerline. A slightly narrower portal will allow these
turns and still encourage slower traffic speeds.
Angled parking has proven to be successful in reducing speeds on other streets and
may alleviate some effects of increased volumes on I Street. Angled parking will
also increase parking supply in the area, particularly for the Hart Senior Center.
Reopening the dog leg would reduce some congestion on H Street between 29 and
Alhambra. Some westbound traffic could utilize the dog leg and G Street to access
midtown and the Capital City Freeway. The dog leg currently has parking on both
sides of the road. This proposal will retain parking only along the park.
A half-street closure on F Street prohibits eastbound through movements, except for
busses. A separate bus lane will improve safety and operation of the intersection by
insuring that vehicles do not accidentally follow a bus through the intersection.
Installation of angled parking will moderate speeds on sections of 28' Street that
have experienced traffic volume increases

2. Shorten the Portal at 29 ffiff (by
approximately 2') to facilitate turning of
vehicles
3. Install angled parking, with community
input, on I Street between 26" and 29"
Streets
4. Re-open an additional lane in the "dog leg"
at the southwest corner of McKinley Park
that connects G & H Streets and reactivate
the signal at Alhambra/G intersection
5. Add a "bus only" lane to eastbound F Street
approach to 16th Street
6. Add angled parking on the east side of 28'
Street between C and E Streets and the west
side of 28" Street between E and F Streets
7. Pending environmental review and
necessary abandonment process, pursue the
Blue Diamond requested street closures. (C
Street — 17th-19th ; 18th Street C-D; 2 halfstreet closures on D Street)

A 4-week test closure of C Street (with half-street closures on D Street) found
traffic volume reductions on these streets with no substantial negative effects.
Closures also assist Blue Diamond Growers with improved security, safety and
operations
.

Exhibit E

• Community Recommendation With Half-Street Closures
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Community Recommendation with Half-Street Closure
Maintain the current project with the following modifications:
(Changes in addition to staff recommendations are shown in bold)
Recommendation
Anticipated Outcome
1. Install half-street closure at 23"111
2. Install partial closure on westbound H
Street at 29" (allow right turns in but no
through movements)
3. Move westbound closure on F Street
from 25" to 22" Streets
4. Install traffic circle at 26"/C
5. Add Westbound left turn phase at the
intersection of 29"/E

6. Add additional 4-way stops at various
locations (28/C, 23/G, 23111, 28/G)
7. Install sign on 29' Street indicating
signals are coordinated for a particular
speed.
8. Re-open an additional lane in the "dog leg"
at the southwest corner of McKinley Park
that connects G & H Streets and reactivate
the signal at Alhambra/G intersection
9. Add pedestrian island on 27" Streets at H
Street
10. With community input, implement speed
control measures (angled parking, portals,
pedestrian islands) on 28" Streets between
C and E Streets
11. Pending environmental review and
necessary abandonment process, pursue the
Blue Diamond requested street closures. (C
Street — 17th-19"; 18th Street C-D; and 2
half-street closures on D Street) but move
Eastbound D Street closure to 20" Street

Reduce volumes on I Street with some increase to H Street west of 23 rd Street.
Modification will reduce volumes on a portion of H Street (27"-29") that has not
experienced any volume reductions (9,000 vehicles/day), but may increase volumes
on I Street
Will provide better access to Lucky's supermarket and 22nd Street may be able to
better absorb additional traffic because of the center median
Slow vehicles speeds and discourage truck traffic
The creation of a separate left-turn lane from westbound E Street to southbound
29th Street would facilitate and. encourage non-local traffic to turn southbound and
use 29" Street to K and L Streets, avoiding the residential streets (D, E and F
Streets
The stop signs are intended to slow down traffic at particular locations but they may
not be warranted and could increase noise and pollutants.
The sign is intended to encourage drivers to can use 29L

Reopening the dog leg would reduce some congestion on H Street between 29' and
Alhambra. Some westbound traffic could utilize the dog leg and G Street to access
midtown and the Capital City Freeway. The dog leg currently has parking on both
sides of the road. This proposal will retain parking only along the park.
Encourage vehicles turning at the half-street closure to slow down.
Installation of angled parking will moderate speeds on sections of 28' Street that
have experienced traffic volume increases

A 4-week test closure of C Street (with half-street closures on D Street) found
traffic volume reductions on these streets with no substantial negative effects.
Closures also assist Blue Diamond Growers with improved security, safety and
operations

12. Remove truck route designation on C Street
13. **Possibly, move half-street closure at 29th
and G Street further west (to 26 th or 27 th )

De-designation is intended to reduce the number of "through" trucks without
effecting the legitimate needs of "local" trucks.
Allow easier access into Midtown and reduce volumes on portions of H and I
Streets.

** A majority, but not a consensus, of interested parties expressed a desire to move the 29 th /G half-street closure

Exhibit F

• Community Recommendation Without Half-Street Closures

Community Recommendation without Half-Street Closure
Maintaining the current project with the following modifications:
(Changes in addition to staff recommendations are shown in bold)
Recommendation
Anticipated Outcome
1. Convert half-street closures to portals
2. Install traffic circle at 27111/H and 20'/D
3. Add Westbound left turn phase at the
intersection of 29"/E

4. Re-open an additional lane in the "dog leg"
at the southwest corner of McKinley Park
that connects G & H Streets and reactivate
the signal at Alhambra/G intersection
5. Add zebra crosswalks at all traffic circles
6. Add additional informational signage for
westbound traffic near 29 th Street
encouraging the use of 29 th Street
7. Install additional non-closure devices on
residential streets
8. Reiterate that D Street is not a truck
route
9. Remove truck route designation on C Street
10. Perform more analysis and a test of Blue
Diamond closures without other closures

Return to pre-closure traffic patterns but retain some speed control
Slow vehicles speeds and discourage truck traffic
The creation of a separate left-turn lane, from westbound E Street to southbound
29th Street would facilitate and encourage non-local traffic to turn southbound and
use 29th Street to K and L Streets, avoiding the residential streets (D, E and F
Streets
Reopening the dog leg would reduce some congestion on H Street between 29' and
Alhambra. Some westbound traffic could utilize the dog leg and G Street to access
midtown and the Capital City Freeway. The dog leg currently has parking on both
sides of the road. This proposal will retain parking only along the park.
Enhance pedestrian safety at circle locations
Discourage through traffic and encourage use of 29 th Street to more commercial
streets.
Additional devices are intended to slow traffic speeds and increase safety.
Reduce truck traffic on D Street
De-designation is intended to reduce the number of "through" trucks without
effecting the legitimate needs of "local" trucks.
See if Blue Diamond closures can be implemented without other closures and
without adversely impacting community.

Truck and Speed Data
Blue Diamond-Related Closures
85th Percentile Speeds and Truck Volumes
Location
F St. 22nd/23rd
G St. 22nd/23rd
N St. 22nd/23rd
0 St. 22nd/23rd
P St. 22nc1/23rd
Q St. 22nd/23rd

85th Percentile Speeds (mph)
Before
After
With
NPTP
NPTP Blue Diamond
39
32
34
41
42
38
36
27
30
25
38
38
38
37
38
39

Truck Volumes (daily)
With
After
Before
NPTP Blue Diamond
NPTP
150
170
160
60
110
670
340
260
250
140
40
440
340
550
180
NA
NA
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MIDTOWN NEIGHBORHOOD PRESERVATION
TRANSPORTATION PLAN
(NPTP)

ADDENDUM TO THE NPTP
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

City of Sacramento
Department of Public Works
Department of Neighborhoods, Planning and Development Services

March, 1999
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INTRODUCTION

This Addendum evaluates the environmental effects of refinements to the City of
Sacramento's Midtown Neighborhood Preservation Transportation Plan (NPTP)
project, including adjustments in the location or number of features originally
envisioned with the Plan (Please see Project Description for a detailed list of proposed
reconfigured elements to the transportation plan).
Pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (Public Resources Code Section
21000)(CEQA) and Section 15164 of the CEQA Guidelines, the City has concluded
that the Midtown Neighborhood Preservation Transportation Plan Environmental
Impact Report (SCH #94092022) adequately describes the environmental effects of the
Proposed Project. The proposed refinements to the NPTP reflect the results of the
Interim Implementation Plan process, as approved by the Sacramento City Council on
June 18, 1996 and incorporates the efforts to date regarding monitoring and adjusting
the plan to better meet the stated objectives of the NPTP. A one-time "fine tuning" of
the plan was envisioned by the Interim Implementation Plan, based upon monitoring of
the plan's results and based upon the input and review of a community advisory group.
A copy of the NPTP EIR, the Interim Implementation Plan, and all supportive
documentation may be reviewed or obtained at the City of Sacramento, Department of
Neighborhoods, Planning and Development Services, Planning Division, 1231 I Street,
3" Floor, Sacramento California 95814.
This Addendum to the NPTP EIR provides: (1) a description of the proposed
refinements to the NPTP Project, (2) a description of potential refinements to the
alternatives studied in the project EIR, (3) a description of the interim monitoring
results, and (4) an evaluation of the environmental effects of the NPTP Project as
amended by the recommendations of the City staff and community advisory committee.
Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines, Section 15164, a lead agency shall prepare an
addendum to a previously certified EIR if some changes or additions to the EIR are
necessary, but none of the conditions described in Section 15162 calling for the
preparation of a subsequent EIR have occurred. These conditions are described in
detail in this document, but generally require preparation of a subsequent EIR if the
changes to a project result in new or increased significant environmental effects or if
new, feasible mitigation measures or alternatives are identified for a project but are not
2

adopted by project proponents. An addendum to an adopted EIR need not be circulated
for public review but can be included in or attached to the final EIR. The decision
making body, in this case the City Council, must consider the addendum with the final
EIR prior to making a decision on the project.

Relationship of the Revised Project to the NPTP FIR
The NPTP EIR comprehensively evaluates the likely environmental effects of the NPTP
and thus serves as a project specific environmental document. For CEQA purposes, the
EIR adopted several quantitative and qualitative measures for identifying significant
environmental impacts. The EIR concludes that the NPTP Project will result in significant
impacts by increasing traffic congestion at certain street intersections and freeway ramps,
by removing some on-street parking spaces near business areas, by potentially affecting
police and fire service response times, by potentially affecting street trees near
construction areas, and by potentially removing some historic features on local streets.
The NPTP EIR may be reviewed in detail at the Department of Neighborhoods, Planning
and Development Services at the above-address and is also on file at the City Central
Library, the McKinley Branch Library and the E K McKlatchey Branch Library.
The environmental impacts likely to result from the NPTP Project refinements are well
within the scope of the analysis contained in the NPTP EIR. Thus, no Supplemental
Environmental Impact Report is required pursuant to CEQA Section 15162.

3

PROPOSED PROJECT
Approval of the Midtown NPTP
On June 18, 1996, the Sacramento City Council adopted the Midtown Neighborhood
Preservation Transportation Plan (NPTP) project. The objectives of the NPTP are to
preserve the Midtown neighborhood's residential character by reducing traffic related
problems such as high volumes and speeds. Specifically, the project objectives, as
stated in the NPTP EIR are to:
•

Reduce traffic volumes on residential streets to levels consistent with
environmental capacities of the streets and surrounding neighborhoods.

-

Reduce traffic speed to 25 miles per hour.

-

Improve safety.

-

Develop a plan that can be implemented.
Ensure that information is developed in a manner that supports the concurrent
project phases of design, engineering ,an environmental review, and that
implementation plans are reviewed by public works, police, fire, and Regional
Transit.

-

Design traffic control measures to accommodate emergency vehicles and transit
service and to allow for adequate emergency response time.
Ensure that the Planning Commission and neighborhood groups have an
opportunity to participate in the preparation of the implementation program.
Incorporate the implementation program into the Central City Mobility Study.

The NPTP project consists of a variety of traffic control measures placed at various
locations within the Midtown neighborhood, including traffic signals, crosswalks,
traffic circles, half-street closures, diverters, intersection portals, and modified traffic
lane configurations. The project area was bounded by C Street, 29th Street, L Street,
and 16th Street. The NPTP plan is depicted on Figure 1.
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The project was adopted subject to a number of staff recommendations, identified on
the following pages. These recommendations addressed concerns raised by
neighborhood residents, businesses, interested agencies, and City staff. Specific
conditions and recommendations addressed emergency services, parking provision, D
Street impacts, accessibility to East Sacramento and McKinley Park, impacts on
adjacent neighborhoods, transit service and long term mobility.
In order to test the ability of the NPTP to meet its stated objectives, an Interim
Implementation Plan was adopted as part of the project. The interim period allowed
for monitoring of the results from the first year of NPTP implementation and for
identification of any unforseen consequences of the plan. The information obtained
from this monitoring is expected to provide the basis for a one-time "fine tuning" of the
plan to better meet the project objectives and to further minimize any negative effects
of the project. The text of the Interim Implementation Plan is included in this
description of the project.
Results of the Interim Monitoring Period
Installation of the NPTP improvements began in May 1997. Final installation of all
features of the NPTP was completed in 1998. Monitoring of the project's effects was
accomplished by carrying out a series of "before project" measurements and repeating
those measurements following implementation of the plan features. The results of the
monitoring are described in the following section. More detail on the monitoring
results is included in Exhibit C of the Public Works staff report regarding the NPTP
project prepared for the March 16, 1999 City Council hearing.
In general, the results of the monitoring indicate consistency with the analysis
contained in the NPTP EIR.
Volumes: Daily traffic circulation patterns measured for the monitoring area are
consistent with the predicted changes in traffic volumes identified in the EIR.
Traffic Speed: Traffic speed shows a general pattern of decreases.
Parking Supply: Parking supply has been increased within the project area by
implementation of pilot programs to introduce angled parking along certain streets
Emergency Response.: The results of the monitoring indicate that emergency response
times have increased somewhere between 1% and 10%.
Truck traffic: Changes in truck traffic have changed in the same direction as overall
traffic volume on a given street.
Traffic safety: In general, traffic speeds and collisions have declined within the project
area.

5

Revised NPTP Project (Final Project Configuration)
Based upon the results of the Interim Implementation Plan monitoring and input from
the community advisory committee, the final project configuration is recommended as
follows:
The NPTP Project is to be implemented as originally approved, with the following
amendments:
Add a Westbound left turn phase at the signalized intersection at 29th & E
1)
Streets.
2)

Move Traffic Circle from the intersection of 25th & I to the intersection of 26th

3)

Shorten the Portal at 29th & I Streets to better accommodate right turns.

4)

Convert the intersections at 23rd & I and 25th & I to 4-way stops.

5)

Add a bus-only lane at the eastbound approach of 16th & F Streets (requires
restriping only).

6)

Add speed control devices (angled parking, portals, pedestrian islands) on 28'
Street between C and F Streets.

7)

Install angled parking on the south side of I Street between 26th and 29th
Streets.

8)

Open one additional lane in the connector betwen westbound H St. and G
Street.

In addition, the staff will recommend to City Council that the City proceed with
closure/abandonment proceedings for the Blue Diamond Growers project on C Street
between 17'h and 19th Streets, 18 th Street between C and D, and half-street closures on
D Street at locations to discourage through traffic on D Street. This recommendation is
a separate project and is not a part of the NPTP project and is not addressed in this
Addendum.
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Revisions to Project Alternatives in the NPTP EIR
Citizens who attended recent workshops developed two project alternatives, one with
half-street closures and one without. The one without half-street closures closely
matches Alternative B from the NPTP EIR, which was also known as the Minimum
Diversion Alternative. This recommended plan is described in Exhibit F of the Public
Works Department staff report for the City Council hearing of March 16, 1999. This
'alternative is similar to the NPTP project except that the half-street closures would be
changed to portals. In the NPTP EIR, this alternative was determined to likely result
in reduced traffic volumes and speeds on Midtown streets, but to a lesser extent than
the NPTP project itself.
For purposes of comparative environmental analysis and for potential revisions to the
final project configurations, the Minimum Diversion Alternative (Alternative B in the
NPTP EIR) is also revised and analyzed in this document. No analysis of the
community recommendation with half-street closures is provided in this Addendum,
since this plan would require revised transportation modeling analysis to update the
NPTP EIR. This recommendation would be analyzed for its environmental if the City
Council decided to pursue such project revisions. The final project configurations will
depend on the decision of the Sacramento City Council.
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THE IMPACT ANALYSIS

The Project EIR evaluated the potentially significant adverse impacts which could
result from adoption of the NPTP project or the various alternatives identified for the
project. The purpose of this analysis is to determine whether the NPTP Project, as
revised, or the Alternative B as revised (community recommendation without half-street
closures), would result in new or additional significant impacts and require the
preparation of a Supplemental or Subsequent EIR under Sections 15162 or 15163 of the
CEQA Guidelines.
The modifications to the Project and Alternatives are described in the previous sections
of this document. A description of the effect of each proposed modification is included
as Appendix A to this document. Appendix A describes the rationale for each
proposed modification to the project and its expected resulting effect on traffic
movements in each particular location.
This analysis addresses the anticipated impact of each proposed modification to the
Project and alternative. The analysis identifies how each modification would affect the
environmental determinations from the NPTP EIR. The issue areas addressed in the
analysis include:
Land Use, Zoning and Consistency with Adopted Plans
Transportation and Circulation
Air Quality
Noise
Cultural Resources
Public Safety/Emergency Services
Biological Resources
To assess the potential impacts of the proposed modifications to the project, the results
of the Interim Implementation Plan were compiled and compared to the project effects
identified in the NPTP EIR. The data were examined to determine whether the project
modifications would result in any of the following:
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1)

Changes in the project will result in new significant environmental effects or a
substantial increase in the severity of significant environmental effects identified
in the NPTP EIR;

2)

Substantial changes in the circumstances under which the project was
undertaken will result in new significant environmental effects or a substantial
increase in the severity of significant environmental effects identified in the
NPTP EIR;

3)

New information of substantial importance, which was not known and could not
have been known with the exercise of reasonable diligence at the time the NPTP
EIR was certified shows:
. a. The project will have significant effects not discussed in the EIR;
b. Significant effects previously examined will be substantially more severe
than shown in the NPTP EIR;
c. Mitigation measures or alternatives previously found not to be feasible would
in fact be feasible and would substantially reduce one or more significant effects
of the project, but project proponents decline to adopt the measures or
alternatives;
d. Mitigation measures or alternatives which are considerably different from
those analyzed in the NPTP EIR would substantially reduce one or more of the
significant effects, but the project proponents decline to adopt the measure or
alternative.

Results of the monitoring of the actual effects of the NPTP implementation provide
information to judge the effectiveness of the Plan in achieving the original project
objectives. These results from monitoring can then be compared to the predicted
effects of the NPTP as described in the EIR. The potential for new or increased
impacts is then assessed. The analysis assumes all recommended changes for the
project are adopted. Section numbers identified are based upon corresponding chapters
in the NPTP EIR.

Section 5.1, Land Use, Zoning, and Consistency With Adopted Plans and Policies
Relevant analysis for the NPTP Project's consistency with various land use plans and
policies is contained in Chapter 5.1 of the NPTP EIR. The NPTP Project did not
require changes or modifications to any land uses or zoning designations either within
or outside of the project area.
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The NPTP Project was also analyzed for consistency with several adopted City
planning policy documents, including the City's General Plan Update, the Central City
Community Plan, the Central City Housing Strategy, the Alhambra Corridor
Plan/Design Guidelines, the Railyards Specific Plan, and the Metropolitan
Transportation Plan. In compliance with Section 15125(b) of the CEQA Guidelines,
the project's consistency with these plans and policies was addressed in the EIR.
.The NPTP was found to be consistent or supportive of all relevant adopted plans and
policies referenced above. In addition, the Alternatives A and B described in the EIR
were also found to be consistent with these plans and policies.
The proposed amendments to the NPTP Project and Alternative B address traffic flow
and speeds. The proposed amendments represent alterations in the Project intended to
enhance the NPTP's ability to accomplish the original intended objectives for the
project and will not result in any changes to the conclusions of the NPTP EIR.
5.2, Transportation and Circulation
Chapter 5.2 of the NPTP EIR addresses transportation and circulation impacts of the
NPTP Project and Alternatives. The impact analysis examines the areas of intersection
congestion, freeway impacts, transit, parking and bikeways. The following analysis
examines the potential effects of the proposed amendments to the NPTP. In general,
the amendments address observed effects of the NPTP and are intended to improve the
performance of the Project in meeting the original objectives established for the
Project. The intent of the Interim Implementation Plan was to allow for the project to
be evaluated against original expectations, and any areas for improvements or "fixes"
to be incorporated into the final project.
Intersection Congestion
Most amendments proposed for the NPTP project are not anticipated to affect traffic
volumes at intersections. The one exception would be the addition of one lane to the
one-way connector between H and G Streets at the southwest corner of McKinley Park.
As one of the recommendations approved with the NPTP, the Department of Public
Works and the East Sacramento Traffic Advisory Committee identified the conversion
of this connector to one through lane and two curb side parking lanes as an
improvement benefitting the neighborhood and the park use. As a result of monitoring
efforts, traffic congestion at Alhambra and H Streets has been identified as a concern
by the community and staff. The proposed amendment would add one lane to the
connector, thus permitting additional traffic flow through this formerly three-lane
connector location. This action will reduce congestion at the Alhambra and H Street
intersection (one of the impacted intersections in future year conditions as identified in
the EIR). Additional traffic flow in this direction is likely to encourage additional
motorists traveling in the direction of Capitol City Freeway eastbound on-ramps to
10

avoid the Alhambra and H Street intersection.
All other recommended amendments involve features that will not be expected to result
in substantial alterations to traffic volumes through significantly impacted intersections
identified in Chapter 5.2 of the NPTP EIR. These features include lane
reconfigurations, movement of traffic circles, additions of parking and other minor
adjustments to the plan. Based upon the monitoring period results, the potential for
these features to substantially affect traffic volumes through the significantly impacted
intersections identified in Tables 5.2-1 and 5.2-6 of the NPTP EIR is considered to be
minimal because the refinements are not intended or expected to direct additional traffic
volume to these locations.
Results for Alternative B refinements would be considered the same as for the NPTP
•Project. The proposed final configuration for the NPTP Plan or Alternative B would
not result in substantial changes to theintersection impacts identified in the EIR. This
effect would not result in any additional or increased impacts from those identified in
the EIR.
Freeways
The NPTP EIR identified significant impacts to freeway traffic on the Capitol City
Freeway, between the H Street on-ramp and the P Street off-ramp. Shifts in usage of
the two ramps would significantly affect the traffic "weave" pattern of traffic exiting
and entering the freeway traffic flow. Results from the monitoring show no negative
effects on freeways or freeway ramps as confirmed in a letter from Cal Trans to the
City's Public Works staff.
The proposed final configurations to the NPTP would result in no anticipated changes
to the freeway weave pattern. The amendments will not redirect traffic to different
freeway ramps from current patterns of traffic flow and thus will not increase the
impacts to freeway traffic from those identified in the NPTP EIR.
The results for Alternative B would remain the same as identified in the NPTP EIR
because the amendments to this alternative would also not substantially affect traffic
flow affecting the freeway operation.
Transit
The NPTP EIR identified less-than-significant impacts to transit scheduling through the
project area. The proposed amendments do not affect the ability of transit vehicles to
continue using routes on F, J, and L Streets. Identification of bus-only access at 16th
and F Streets will be improved through lane markings. Other amendments will not
affect traffic flow on the three streets with transit routes, and thus will not result in new
or increased impacts to transit when compared to the analysis in the EIR.
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The results for Alternative B would remain the same as identified in the NPTP EIR
(less-than-significant impact).
Parking
The NPTP EIR identified the likely loss of parking spaces in the Midtown area
resulting from installation of traffic calming features. This impact was recognized as
potentially significant and unavoidable. However, mitigation measures were included
in the project approval requiring redesign of the traffic circle features to result in loss
of fewer parking spaces.
The project area has experienced a net increase in on-street parking spaces as a result
of City programs to add angled parking to appropriate locations within the Midtown
area. The proposed amendments to the NPTP Project include the addition of angled
parking on certain blocks of I Street and 28th Street. This amendment will have the
effect of further improving the supply of on-street parking in the project area. The
proposed amendments to the Plan will not result in new or increased impacts to parking
when compared to the analysis in the EIR, and the actual impacts of the Project would
be less than that identified in the EIR.
The NPTP EIR also identified significant and unavoidable parking impacts from the
installation of Alternative B. The proposed amendments, if applied to Alternative B,
would result in a lower level of impact than that identified in the NPTP EIR because
additional parking would be provided.
Bikeways
The NPTP EIR identified less-than-significant impacts to bikeways as a result of the
NPTP Project or Alternatives. The proposed amendments to the Plan could add
angled parking to two streets, 28th Street and I Street. 28th Street south of C Street is
a designated bikeway and is striped as a Class II bikeway. The installation of angled
parking will require a change of this bikeway from a Class II facility to a Class III
facility for a three block section (from C to F). A Class III route is a designated
bikeway without pavement markings. The bikeway will be retained in place and no
bikeways will be obstructed or eliminated. Although the City has received objections
to angled parking on streets with designated bikeways in the past, the change of a
bikeway from one class to another is considered a change that will not cause significant
impacts to bikeways.
The proposed amendments to the NPTP Project will not eliminate any bikeways or
hinder the addition of future bikeways. Therefore, the conclusions of the NPTP EIR
are not changed by the proposed amendments to the NPTP Project.
Alternative B in the NPTP EIR was also determined to result in less-than-significant
12

5.3

impacts to bikeways. For the same reasons as for the NPTP Project, the proposed
amendments to Alternative B would not result in substantial changes to the conclusions
of the NPTP EIR.
Summary of Transportation and Circulation
The amended NPTP Project and Alternative B would result in no significant or
substantial changes to the conclusions of the NPTP EIR.
5.3, Air Quality
The NPTP EIR (Chapter 5.3)identified no significant air quality impacts from
implementation of the NPTP Project or Alternatives. The EIR analyzed the potential
for ozone, carbon monoxide, and particulate matter impacts within an area bounded by
15th Street, Alhambra Blvd., C Street, and R Street, with several blocks of major eastwest streets extending beyond Alhambra Blvd. included in the analysis.
Traffic volumes observed during the NPTP implementation period are generally
consistent with those predicted in the EIR. The proposed amendments, to the extent
they might increase vehicle miles traveled, might have the potential to increase the
emissions of air pollutants above the levels predicted in the EIR. However, the
proposed project amendments will result in only minor changes to travel patterns, such
as at the McKinley Park connector and at 29th and E Streets, where lane restriping will
encourage left turn movements onto 29th Street. The resulting changes in volume are
expected to be relatively small, and may result in less vehicle miles traveled by
providing more direct travel patterns at certain locations. Traffic volumes are expected
to remain generally consistent with the patterns predicted in the EIR, and thus will not
result in substantial changes to ozone or particulate matter impacts.
With regard to carbon monoxide, the NPTP EIR analyzed potential impacts at the most
congested locations within and near the project area. These locations are identified on
page 5.3-8 of the NPTP EIR, and represent the highest potential concentrations of
pollutants in ambient air around each intersection. The analysis in the EIR found no
significant air quality impacts from the NPTP Project or alternatives.
The proposed amendments to the NPTP Project will not result in substantial changes in
travel patterns beyond those identified in the NPTP EIR. No additional significant
intersection congestion impacts have been identified. The amendments to the NPTP
will not therefore result in significant changes to the conclusions contained in the NPTP
EIR air quality analysis.
Alternative B in the NPTP EIR is also identified as resulting in less-than-significant
impacts to air quality. The proposed amendments, if applied to Alternative B, would
not result in new significant impacts for the same reasons as identified above.
13
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Summary of Air Quality
The amendments to the NPTP would result in no new or substantially different impacts
from those identified in the NPTP EIR and thus air quality impacts from the refined
NPTP Project or Alternative B would remain less-than-significant.

5.4 Noise
Chapter 5.4 of the NPTP EIR addresses the potential noise impacts from
implementation of the project. The EIR found that the NPTP Project or alternatives
would result in less-than-significant noise impacts. Existing noise levels were
measured for 30 locations and estimated through modeling for 152 locations throughout
•the . project area and nearby areas. Noise levels were estimated for peak hour and daily
traffic volumes. Measurements account for vehicle mix, speeds and volumes.
The proposed refinements to the NPTP Project will primarily result in slowing traffic
speeds along certain streets, including I Street and 28th Street, both of which have
experienced increases in traffic volumes. The proposed changes may result in some
small changes in traffic volumes, but are not expected to cause substantial changes,
because the proposed amendments are not features that would divert large volumes of
traffic. The proposed McKinley Park connector may provide more direct access
toward freeway ramps and the restriping of the E/29th intersection would encourage
more traffic movement onto 29th Street. Any traffic volume changes as a result of
these refinements are expected to be minor, based upon current City experience from
monitoring the results of the existing NPTP features. Traffic speeds would be reduced
by several of the measures on streets which have experienced volume increases.
The NPTP EIR predicted that noise level changes would be less than significant even in
the future year conditions with generally increased traffic volumes caused by growth in
the City and surrounding areas. A 1999 Midtown Noise Monitoring Report (attached)
confirmed that the NPTP has not resulted in significant noise increases in the project
area. The proposed amendments to the NPTP will not substantially change the basis
upon which this conclusion was determined for the EIR and therefore, the proposed
refined NPTP Project would not result in significant changes to the findings of the
NPTP EIR. The effects of these refinements are well within the scope of the EIR.
The NPTP EIR concluded that Alternative B would also result in less than significant
noise effects.
Summary of Noise
The refined NPTP project or alternative would result in no additional or more severe
noise impacts than identified in the NPTP EIR.
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5.5, Cultural Resources
Chapter 5.5 of the NPTP EIR analyzes the project's potential to impact cultural
resources, including historic features of the Midtown area. The project was determined
to have the potential to affect certain historic features, such as granite curbing and
older sidewalks, and mitigation measures were identified to reduce this impact to less• than-significant levels.
The proposed amendments to the NPTP involve work which would occur within the
pavement section of streets affected. No impact to curbs or sidewalks would be
expected. However, the original mitigation applied to the project would still be in
effect. The proposed amendments to the NPTP will not result in substantial changes to
. the NPTP EIR and will not result in new or increased impacts beyond those identified
in the EIR.
Alternative B in the NPTP EIR was identified as having the same impacts as the NPTP
Project. • The proposed amendments to Alternative B would not result in changes to the
levels of impact identified in the EIR.
Cultural Resources Summary
The propose amendments to the NPTP Project and Alternative B would not result in
additional impacts beyond those identified in the NPTP EIR or require any additional
mitigation measures.

Public Safety / Emergency Services
Chapter 5.6 of the NPTP EIR analyzes potential impacts to emergency response routes,
times and operations for both police and fire services, as well as to vehicle, bicycle and
pedestrian safety. Impacts to emergency response times were determined to be
potentially significant and unavoidable because some devices installed with the NPTP
might cause delays in the ability of emergency or public safety personnel to maneuver
through the area. Mitigation was adopted to reduce these impacts, including the
interim monitoring plan to install the devices in a temporary or moveable form so that
any identified problem areas for emergency personnel could be addressed as part of the
final refinements to the project design.
The interim monitoring program has been concluded, and the proposed amendments
include modifications to the intersection portal at 29th and I Streets, in order to
facilitate safer turning movements by larger vehicles such as fire trucks. The results of
the monitoring concluded that, in general, response times increased somewhere
between 1% and 10%. The other refinements to the NPTP consist of features in use as
15

part of the project currently, or only affect the striping or designation on streets. Since
all of these features such as angled parking and traffic circles are currently in use as
part of the NPTP or in other areas, the proposed amendments are not expected to affect
emergency or public safety personnel or operations. The monitoring has also noted
that collisions have decreased within the project area. No additional impacts are
identified or required, and the mitigation measures requiring monitoring and adjustment
of NPTP features have now been accomplished. Mitigation to adjust the size of traffic
circles will also be implemented as part of the final project configurations.
Implementation of the proposed amendments to the NPTP Project will not result in new
or increased impacts to vehicle, pedestrian or bicycle safety.
The NPTP EIR identified Alternative B as resulting in the same or similar impacts as
the proposed NPTP Project. The refinements proposed, if applied to Alternative B,
would not result in substantial changes to the impacts identified for Alternative B, for
the same reasons as identified for the NPTP Project.
Summary of Emergency Services / Public Safety
The proposed amendments to either the NPTP Project or Alternative B would result in
no significant impacts beyond those identified in the NPTP EIR and would require no
additional mitigation. The mitigation measure for monitoring of the NPTP on an
interim basis has now been accomplished and the results of that monitoring as they
affect public safety services have been incorporated into the proposed project
amendments. No additional or more severe impacts will result and no additional
mitigation is required.
5.7, Biological Resources
Chapter 5.7 of the NPTP EIR identified potential impacts to City street trees and other
tree resources from the NPTP project. The project amendments will not involve
construction work that would affect the parkway areas with street trees, and thus would
not be expected to result in additional or more severe potential impacts to this
resource. No additional mitigation is required and this impact would remain the same
as identified in the NPTP EIR.
Summary of Biological Resources
The proposed amendments to either the NPTP Project or Alternative B would result in
no substantial changes to the conclusions of the NPTP EIR.
Growth Inducing, Short-Term vs. Long-Term, and Significant Unavoidable
Impacts
The proposed amendments to the NPTP Project would not require additional analysis
16
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of these impact areas. The impacts of the amendments are found to be the same or less
than those identified in the NPTP EIR. Most amendments would relocate features to
other nearby locations or would carry out steps to correct observed deficiencies in the
ability of the NPTP Project to meet the original project objectives. As such, the
proposed amendments to the NPTP Project or to Alternative B would not result in
additional significant impacts beyond those identified in the NPTP EIR.

Conclusions of the Analysis
The proposed refinements to the NPTP have been reviewed in accordance with the
requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The determination
to prepare an Addendum to the NPTP EIR is based upon the following conclusions:
1)

Changes in the project will not result in new significant environmental effects or
a substantial increase in the severity of significant environmental effects
identified in the NPTP EIR:
Conclusion - The changes in the project have been reviewed and determined to
result in substantially the same or less environmental impacts than identified in
the NPTP EIR. The recommended amendments do not substantially increase
diversions of traffic or impediments to mobility as described in the analysis.
The recommended amendments have also been analyzed in combination with
Alternative B identified in the NPTP EIR and determined to result in
substantially the same or less environmental impacts than originally identified
for this alternative. The amendments will not result in new or increased
impacts beyond those identified in the NPTP EIR.

2)

No substantial changes in the circumstances under which the project was
undertaken have occurred nor will any circumstances result in new significant
environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of significant
environmental effects identified in the NPTP EIR:
Conclusion - The NPTP Project has been implemented on an interim basis, as
required by the original approval action for the project. The project has been
monitored for effectiveness and ability to achieve the original objectives of the
project. The proposed amendments to the NPTP or Alternative B reflect the
findings of the interim monitoring period and result in no finding of new or
increased significant environmental effects.

3)

No new information of substantial importance, which was not known and could
not have been known with the exercise of reasonable diligence at the time the
NPTP EIR was certified shows:
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a. The project will have significant effects not discussed in the EIR;
b. Significant effects previously examined will be substantially more severe
than shown in the NPTP EIR;
c. Mitigation measures or alternatives previously found not to be feasible would
in fact be feasible and would substantially reduce one or more significant effects
of the project, but project proponents decline to adopt the measures or
alternatives;
d. Mitigation measures or alternatives which are considerably different from
those analyzed in the NPTP EIR would substantially reduce one or more of the
significant effects, but the project proponents decline to adopt the measure or
alternative.
Conclusion - The NPTP Project has been implemented on an interim basis as
required for the project. The results of the monitoring have allowed for an
analysis of the effectiveness of each NPTP feature, and have allowed for
comparisons with the expected impacts as identified in the NPTP EIR. No new
impacts have been identified in the analysis of the proposed amendments to the
project and therefore no additional mitigation measures have been identified or
are required for project impacts. The proposed refinements to the NPTP or
Alternative B would provide for a final configuration of the project design as
anticipated by the original project approval action and would be subject to all
mitigation adopted for the project as originally approved.
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1999 Midtown Noise Monitoring
Introduction
This noise monitoring report was prepared as part of the Interim Implementation Plan process of the Midtown Neighborhood Preservation Transportation Plan (NPTP). This report
is composed of two sections. The first section presents a comparison of current 1999 "After
Project" ambient noise levels with the 1995 "Before Project" monitored noise levels. This
analysis was conducted to assess the effect of the newly installed NPTP traffic features on the
local noise environment. The purpose of collecting the ambient noise level measurements is to
compare with the 1995 "Before Project" conditions and verify the conclusions presented in the
NPTP Draft Environmental Impact Report (City of Sacramento, 1995). Specifically, increases
and/or decreases in traffic noise levels that occurred as a result of implementing NPTP.
The second section of this report presents a noise impact analysis of the proposed adjustments to a number of traffic flow features not originally envisioned with the original NPTP.

Comparison of 1995 and 1999 Ambient Noise Level Monitoring
Results
Chapter 5.4 of the NPTP DEIR concluded that the implementation of the Midtown NPTP or
alternatives would result in less-than-significant noise impacts. As required by the Interim
Implementation Plan, adopted by the Sacramento City Council on June 18, 1996, post-plan
implementation noise levels were recorded within the project vicinity to verify and confirm
the conclusions presented in the EIR. Consistent with the impact threshold criteria employed
in the 1995 EIR, an impact is considered to be significantly adverse in circumstances where
the NPTP has caused an increase in the LDN (24-hour noise level metric) at a particular
receiver by more than 4 dBA. For completeness, the daytime and nighttime hourly LED
variations are also considered in this report.
The primary focus of this 1999 noise monitoring analysis is to measure noise levels within
areas where traffic volumes showed a marked increase after the NPTP was implemented.
As required by the Interim Implementation Plan, a post-project Daily Traffic Volume analysis was conducted. Based on the results of the traffic study, ten noise monitoring locations
were selected within those particular areas where the most significant increases in traffic
volumes occurred. The 10 selected noise monitoring locations correspond with ten of the
monitoring locations used in the 1995 analysis. Employing similar noise monitoring
locations ensures a meaningful comparison between current noise levels and 1995
monitoring results.
The methods and data collection techniques used in the 1999 monitoring were the same as
those used for 1995 analysis. For both the 1995 and 1999 monitoring, noise level measurements were recorded in terms of LED, L90, L50, Lio, L NIIN and LAIAX during the morning, afternoon, evening, and nighttime periods. The day/night noise level, LON, was calculated for
each location based on the hourly LED measurements.
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Chapter 5.4 of the 1995 EIR contains more information on the noise terminology used in
this report. All measurement equipment and procedures used complied with the American
National Standards Institute (ANSI) S1.13-1971 and FHWA's Procedures for Measuring
Highway Noise—Final Report, Federal Highway Administration 1981.
Figure 1 shows the noise monitoring locations and the areas each location represents. As
shown in Figure 1, the ten monitoring stations were located to correspond to the location of
the 1995 monitoring effort.
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Based on the review of the current traffic data, areas of similar traffic characteristics were
defined. These polygons represent the area for which the specific monitoring station would
be representative. As shown in Figure 1, 8 zones were defined. As an example, C Street was
defined as a single zone and represented by three noise monitoring stations (M1, M5, and
M7).

Monitoring Results
Table 1 provides a comparison of the 1995 ("Before Project") and 1999 ("After Project") noise
monitoring results. Daytime and Nighttime hourly LEQ and the computed 24-hour Day/Night
(LDN) noise levels are shown for each monitoring location.
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•

When interpreting the results in Table 1 it is helpful to keep a few traffic noise principles
in mind: Traffic noise level variations of 1 to 2 decibels (dBA) are considered
imperceptible to a person with average hearing.

•

A 3 dBA change in traffic noise is considered barely perceptible.

•

A 5 to 6 dBA change is considered definitely noticeable while a 10 dBA increase in noise
levels is generally perceived as being twice as loud.
TABLE 1
Comparison of

1995 "Before Project" and 1999 "After Project" Ambient Noise Level Monitoring Results (Lechcin dBA)

Monitoring Location
(Corresponding
1995 EIR Location)

Daytime L„,,
Comparison

Nighttime Leg
Comparison

Day/Night Lan

Comparison

Address

Land Use

1995

1999

1995

1999

1995

1999

M1 (M7)

230 21'' Street

Residential

70

69

57

59

69

69

M2 (M8)

415 21 9 Street

Residential

60

62

54

55

62

63

M3 (M11)

2101 H Street

Residential

66

64

60

59

68

67

M4 (M13)

2200 L Street

Residential

67

66

54

55

66

66

M5 (M14)

2431 C Street

Residential

68

67

58

58

68

68

M6 (M20)

2432 Capitol Avenue

Residential

65

. 66

60

61

66

69

M7 (M21)

C Street (Stanford
Park)

Residential

68

68

53

56

67

68

M8 (M22)

2731 E Street

Residential

66

67

60

61

68

69

M9 (M23)

716 28th Street

Residential

60

60

54

55

62

63

M10 (M25)

324 29th Street

Residential

69

69

63

64

71

72

As shown Table 1, all 1995 and 1999 monitored noise levels are within 2 dBA or less during
the daytime hourly LEO measurements. These results agree well with the conclusions in the
1995 NPTP EIR. Similarly, the nighttime hourly LEo noise data reflect a variation of 3 dBA or
less between the 1995 and the 1999 measurements.
The final column of measured data provides a comparison between the 24-hour day/night
noise level, LDN. This data is of particular importance because the 1995 NPTP EIR based the
project noise impact criteria on this method for measuring day/night noise levels. According to the 1995 NPTP EIR, "...consistent with the City of Sacramento General Plan Noise
Element, a significant impact will be identified where the Proposed Project (or project
alternative) would increase the LDN at a particular receiver by 5 dBA."
Table 2 presents the calculated difference in dBA for each of the monitoring stations. The
monitoring results shown in Table 2 are consistent with the calculation presented in the 1995
E1R and support the findings and conclusions presented in that document. The difference
between the 1995 and the 1999 LDN is less than 5 dBA at all ten receivers. In addition, the
difference is less than 3 dBA at all but one monitoring station (M6 (M20 2432 Capitol
Avenue). This increase in dBA would be perceptible but not considered a significant
adverse impact.
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TABLE 2

Change in Noise Between 1995 and 1999 (Before Project and After Project)
Monitoring Location
(Corresponding
1995 EIR Location)

Address

dBA Change from
1995 to 1999
Daytime LEO

dBA Change from
1995 to 1999
Nighttime LEO

dBA Change from
1995 to 1999
Day/Night LEO

MI (M7)

230 21 5 Street

-1

+2

M2 (M8)

415 21 5' Street

-+2

+1

+1

M3 (M11)

2101 H Street

-2

-1

-1

M4 (M13)

2200 L Street

-1

+1

M5 (M14)

2431 C Street

-1

M6 (M20)

2432 Capitol Avenue

+1

M7 (M21)

C Street (Stanford Park)

M8 (M22)

2731 E Street
1h

+1

+1

+3

+3

+1

+1

+1

M9 (M23)

716 28 Street

+1

+1

M10 (M25)

324 291" Street

+1

+1

Conclusion
Based on the comparison of the 1995 and 1999 monitoring of traffic noise resulting from the
implementation of the Midtown NPTP, only minor changes in noise has occurred. None of
the changes has resulted in a noise increase that is considered to be significant adverse
impact.

Noise Impact Assessment of the Proposed Modifications to
the NPTP
Based upon the results of the Interim Implementation Plan monitoring the recommendations from the community advisory committee, some modifications to the original NPTP
are now being proposed. The list of proposed amendments is provided below accompanied
with a qualitative assessment of potential noise impact for each modification. Potential noise
impacts are assessed based on whether the proposed modification would either result in
large diversion of traffic volumes (100 percent or more) or significantly increase vehicle
speeds (10 mph or more).
Modification 1—Add a westbound left turn phase at the signalized intersection at
29th and E Streets
Noise Assessment: No traffic noise impacts are expected as a result of adding a left turn
phase at 29 th and E Streets. This adjustment would not divert large volumes of traffic and
would not significantly increase vehicle speeds.
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Modification 2—Move Traffic Circle from the intersection of 25 th and Ito the
intersection of 26 th and I
Noise Assessment: No traffic noise impacts are expected as a result of moving the Traffic
Circle from the intersection of 25 th and Ito the Intersection of 26 th and 1. This adjustment
would not divert large volumes of traffic and would not significantly increase vehicle
speeds.

Modification 3—Shorten the Portal at 29 th and I Street to better accommodate right
turns
Noise Assessment: No traffic noise impacts are expected as a result of shortening the Portal
at 29th and I Street to better accommodate right turns. This adjustment would not divert
large volumes of traffic and would not significantly increase vehicle speeds.

Modification 4—Add angled parking on south side of I Street between 26 th and 29th
Streets
Noise Assessment: No traffic noise impacts are expected as a result of adding angled
parking. This adjustment would not divert large volumes of traffic and would be expected
to reduce traffic speeds.

Modification 5—Re-open one additional lane in the "dog-leg" at southwest corner
of McKinley Park that connects from H Street to G Street and reactivate the signal
at the Alhambra and G intersection.
Noise Assessment: No traffic noise impacts are expected as a result of re-opening one lane
in the dog-leg. This adjustment would not divert large volumes of traffic and would not •
significantly increase traffic speeds.

Modification 6—Add a bus-only lane at the eastbound approach of 16 th and
F Street (requires re-striping only)
Noise Assessment: No traffic noise impacts are expected as a result of re-striping for a busonly lane because the buses already use the lane. This adjustment would only move
passenger vehicles to the left lane and would not divert large volumes of traffic and would
not significantly increase vehicle speeds.

Modification 7—Add angled parking on 28 th Street between C and F Streets (east
side of street between C and E/west side of street between E and F)
Noise Assessment: No traffic noise impacts are expected as a result of adding angled
parking. This adjustment would not divert large volumes of traffic and would be expected
to reduce traffic speeds.

Modification 8—Convert the intersections at 23,, and I and 25 th and Ito 4-way
stops
Noise Assessment: No traffic noise impacts are expected as a result of converting these two
intersections to 4-way stops. This adjustment would not divert large volumes of traffic and
would not significantly increase vehicle speeds.
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EXHIBIT A
FINDINGS
Introduction
Pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (Public Resources Code Section
21000)(CEQA) and Section 15153 of the CEQA Guidelines, the City has concluded that the
Midtown Neighborhood Preservation Transportation Plan (NPTP) Environmental Impact Report
(SCH #94092022 ) adequately describes the environmental effects of the Proposed NPTP
Project. The proposed amendments to the NPTP reflect the results of the Interim Implementation
Plan approved for the project and incorporates the efforts that have been achieved to date by the
community advisory committee in the goal of providing a final configuration to the NPTP
project. This Addendum to the EIR provides: (1) a description of the Proposed Project, (2) an
update of the results of the interim monitoring period, and (3) an evaluation of the environmental
effects of the revisions to the Proposed Project and Alternative B as described in the Addendum.
Relationship of the Refined Proposed Project to the NPTP EIR
The NPTP project was adopted by the City Council on June 18, 1996. At that time, the City
Council certified the NPTP EIR as adequately describing the environmental effects of the
proposed project. The City Council approved an Interim Monitoring Plan for the NPTP to
provide a method to test the ability of the NPTP project t6 meet its stated objectives. The
formation of a community advisory committee also allowed for a public input process into
designing the NPTP features and for reviewing the results of the interim monitoring.
The NPTP EIR comprehensively evaluates the environmental impacts associated with the NPTP
project and serves as a project specific document. The EIR concludes that the NPTP will result in
significant impacts to intersection congestion, to freeway weave movements, to parking supply,
to police and fire response times, to tree resources and to cultural resources. The incorporation
of mitigation reduces impacts to traffic congestion, emergency response times, parking supply,
tree resources and cultural resources. Significant unavoidable impacts remained in the areas of
intersection congestion, freeway traffic, parking supply, and emergency response times.
City staff and community members have proposed refinements to the adopted NPTF' project. An
analysis of the proposed refinements proposed by staff has been prepared, and the analysis
concludes that the NPTP project, as refined, would not result in new, additional, or more severe
environmental effects than those identified in the NPTP EIR. As such, pursuant to CEQA
section 15162, none of the conditions requiring the preparation of a Supplemental or Subsequent
EIR have been identified and an Addendum to the EIR has been prepared. The Addendum to the
EIR concludes that the impacts likely to result from the Proposed Refinements to the NPTP
Project are well within the scope of the analysis contained in the NPTP EIR. Thus, no
supplemental environmental documentation is required. By adjusting the NPTP project to

respond to the findings of the Interim Implementation Plan, the NPTP Project will reduce the
extent of potential emergency response effects, traffic speeds, and parking supply within the
project area that could occur as a result of the project.
Decision not to Prepare Subsequent EIR / Conclusion
CEQA Section 15162 requires the preparation of a Subsequent EIR when substantial changes to
a prnjeet will require revisions to a previous EIR due to involvement of new significant
environmental effects, a substantial increase in the severity of previously identified
environmental effects, or new information shows any of these conditions, including the
identification of new mitigation measures or alternatives which would substantially lessen
previously identified environmental effects, but project proponents decline to adopt them. Under
the proposed project refinements, the City will adopt revisions to the NPTP project to improve
the project's funclioning and the effectiveness at meeting the original project objectives.
With adoption of the NPTP EIR, the City found that implementation of the NPTP Project as
proposed would best meet the objectives of the project. These findings are still applicable to the
proposed project because the project as amended will provide for installation of a final
configuration to the NPTP which reflects the verification of the project's ability to meet the
project objectives, and because the level of impact has been slightly reduced when compared to
the original findings of the NPTP EIR.
With adoption of the NPTP EIR, the City found that a significant impact would result regarding
potential public safety / emergency response time, traffic congestion, parking loss, and biological
and cultural resources. The proposed project as amended will not result in increased impacts
greater than those identified in the EIR. The project will involve less exposure to risk for persons
because corrections will be made to the plan to provide for emergency vehicle access where
potentially impeded, additional parking will be provided to the area as opposed to a loss of
parking, all mitigation measures from the mitigation monitoring plan will be implemented or
have been already, and general levels of impact will be the same as or less than when compared
to the NPTP adopted in 1996.
The City Council's action for this project is intended to address the effects of the proposed
refinements to the NPTP and not the decision to adopt the NPTP. The NPTP project was
adopted in June, 1996 and the Findings of Fact and Statement of Overriding Considerations
adopted for that approval are reaffirmed. The proposed refinements to the NPTP are addressed
in the Addendum to the NPTP EIR. Accordingly, the City Council hereby finds that the
potential for the proposed refinements to the Midtown Neighborhood Preservation
Transportation Plan (NPTP) to result in new or increased environmental impacts is not
substantial and is well within the scope of the EIR and the Statement of Overriding
Considerations adopted in connection with the NPTP project. Therefore, the City Council
hereby adopts the Addendum to the NPTP EIR.
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RESOLUTION NO.
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OFFICE OF THE

ADOFTED BY THE SACRAMEIVTO CITY COUNCIL

CITY CLERK

ON DATE OF

RESOLUTION ADOPTING FINDINGS REGARDING THE
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS INVOLVED IN APPROVING REVISIONS
TO THE MIDTOWN NEIGHBORHOOD PRESERVATION
TRANSPORTATION PLAN (NPTP) PROJECT AND APPROVAL OF THE
FINAL PROJECT CONFIGURATION
WHEREAS, on June 18, 1996, the City Council adopted the Midtown Neighborhood
Preservation Transportation Plan (NPTP) Project, certified the adequacy of the Final
Environmental Impact Report prepared in connection with the NPTP (Final EIR), adopted
Findings of Fact and a Statement of Overriding Considerations, and approved a Mitigation
Monitoring Program for the Project.
WHEREAS, the City Council is adopting revisions to the NPTP as envisioned by the Interim
Implementation Plan approved for the project.
WHEREAS, the environmental impacts of the proposed revisions to the NPTP are identified in
the analysis contained in the Final El R and Addendum to the Final El R.
BE IT, THEREFORE, RESOLVED BY THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SACRAMENTO:
1. That the City Council hereby adopts the Findings.
2. That traffic circles and half-street closures are hereby approved.
3. That the final configuration of the Midtown NPTP, as outlined in the NPTP EIR and its
Addendum, is hereby approved
MAYOR
ATTEST:

CITY CLERK
FOR CITY CLERK USE ONLY
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Initial Study
Midtown Neighborhood Preservation Transportation Plan
Introduction
The Midtown Neighborhood Preservation Transportation Plan (NPTP) had its beginnings more than 10 years ago, when the Sacramento City Council adopted the Central
City Community Plan in 1980. The Central City Community Plan acknowledged that
traffic on local streets should be kept at a minimum, but also called for improved circulation in the Central City. In 1988, the City of Sacramento's General Plan was adopted
and it also identified the need to "direct traffic in Central City away from residential
neighborhoods to the extent feasible." Thus, both plans contained some conflicting language about circulation goals for the Central City.
The City Council directed the Public Works Department to work with the community
to develop neighborhood preservation plans to address the conflicting goals between
the Community Plan and the General Plan. In August 1991, the Midtown Neighborhood Advisory Committee submitted a proposed NPTP to the City Council for consideration.
In November 1991, the City Council directed the Department of Planning and Development to follow the recommendations of the Midtown Neighborhood Advisory Committee by moving the NPTP from the conceptual stage to the preliminary engineering/environmental review stage. As a result of the work of the Advisory Committee,
the Refined NPTP was developed by April 1993, along with a Minimum Diversion
Alternative and Maximum Diversion Alternative. The Minimum Diversion Alternative
allows access to remain throughout the Midtown neighborhood, whereas the Maximum
Diversion Alternative precludes access for through traffic for a significant portion of the
neighborhood.
The Refined NPTP, which is now the proposed project to be evaluated in this Initial
Study. The revisions were made to facilitate emergency vehicle and regional transit bus
access to the neighborhood.
The proposed Refined NPTP recommended the following operational changes:
•

Reduce Midtown traffic volumes

•

Reduce Midtown traffic speeds

•

Improve traffic and public safety

SAC1P611035.51
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Several specific actions were proposed by the Midtown Neighborhood Advisory Committee to accomplish the goals of the recommended changes in traffic operations,
including the following:
•

Install speed reduction devices

•

Install additional traffic signals

•

Restrict traffic flow on certain blocks

•

Convert G Street and H Street from one-way, three-lane streets to twoway, two-lane streets with bicycle lanes

•

Improve traffic signal timing

This Initial Study is the first stage of the environmental review process and addresses
potential impacts of the Proposed Project under the requirements of the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).

II. Project Location and Setting
The City of Sacramento is located on the Sacramento River in California's Central
Valley (Figure 1). The proposed project involves a portion of the Central City Community Plan area known as Midtown. The boundaries of Midtown area consist of C
Street on the north, N Street on the south, 29th Street on the east, and 13th Street on
the west (Figures 2 and 3). Capitol, J, 15th, and 16th Streets in the Midtown Neighborhood are designated as arterials in the City of Sacramento General Plan, Transportation

Element (1988).
The Midtown area consists of mixed single and multi-family residential and low and
mid-rise commercial uses. Land uses surrounding the Midtown neighborhood consist of
primarily residential uses to the north and south, downtown commercial uses to the
west, and freeway uses to the east. Significant landmarks and features within various
quadrants of the Midtown neighborhood include Boulevard and New Era Parks in the
northeast, Washington School and Park in the northwest, the Memorial auditorium,
Convention Center, and Capitol Park in the southwest, and historical Sutter's Fort, the
Sutter Hospital complex, and Marshall Park in the southeast. The main east/west flow
of traffic connecting to adjacent neighborhoods occurs on H and J Streets, and the
major north/south flow of traffic occurs on 15th and 16th Streets. Other than signals,
there are currently no traffic control measures at the intersections throughout Midtown.
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III. Project Description
The proposed project consists of a variety of traffic control measures strategically
placed at various locations within the Midtown neighborhood. These measures include:
traffic signals, new stop signs, traffic circles, half-street closures, diverters, pedestrian
islands, textured crosswalks, zebra crosswalks (parallel painted stripes), intersection
portals (corner bulbs), and modified traffic lane designations. The following is a generalized description of the type of improvements proposed for the following streets. The
improvements are illustrated in Figure 3.
•

C Street between 20th and 29th Streets: Intersection Portals at 20th and
27th and C; zebra crosswalks at 21st, 22nd, and 28th and C; pedestrian
islands at 23rd and C; new stop signs at 25th and C; and a half-street
closure at 29th and C.

•

D Street between 18th and 20th Streets: Pedestrian islands at 18th and
23rd and D; intersection portals at 29th and D.

•

E Street between 16th and 29th Streets: Intersection portals at 16th and
E; pedestrian islands and zebra crosswalks between 17th and 18th and at
23rd and E; and new stop signs at 18th, 20th, and 21st and E; half-street
closures at 20th and 28th and E; and a traffic circle at 26th and E.

•

F Street between 16th and 29th Streets: Half-street closures at 16th and
25th Streets and F; pedestrian islands at 17th, 18th, and 23rd Streets and
F; intersection portals at 29th and F; new stop signs at 18th, 24th, and
25th at F; and a traffic circle at 27th and F.

•

G Street between 16th and 29th Streets: Intersection portals at 16th and
G; pedestrian islands at 23rd, 27th, and 28th Streets and G; new stop
signs at 19th and 20th on G; a traffic circle at 25th and G; and a halfstreet closure at 29th and G.

•

H Street between 16th and 28th Streets: Half-street closures at 16th and
27th Streets and H; pedestrian islands at 25th, 26th, 27th,and 28th and H;
new stop signs at 19th, 20th, 26th, and 27th Streets and H; zebra
crosswalk at 23rd, and a traffic circle at 24th and H.

•

I Street between 17th and 29th Streets: A diverter at 21st and I; pedestrian islands at 27th, and 28th on I; a traffic circle at 24th and I; zebra
crosswalks at 23rd, 25th and 26th on I; new stop signs at 27th and 28th
and I; and intersection portals at 29th and I.
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•

J Street between 22nd and 29th Streets: Textured crosswalks at all cross

street intersections between 22nd and 29th Streets; new traffic signals at
23rd and 27th Streets and J.
•

K Street between 23rd and 27th Streets: Pedestrian islands at 25th and

26th Streets and K; zebra crosswalks at 23rd, 24th, and 27th Streets and
K; and a new traffic signal at 23rd and K Streets.
•

L Street between 23rd and 27th Streets: Zebra crosswalks at 26th and

27th and L and new traffic signals at 23rd and 26th Streets and L.
•

New Lane Directions: New lane directions would be employed on various

segments of C, E, F, G, H, and I Streets.

IV. Purpose of the Proposed Project
Since 1991, The City of Sacramento and the Midtown Neighborhood Advisory Committee have been working together to develop a plan to preserve the neighborhood's residential character related to traffic operations. There are pockets of land uses inconsistent with residential uses and the neighborhood is located between regional transportation facilities on its borders and major employers in downtown Sacramento. The current City of Sacramento General Plan Circulation element and current street operations reflect that various streets through Midtown, including Capitol, J, 15th, and 16th
streets, have become major arterials. The Refined NPTP is designed to reduce and
slow down traffic levels on the affected streets and maintain traffic in Midtown at local
street capacities through introduction of the traffic control devices previously described.

V. Alternatives
As a result of the community involvement and planning input, several alternatives will
be addressed in the future stages of environmental review, either through an expanded
Negative Declaration (ND) or an Environmental Impact Report (EIR). Potential alternatives to the proposed project are:
•

Minimum Diversion Alternative A: This alternative could be similar to

the Refined NPTP with the exception that specific diversions proposed
(e.g., half-street closures) would be Minimized. This will allow traffic to
continue traveling through the Midtown neighborhood at a reduced flow
over existing conditions (see Figure 4).
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•

Maximum Diversion Alternative B: This alternative is similar to the
proposed project, with the addition of half-street closures in the northern
half of the Midtown neighborhood to preclude entry and thereby creating
a maximum diversion solution. This alternative will close total east/west
access to C, D, E, F, and G Streets, and will provide one-way access to H
Street at 16th Street (see Figure 5).

•

No Project Alternative C: This is the mandatory No Project Alternative,
which means that the street would remain unchanged with regard to
existing traffic volumes and patterns.

VI. Discussion of Environmental Evaluation
This section addresses the potential for significant environmental impacts from the
proposed project, using the Initial Study Checklist questions provided in Appendix I of
the California State CEQA Guidelines and as reflected in the City of Sacramento Initial Study Checklist. All " Yes," "Maybe," and "No." answers are addressed and
answered in this Initial Study.
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CITY OF SACRAMENTO
INITIAL STUDY

This Initial Study has been required and prepared by the Department of Planning and Development,
Environmental Services Division, 1231 I Street, Room 301, Sacramento, CA 95814, (916) 449-2037, pursuant
to CEQA Guidelines, Section 15063 (August 1, 1983).
Midtown Neighborhood Preservation
File No. and/or Project Name:Transportation Plan (NPTP)
Project Location: Area bounded by C.N. 13th & 29th Sts. Midtown-Ctrl City
Applicant - Name: City of Sacramento
Address: 1231 I Street
Sacramento, CA 95814
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS
YES/MAYBE/NO
1.

Earth. Will the proposal result in:
Unstable earth conditions or in changes in geologic substructures?
a.
Disruptions, displacements, compaction or overcovering of the soil?
b.
Change in topography or ground surface relief features?
c.
The
destruction, covering or modification of any unique geologic or
d.
physical features?
Any increase in wind or water erosion of soils, either on or off the •
e.
f.

g.
2.

3.

site?
Changes in deposition or erosion of beach sands, 4or changes in siltation
deposition or erosion which may modify the channel of a river, stream,
inlet or lake?
Exposure of people or property to geologic hazards such as earthquakes,
ground failure, or similar hazards?

Air. Will the proposal result.in:
a.
Substantial air emissions or deterioration of ambient air quality?
The creation of objectionable odors?
b.
c.
Alteration of air movement, moisture or temperature, or any change in
climate, either locally or regionally?
Water. Will the proposal result in:
a.
Changes in currents, or the course of direction movements, in either
marine or fresh waters?
b.
'Changes in absorption rates, drainage patterns, or the rate and amount
of surface runoff?
c.
Alterations to the course of flow of flood waters?
d.
Change in the amount of surface water in any water body?
e.
Discharge into surface waters, or in any alteration of surface water
quality, including but not limited to temperature, dissolved oxygen
or turbidity?
f.
Alteration of the direction or rate of flow of ground waters?
g.
Change in the quantity of ground waters, either through direct additions
or withdrawals, or through interception of an aquifer by cuts or
excavations?
h.
Substantial reduction in the amount of water otherwise available for
public water supplies?
i.
Exposure of people or property to water related hazards such as flooding?

No
Maybe
Maybe
No
Maybe
No
No
Maybe
No
No

No

Maybe
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
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YES/MAYBE/NO
4.

Plant Life. Will the proposal result in:
Change in the diversity of species, or number of any species of plants?
a.
Reduction of the numbers of any unique, rare or endangered species of
b.
plants?
c.
d.

Introduction of new species of plants_ into an area, or in a barrier to
the normal replenishment of existing species?
Reduction in acreage of any agricultural crop?

Maybe
No

Maybe
No

Animal Life. Will the proposal result in:
Change in the diversity of species, or number of any species of animals?
a.
Reduction of the numbers of any unique, rare or endangered species of
b.
animals?
Introduction of new species of animals into an area, or result in a
c.
barrier to the migration or movement of animals?
Deterioration of existing fish or wildlife habitat?
d.

No
No

Noise. Will the proposal result in:
Increases in existing noise levels?
a.
Exposure
of people to severe noise levels?
b.

Maybe
Maybe

7.

Light and Glare. Will the proposal produce new light or glare?

No

8.

Land Use. Will the proposal result in a substantial alteration of the present
or planned land use of an area?

Maybe

5.

6.

9.

10.

Natural Resources. Will the proposal result in:
a.
Increase in the rate of use of any natural resources:
b.
Substantial depletion of any nonrenewable natural resource?

b.

12.

No

Yes
No

Risk of Upset. Does the proposal involve:
a.

11.

No

A risk of an explosion or the release of hazardous substances (including
but not limited to, oil, pesticides, chernicaLs or radiation) in the
event of an accident or upset conditions?
Possible interference with an emergency response plan or an emergency
evacuation plan?

Population. Will the proprosal alter the location, distribution, density,
or growth rate of the human population of an area?

No

Maybe
No

Rousing. Will the proposal affect existing housing, or create a demand for
additional housing
No

13.

Transportation/Circulatiou. Will the proposal result in:
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.
f.

Generation of substantial additional vehicular movement?
Effects on existing parking facilities, or demand for new parking?
Substantial impact upon existing transportation systems?
Alterations to present patterns of circulation or movement of people
and/or goods?
Alterations to waterborne, rail or air traffic?
Increase in traffic hazards to motor vehicles, bicyclists or pedestrians?

Maybe
Maybe
Maybe
Yes

No
Maybe

FM6(6/91)
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14.

15.

16.

I.
17.

Public_Smial. Will the proposal have an effect upon, or result in need for
new or altered governmental services in any of the following areas:
Fire protection?
a.
Police protection?
b.

Maybe

c.

Schools?

Maybe

d.
e.
f.

Parks or other recreational facilities?
Maintenance of public facilities, including roads?
Other governmental services?

N0
N 0

Fnergy. Will the proposal result in:
Use of substantial amounts of fuel or energy?
a.
Substantial increase in demand upon existing sources of energy or require
b.
the development of new sources of energy?
Utilities. Will the proposal result in a need for a new system, or substantial
alterations to the following utilities:
Power or natural gas?
a.
Communications systems?
b.
c.
Water?
Sewer or septic tanks?
d.
Storm water drainage?
e.
Solid waste and disposal?
f.
Human Health. Will the proposal result in:
a.
Creation of any health hazard or potential health hazard (excluding
•,
mental health)?

b.

Exposure of people to potential health hazards?

Aesthetics. Will the proposal result in the obstruction of any scenic vista or view
open to the public, or will the proposal result in the creation of an
aesthetically offensive site open to public view?

maybe
No

Maybe
No

No
No
No
No
No
No

Maybe
Maybe

Maybe

Recreation. Will the proposal result in an impact upon the quality or quantity

of existing recreational opportunities?

No

Cultural Resources.

a.
b.
c.

d.

g
I

a.

b.

I

No

No
No
No

21. Mandatory Findings of Significance.

I
I

Will the proposal result in the alteration or destruction of a prehistoric
or historic archaeological site?
Will the proposal result in adverse physical or aesthetic effects to a
prehistoric or historic building, structure or object?
Does the proposal have the potential to cause a physical change which
would affect unique ethnic cultural values?
Will the proposal restrict existing religious or sacred uses within the
potential impact area?

Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality of the
environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife
population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate
a plant or animal community, reduce the number or restrict the range of
a rare or endangered plant or animal or eliminate important examples
of the major periods of California history or prehistory?
Does the project have the potential to achieve short-term, to the
disadvanta*e of long-term, environmental goals? (A short-term impact on
on the environment is one which occurs in a relatively brief, definitive
period of time while long-term impacts will endure well into the future.)

No

Yes
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c.
I
d.

1

Does the project have impacts which are individually limited, but
cumulatively considerable? (A project may impact on two or more separate
resources where the impact on each resource is relatively small, but
where the effect of the total of those impacts on the environment is
Does the
e project
have environment effects which will cause substantial
project
adverse effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly?

Yes
Yes

MITIGATION MEASURES

I

The applicant has agreed to revise the project to incorporate the mitigation measures contained in
Attachment A, Discussion of Intial Study.
A discussion of the project's impacts is contained in Attachment A, Discussion of Initial Study. No
Mitigation is required for this project.

1

REFERENCES

Ix

City of Sacramento General Plan Update FIR, 1988
City of Sacramento Zoning Ordinance
North Natomas Community Plan FIR
South Natomas Community Plan EIR & SEIR I
Airport-Meadowview Community Plan FIR
North Sacramento Community Plan FIR
South Sacramento Community Plan FIR
I
Pocket Community Plan Update
Downtown Redevelopment Plan Update and FIR, 1985
Ix Central City Community Plan FIR
ITE Trip Generation Manual, Fifth Edition
South Coast Air Quality Maintenance District "Air Quality Handbook for Preparing EIR's"
Land Use Planning Policy Within the 100 Year Flood Plain in the City and County of Sacramento EIR
Urbemis -3
I
Emfac 7 PC
CALI:NE 4
Traffic Study
I
Noise Study
Preliminary Site Assessment:
X
Other: Evaluation of Midtown Neighborhood Preservation Transportation Plan
I

DETERMINATION

IOn the basis of this initial evaluation:

I
I

I find the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and a
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.
I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there will
not be a significant effect in this case because the mitigation measures described in this Initial Study
have been added to the project. A NEGATIVE DECLARATION WITH MITIGATION MEASURES
WILL BE PREPARED
x I find the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required.

i
IDATE: 5717 /'?.

SIGNATURE:
,z,te-1:-,

I

4rx-11-r-4___.
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Attachment A

Discussion of Initial Study
1.

Earth

la. The proposed project would not impact earth conditions or change geologic
substructures because it would consist of minor construction activities associated
with traffic improvement facilities on existing paved areas.
lb. There may be some minor disruption, displacement, compaction or overcovering
of the soil associated with the construction of the project, but such disturbances
would be temporary and minor nature.
lc. There may be some minor changes of an insignificant nature in topography or
ground surface relief features due to construction of the proposed barriers and
traffic circles.
Id.

There are no known unique geologic or physical features in the Midtown area
that would be affected by the proposed project.

le. During construction when soils are disturbed, the potential exists for minor wind
or water erosion. This impact would be minor but should be discussed in the
EIR.
if.

The proposed project is not located near any beach, river, stream, inlet, or lake.

lg. The proposed project would not create an additional increase in exposure of
people to geologic hazards such as earthquakes, ground failure, or similar
hazards other than those that currently exist in the area.

2.

Air

2a. With the implementation of the proposed NPTP projected traffic volumes would
be reduced by about 50 percent on G and H Streets at 2010 General Plan buildout (from 9,500 average daily trips [ADTs] to 4,900 ADTs and 14,900 ADTs to
7,400 ADTs, respectively) between 16th Street and 29th Streets. However, with
implementation of the NPTP, the ADTs for J and L Streets between 16th and
29th Streets would be reduced only by a slight amount: 28,300 ADTs to 25,000
ADTs and 23,200 ADTs to 20,700 ADTs, respectively. Therefore, a decrease in
air emissions could result in the central portion of the Midtown area, but a
potential slight increase in ambient air quality could occur in the southern portion due to the increased traffic. In general, most of the traffic would be circulated outside the Midtown area with the Refined NPTP, thus potentially impacting adjacent areas.
SACIP61/035.51
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2b.

The proposed project is not anticipated to cause any objectionable odors.

2c.

The proposed project is not anticipated to cause alterations in air movement,
moisture, or temperature, or any change in local or regional climate.

3.

Water

3a.

Because nonmarine or freshwater sources exist in the area, the proposed project
would not change currents, or the course or direction of water movements.

3b.

Minor changes in absorption rates, drainage patterns, or the rates and amounts
of surface runoff may occur due to construction of items such as half-street
enclosures and traffic circles. However, such construction activities would not be
substantial enough to cause a significant impact.

3c.

Because the proposed project is not located in a flood plain area, there would
be no impact on the course or flow of flood waters.

3d.

There are no surface waters in the project area that would be affected by the
project.

3e.

See 3d above.

3f.

There would be no alteration of groundwaters in terms of directions or flows
because the proposed project consists of strictly of minor surface improvements
in previously paved areas. Therefore, improvements would not encroach in
subsurface groundwater areas.

3g.

See 3f above.

3h.

The proposed project would have no significant impact upon water supplies.
Some watering may be required to maintain some of the improvements if landscaping is instituted.

3i.

The implementation of the proposed project would not expose people or property to water related hazards such as flooding because the project is not in a
flood plain and would not change drainage patterns to the extent of causing
backups and ponding.

4.

Plant Life

4a. It is possible that construction activities could displace existing street trees, causing a change in diversity of species, or the number of species of plants. According to City policy (General Plan), street trees should not be disturbed and
removed.
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4b.

See 4a. above.

4c.

The proposed project would not introduce new species of plants into the area,
or become a barrier to the normal replenishment of existing species. If trees
are removed, they would be replaced in kind.

4d.

There are no agricultural uses within the project area.

5.

Animal Life

5a.

There would be no changes in the diversity of species, or number of any species
of animals as a result of the proposed project. Animal life within the project
area is that normally associated with urban life and would not be impacted by
the institution of the project.

5b.

There are no known unique, rare, or endangered species that would be reduced
as a result of implementation of the proposed project.

5c.

The proposed project would not result in the introduction of new species of
animals into the area, or result in a barrier to migration of movement of
animals. The proposed project would not disturb the movement of existing
urban species.

5d.

There would be no impact on fish or wildlife habitats.

6.

Noise

6a.

Redistribution of traffic noise could occur with the implementation of the proposed project. It is anticipated that the traffic noise could increase on G and H
streets, even though the amount of traffic would significantly decrease overall
with the implementation of the proposed project. The reason for this is that
those streets currently handle a significant volume of traffic on a free-flow basis.
With the proposed project the flow of traffic would be restricted requiring
frequent acceleration and deceleration, causing potential significant increases in
automobile engine noise. On J and L Streets, the traffic volumes would
decrease slightly with the proposed project, and would continue to be free-flow
streets with the exception of some new traffic signals. The continuation of freeflow traffic on J and L Streets would keep the noise levels lower than if stop
and go movements would be required. Also, textured crosswalks, which are
designed to alert vehicles as they cross over to slow them down, will be added
and can cause some noise. The combination of the increased traffic, new traffic
signals, and textured crosswalks, could increase the noise levels on H and J
Streets.

6b.

The proposed project could expose people to increased noise levels.
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3

Light and Glare
The proposed project would not have impacts relative to light and glare.

8.

Land Use
Because the purpose of the proposed project is intended to slow down traffic
through the Midtown neighborhood, businesses could experience reduced usage
due to the inconvenience of traveling through Midtown.

9.

Natural Resources
During construction, fuel and lumber resources will be used. This impact would
be temporary and minor.

10. Risk of Upset
10a.

The proposed project would not pose any risk of explosion or the release of
hazardous substances in the event of and accident or upset conditions.

10b.

Because the proposed project is designed to impede and divert the flow of traffic, implementation of the proposed project could interfere with an emergency
response plan or an emergency evacuation plan.

11. Population
1 la. The proposed project would not physically alter the location, distribution, density, or growth rate of the human population of the area. However, indirect
impacts could occur from diverted traffic. See discussion of impact for land use
(Number 8).

12. Housing
12a. The proposed project would not effect existing housing, or create a demand for
additional housing.

13. 'Transportation/Circulation
A 1992 analysis was completed to assess the impacts of the proposed NPTP, if
implemented in the near term. A 2010 analysis was completed with and without
the NPTP to assess impacts of Citywide buildout.
13a. With implementation of the NPTP, overall traffic volumes on G and H Streets
decrease noticeably. The most effective elements of the NPTP for diverting
traffic from G and H Streets appear to be the half-closures at the Sentries to the

SAC/P61/035.51
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Midtown area (29th/G and 16th/H). Of the volume that diverts from G Street,
the majority shifts to H Street, with a noticeable amount also shifting to F
Street, L Street, and Capitol Avenue. Traffic diverting from H Street shifts to
G, I, J, Capitol, and M Streets. About one-third of the traffic that previously
used H Street eastbound would shift to G Street.
The portion of the westbound traffic that remains on G Street must pass the
proposed half-closure at the intersection of G Street and 29th Street. The
computer model output prepared for the Draft Final Report Evaluation of
Midtown NPTP, shows a diversion path using 29th, H, ,and 28th Streets that is
used to accomplish this move. In the opposite direction, eastbound traffic on
H Street must divert around the half-closure at the H Street and 16th Street
intersection. This move occurs using 16th, I, and 17th Streets.
Even with these shifts from G Street to H Street during the morning commute
period and H Street to G Street during the evening commute period, both G
and H Streets would experience significant decreases in average daily traffic.
Traffic diversions on other streets in Midtown would slightly increase traffic
volumes on E, K, and P Streets.
In general, intersection traffic operations would deteriorate on J and L Streets
and would improve or not change on G and H Streets. At the intersection of
16th Street and H Street, the LOS improves from E to C because eastbound
traffic volumes decrease on H Street. At the Alhambra and J Street
intersection, the LOS deteriorates from capacity to over capacity.
Although most of the study intersections can accommodate the diverted traffic
without major modifications, the NPTP would increase volumes by about 5
percent on streets other than G and H. Increases would occur on F, K, I, N,
and P Streets and Capitol Avenue.
Operations of additional intersections not studied in this analysis may likely be
negatively affected. These intersections are located along E Street, F Street, I
Street, Capitol Avenue, M Street, and P Street. The magnitude of the impacts
are expected to be less than those shown for J and L Streets, based on the
amount of diversion indicated by the traffic model.

1

Year 2010 projections were completed by using the traffic model outputs to
adjust the existing peak-hour counts. On average, volumes are expected to
increase by about 20 to 30 percent within the Midtown area and by about 60 to
100 percent around the perimeter between 1992 and 2010 with or without the
NPTP. With this growth, major thoroughfares such as Route 160 and J Street
will experience demand volumes well above the capacity of the roadways.
Projected year 2010 volumes indicate unacceptable operations at most arterialarterial intersections with or without the NPTP. Intersections on 16th and G
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Streets, 16th and I Streets, and Alhambra and J Streets lie on the main
commute routes leading away from downtown employment centers. The
comparable intersections on the inbound commute routes (on 15th, G, and
L Streets) can be expected to experience LOS F conditions in the morning
commute period with or without the Plan. The analysis indicates congested
operations on Capitol Avenue, N and P Streets as well.

It
II

Implementation of the NPTP in these conditions would have a notably different
effect than as shown in the 1992 analysis. Since arterials outside of Midtown (J,
L, N, and P Streets) are already operating at capacity, the traffic that diverts
from G and H Streets would not use J and L Streets, as is the case in the 1992
analysis. Instead, it would divert to longer routes using the freeways to a greater
extent. Caltrans staff have expressed a concern that the freeways may not have t/
the capacity to accommodate the diverted traffic, and have requested a detailed
analysis of the impacted freeways.
Three prominent diversion patterns appear when conditions with the NPTP are
simulated, as follows:
1.

Traffic between downtown and areas to the south such as Elk Grove, that
uses Route 99, Business 80, and G and H Streets without the NPTP
diverts to Route 99, Route 50, and 15th and 16th Streets with the NPTP.

2.

Traffic between downtown and areas to the east such as American River
and Folsom that uses Route 50, Elvas Avenue, and G and H Streets
diverts to Route 50 and 15th and 16th Streets with the NPTP.

3.

Traffic between downtown and areas to the northeast such as Citrus
Heights and Roseville that uses Business 80 and G and H Streets without
the NPTP diverts to Route 160 with the NPTP.

Traffic diversions from G and H Streets with implementation of the NPTP
would be significant. Volumes with the Plan would be about 50 percent of the
volumes without the Plan. On average, volumes on I, J, and L Streets do not
change significantly with the NPTP. Volumes on Capitol Avenue, P and
Q Streets would increase by about 10 percent.
A significant negative impact of the NPTP would be apparent where an
intersection operates at LOS C or better without the NPTP and deteriorates to
LOS D or worse with the NPTP, or if conditions are already LOS D or worse
and the V/C ratio increases by 0.02 or more. Significant negative impacts have
been identified at the following intersections:
•
•
•
•
•
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15th St. and J St.
15th St. and L St.
16th St. and G St.
Alhambra Blvd. and J St.
Alhambra Blvd. and L St.

6

Potential road striping modifications to mitigate the impacts of the NPTP at
these intersections are the following.
•

15th Street and J Street: Remove parking and restripe the southbound
approach within the existing pavement width to add a left-turn lane. The
mitigated LOS would be LOS C (V/C = 0.74).

•

15th Street and L Street: Remove parking and restripe the southbound
approach within the existing pavement width to add a right-turn lane.
The mitigated LOS would be LOS B (V/C = 0.69).

•

16th Street and G Street: Remove parking and restripe the northbound
approach within the existing pavement width to add a right-turn lane.
The mitigated LOS would be LOS F (V/C = 1.02). There is no feasible
mitigation to provide LOS C operations. This finding concurs with the
adopted Sacramento General Plan Update FEIR (City of Sacramento,
1989).

•

Alhambra Boulevard and J Street: Recommended modifications to
accommodate the calculate LOS for 1992 include the following:
Increase radii on southwest corner
Remove parking on south side of eastbound approach
Modify intersection to allow for two northbound through lanes
Remove parking on west side on southbound approach and
increase length of two southbound lanes

To accommodate year 2010 volumes, addition of an eastbound right-turn lane would
also be required. To construct this lane, roadway widening and right-of-way acquisition
would be required.
•

Alhambra Boulevard and L Street: Restripe the northbound approach

for a left-turn only and through right-turn lanes. The mitigated LOS
would be LOS C (V/C = 0.73). (Source: Draft Final Report: Evaluation of Midtown Neighborhood Transportation plan—Appendix A).
.13b. Implementation of some traffic control measures would affect parking supply.
Parking spaces must be removed to provide adequate travel paths around the
improvements. Parking loss is summarized as follows:
Traffic circles—eight parking spaces eliminated per circle (total of 40
spaces)
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Pedestrian island—six spaces eliminated per island (total of 204 spaces)
Other elements—no loss of parking with current design (0 spaces)
13c.

Regional Transit (RT) indicated that there could be some impact to their
operations given significant traffic volume increases on J Street. In addition,
significant traffic diversion could cause a problem for RT scheduling and route
planning. The above has not been quantified by RT.

13d.

The proposed project would alter present patterns of circulation and movement
of people and goods through the Midtown neighborhood. Impacts in terms of
traffic and noise have been addressed in 6a and 6b and 13a above.

13e.

There would be no impact on waterborne, rail, or air traffic as a result of the
proposed project.

13f.

The proposed project could cause and increase in traffic hazards to motor vehicles and bicyclists by modifying traffic movement through the neighborhood.
Bicycle traffic could become more hazardous, particularly when traversing the
many barriers and changes in street texture resulting from implementation by
the proposed project. However, pedestrian travel safety could be enhanced by
the proposed project because it slow traffic in general throughout the neighborhood.

14. Public Services
14a.

Fire Protection: Because the project would impede traffic speeds and preclude
direct access to certain areas, fire protection response times could
•
be affected by
the proposed project.

14b.

Police Protection: See 14a above.

14c.

Schools: No impact on schools.

14d.

Parks and Recreational Facilities: No impact.

14e.

Maintenance of Public Facilities: The proposed project could generate additional maintenance requirements by the City's Public Works Department for the
traffic improvements anticipated in the plan.

14f.

Other Governmental Services: No impact.
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15. Energy
15a.

The proposed project would use a moderate amount of fuel and energy during
construction and increase fuel consumption as a result of more frequent
acceleration and deceleration.

15b.

The proposed project would not require a substantial increase in demand for
existing sources of energy or require the development of new energy sources.

16.

Utilities

16a. The proposed project would not result in a need for a new system, or substantial
alterations to:
•

Power or natural gas: No impact.

•

Communications systems: No impact.

•

Water supply: No impact.

•

Sewer or septic tanks: No impact.

•

Storm-water drainage: the proposed improvements are not substantial in
nature and can be designed to accommodate existing drainage patterns

•

Solid waste disposal: No impact.

17. Human Health
17a.

The proposed project could create an increase in air emissions leading to a •
potenialh zrdpotnsfheMiwar fquentsop
and go traffic patterns would be created. Also, significant increases in traffic
volumes could expose people to increased health hazards.

17b.

See 17a above.

18. Aesthetics
Design of the traffic control measures such as street planters and traffic circles
should be appealing and non-offensive.

19. Recreation
The proposed project would have no impact on existing recreational
opportunities.
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20. Cultural Resources
20a.

The proposed project would not result in the destruction or alteration of a prehistoric or historic building, structure, or object. An increase of traffic, however,
would travel past Sutter's Fort, a historic site. There are other preservation
areas within the Midtown Area that may be affected by an increase or alteration
of traffic volumes and patterns such as Capitol, Washington, Boulevard, New
Era, and Marshall parks; and public buildings such as Memorial Auditorium and
the Convention Center.

20b.

Design of project features should be reviewed by City design staff or boards to
ensure consistency with downtown heritage goals. Of particular concern as
expressed by neighborhood citizens; street trees, heritage trees, and landscape
planters at street corners are of particular neighborhood resident concern.

20c.

The proposed project would not affect unique ethnic cultural values if care is
taken by the City's Design Review Board to review and approve the design of
the traffic improvements.

20d. The proposed project would not affect religious or sacred uses within the area.

Potential Environmental Impacts
Based on the evaluation contained within the Initial Study Checklist, potential adverse
environmental impacts could occur in the areas of:
•

Traffic impacts related to increased traffic and changes in circulation
patterns

•

Air quality impacts associated with changes in traffic speeds, volumes,
and circulation patterns

•

Impacts from noise associated with changes in traffic speeds, frequent
acceleration and deceleration, and alternate traffic flow patterns

•

Impacts on public services, particularly fire and police response times for
public safety

•

Impacts on cultural resources, with particular attention to elements that
preserve the heritage of the neighborhood such as street furniture and
planters

•

Impacts on existing plant life, preservation of street trees, and other vegetation of historic or cultural significance such as heritage trees

SAC/P6I/035.51
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The above items are remaining potential significant adverse environmental impacts
outside the scope of this Initial study that should be focused upon and addressed in an
Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

List of Preparers
The following is a list of persons at CH2M HILL who prepared or participated in the
preparation of the Initial Study:
Steve Fitzsimons, Traffic Engineer
Jack Lohman, Senior Environmental Planner
Lorraine Poggione, Senior Planner
Tom Ragland, Transportation Engineer

SAGP61/035.51

11

t•

CONTENTS
Page
1.0

Introduction

1-1

2.0

Summary of Impacts and Mitigation

2-1

3.0

Project Description

3-1

4.0

Alternatives to the Project

4-1

5.0

Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures
5.1
Land Use, Zoning, and Consistencies with Adopted Plans
and Policies
5.2
Transportation and Circulation
Air Quality
5.3
5.4
Noise
5.5
Cultural Resources
Public Safety/Emergency Services
5.6
5.7
Biological Resources

5.0-1
5.1-1
5.2-1
5.3-1
5.4-1
5.5-1
5.6-1
5.7-1

6.0

Growth-Inducting Impacts

6-1

7.0

Cumulative Impacts

7-1

8.0

Short-Term and Long-Term Implications of the Proposed Project

8-1

9.0

Unavoidable Adverse Environmental Effects

9-1

10.0 Acronyms and Abbreviations

10-1

11.0 Bibliography and Works Cited

11-1

12.0 EIR Authors and Persons Consulted

12-1

APPENDIXES
A
•
•
•
•

Initial Study, Notice of Preparation, Responses to Notice of Preparation, Scoping
Meeting Minutes
Traffic Circle Photographic Renderings
Traffic Data
Noise Data
Cultural Resource Overview

SAC/116543/003.WP5

November 15. 1995

CONTENTS
TABLES
2-1

Summary Table

2-1 1

3-1

Location of Proposed Traffic Control Elements

3-11

4-1

Comparison of Proposed Traffic Control Elements for
Proposed Project and Alternatives

4-4

5.2-1
5.2-2
5.2-3
5.2-4
5.2-5
5.2-6
5.2-7

Intersection LOS Summary Near-Term Conditions
Level of Service Definitions Freeway Weave Sections
Freeway Weave Section LOS Summary Near-Term Scenarios
Level of Service Definition for Signalized Intersections
Inventory of Affected Parking Supply
Intersection LOS Summary Future Conditions
Freeway Weave Section LOS Summary Future Scenarios

5.3-1

Ambient Air Quality Standards for Ozone, Carbon Monoxide,
and Particulate Matter
Maximum Pollutant Concentrations Recorded at the 13th & T Street
Monitoring Station 1991-1993
National Attainment Status for Sacramento
Daily Emissions of Ozone Precursors and Particulate Matter 1992
Daily Emissions of Ozone 2010 Precursors and Particulate Matter
Maximum Predicted 1-Hour CO Contributions 1997
Maximum Predicted 8-Hour CO Contributions 1997
Maximum Predicted 1-Hour CO Contributions 2010
Maximum Predicted 8-Hour CO Contributions 2010

5.3-2
5.3-3
5.3-4
5.3-5
5.3-6
5.3-7
5.3-8
5.3-9
• 5.4-1
5.4-2
5.4-3
5.4-4
5.47 5
5.4-6

Definitions of Acoustical Terms
Typical Sound Levels Measured in the Environment and Industry
Minimum Acceptable Interior and Exterior Noise Levels for New
Development Without Mitigation
Existing Noise Level Measurements
Comparison of Measured and Modeled Leg Noise Levels
Estimated Peak-Hour Construction Noise Levels

5.7-1

City Street Tree Species Within the Proposed Project Area

5.2-9
5.2-23
5.2-25
5.2-28
5.2-34
5.2-45
5.2-55

5.3-2
5.3-3
5.3-5
5.3-12
5.3-13
5.3-15
5.3-15
5.3-17
5.3-17
5.4-2
. 5.4-3
5.4-7
5 4-9
5.4-10
5.4-15
5.7-3

•
SAC/116543/003.WP5

ii

November 15, 1995

1
CONTENTS
EXHIBITS

/

I
II
•I
0

Regional Map
3-1
Project Area
3-2
Project Site
3-3
Proposed Improvements
3-4
S
Study Area
3-5
Typical Traffic Circle Detail
3-6
Typical
Half-Street Closure Detail
3-7
Diverter Detail
3-8
Pedestrian Island Detail
3-9
Typical Intersection Portal Detail
3-10
4-1
4-2

Alternative A--Maximum Diversion
Alternative B--Minimum Diversion

5.1-1

Existing Land Uses

3-2
3-3
3-4
3-5
3-6
3-14
3-15
3-16
3-17
3-18
4-2
4-3
5.1-2

i

i

Circulation Plan
5.2-1
Study Intersections
5.2-2
Near-Term Changes in Daily Traffic Volumes—PP
5.2-3
Near-Term Changes in Daily Traffic Volumes—AA
5.2-4
Near-Term Changes in Daily Traffic Volumes—AB
5.2-5
Near-Term Changes in Daily Traffic Volumes—PP&BDG
5.2-6
Bus Transit Map
5.2-7
Central City Bikeway Master Plan
5.2.8

5.2-3
5.2-6
5 .2-13
5.2-14
5.2-15
5.2-16
5.2-29
5.2-40

i
5.3-1
I5.3-2

Air Quality Emission Study Area
Intersection CO Modeling

I

5.4-1
5.4-2

Land Use Compatibility for Community Environments
Noise Modeling Receiver Locations

5.5-1

Preservation Areas

5.3-7
5.3-9
5.4-6
5.4-11
5.5-9

I

SAC/1 I6543/003.WP5

jIl

November 15, 1995

1.0 INTRODUCTION

1.0 INTRODUCTION
ENVIRONMENTAL PROCEDURES
This Environmental Impact Report (EIR) has been prepared in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act of 1970 (CEQA), as amended (Public Resources Code,
Section 21000, et seq.), and the State Guidelines for Implementation of the California
Environmental Quality Act of 1970, as amended (California Administrative Code Section
15000, et seq.). This report complies with the rules, regulations, and procedures for
implementation of the California Environmental Quality Act adopted by the City of Sacramento.
CEQA Guidelines require that each EIR contain descriptions and analyses. The following
list identifies areas of particular interest and the corresponding sections in this EIR.
Required Description and Analysis

Chapter of the EIR

1.

Summary (Section 15123 of Guidelines)

Chapter 2

2.

Description of Project (Section 15124 of
Guidelines)

Chapter 3

3.

Alternatives to the Proposed Action

Chapter 4

4.

Description of Environmental Setting

Chapter 5

5.

Environmental Impact (Section 15126 and
15143 of Guidelines)

Chapters 5, 6, 7, 8, & 9

a)
b)
c)

Significant Environmental Effects
Effects That Cannot be Avoided
Mitigation Measures

6.

Growth-Inducing Impacts (Section 15126
of Guidelines)

Chapter 6

7.

Cumulative Impacts (Section 15130 of Guidelines)

Chapter 7

8.

The Relationship Between Local Short-Term
Uses of Man's Environment and Long-Term
Productivity (Section 15126 of Guidelines)

Chapter 8

9.

Significant Irreversible Environmental
Changes (Section 15126 of Guidelines)

Chapter 9
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CEQA Guidelines also require a brief statement describing the intended uses of an EIR.
This EIR analyzes and assesses the significant environmental impacts of the project and
explains the cumulative impacts associated with development. It also identifies alternatives to the Proposed Project and discusses possible ways to reduce or avoid the potentially significant environmental impacts.
As part of the CEQA process, a Proposed Project was developed over several years and
an Initial Study (IS) was prepared in May 1993 (Appendix A). The IS identified the need
to prepare an EIR and public scoping sessions in 1995 framed the focus of the ELR. This
EIR reflects community and agency comments on the Proposed Project and impacts.
This Draft EIR is subject to review and comment by the public and all responsible and
interested jurisdictions, agencies, and organizations during a 60-day period. Written
responses to comments on the Draft EIR will be prepared. These responses may specify
changes to the Draft ELR. The responses to comments and any resulting changes to the
Draft EIR will become part of the Final EIR. The Final EIR will be presented to the
Sacramento City Council for certification as to its adequacy under CEQA.
PROJECT SPONSOR AND CONTACT PERSONS
The lead agency in preparing this EIR is the City of Sacramento. The City's environmental consultant for this project is CH2M HILL. Preparers and contributors to this report are
listed in Chapter 12 of this EIR. Key contact persons are as follows:
City of Sacramento/Lead Agency:

Fred Buderi, EIR Coordinator
Department of Planning and Development
Planning Services Division
1231 I Street, Suite 301
Sacramento, California 95814
916/264-7602
Steve Brown, Project Manager
Department of Public Works
Transportation and Engineering Planning
1231 I Street, Suite 301
Sacramento, California 95814
916/264-8243

City Environmental Consultant:

SA0116543/1-0.WP5

Lorraine J. Poggione, Project Manager
CH2M HILL
2485 Natomas Park Drive, Suite 600
Sacramento, California 95833
916/920-0300
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EIR FORMAT AND ORGANIZATION
This document provides a wide array of environmental information in different levels of
detail. The document allows the reader to track information from the Summary (Chapter
2) through the Project Description (Chapter 3) and the Impact Analyses (Chapter 5).
Impacts are numbered consecutively according to their location in Chapter 5 and, where
appropriate, are associated with a mitigation measure that is numbered correspondingly.
This numbering system is carried over into the summary to facilitate locating information
regarding a particular impact.
The document can be read in a number of ways depending on the reader's available time
or interest in a particular issue. The briefest approach is to read only the summary. A
more detailed approach to the document might include reading the full project description
(Chapter 3), the description of alternatives (Chapter 4), and the summary. Readers with
an interest in a particular issue could focus on a specific chapter or set of chapters. Finally, the document can be read in its entirety for a detailed presentation of all potential
environmental effects of the Proposed Project and alternatives.
EIR SECTIONS
This EIR focuses on the issues identified in the May 13, 1993, IS for the Neighborhood
Preservation Transportation Plan, as well as comments received during the planning stages
of the project.
As a result of the issues identified in the IS, the public scoping process, and comments
received on the IS and Notice of Preparation (NOP), the following EIR sections are discussed and evaluated:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Land Use, Zoning, and Adopted Plans
Air Quality
Transportation and Circulation
Noise
Cultural Resources
Public Safety/Emergency Services
Biological Resources

Comments received on the IS and the NOP can be reviewed at the City of Sacramento,
Planning Services Division. The scoping meeting minutes, IS, NOP, and Responses to the
NOP are included in Appendix A.
The issues determined not to require analysis in the EIR, based on the IS evaluation, are
listed below. A brief description of the reasons these issues were not relevant to the Proposed Project and alternatives is also provided.
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Earth: The project consists of minor and temporary construction activities only
and would not change or affect any earth features.
Water: No waters would be affected by the Proposed Project. Surface runoff may
occur during construction of traffic control devices but runoff would be minor and
temporary.
Light and Glare: The project will involve only the use of reflective surfaces normally provided on traffic control elements for safety and visual purposes and therefore would not add light or glare to the project area.
Natural Resources: The project should not significantly increase the rate of use of
any natural resources such as oil or deplete any nonrenewable natural resources.
Fuel use during construction would be minor and temporary.
Population: The project would not increase or decrease the existing population of
the area.
Housing: The project would not change land use designations or densities and •
therefore would not be expected to affect the availability or demand for housing in
the area.
Risk of Upset: The project would not pose any risk of upset such as risk of explosion or the release of hazardous substances. Potential impacts to emergency services are addressed in this EIR under Public Safety/Emergency Services.
Utilities: The project would not result in the need for new services or alterations
to existing utility services.
Human Health: Potential impacts to human health from air emissions are addressed in the Air Quality section of this EIR. Traffic impacts to drivers, bicyclists,
and pedestrians are discussed in the Public Safety/Emergency Services section.
Aesthetics: Traffic control measures such as street planters and traffic circles
should not result in aesthetically offensive views.
Recreation: The project would not alter existing recreational opportunities.
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2.0 SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION

I.

2.0 SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION
INTRODUCTION
An Environmental Impact Report is an informational document. The EIR process is
intended to provide the public with meaningful environmental data about a project, in a
format that encourages public input on the project and facilitates well-informed decision
making. This EIR analyzes the Midtown Neighborhood Preservation Transportation Plan
(NPTP) project to provide information on the project's environmental effects and includes
technical appendixes to support the conclusions contained herein.
This Draft Environmental Impact Report is a detailed description and analysis of the Midtown NPTP project and its anticipated effects on the environment. For environmental
impacts described as significant, this EIR identifies measures to reduce the magnitude of
the effects. The Sacramento City Council must consider the information presented in this
EIR prior to taking action to approve the NPTP project in any form.
This chapter summarizes the project and provides a guide to examining the environmental
effects of the NPTP project. Developing the NPTP project identified many issues of
concern to the community. This chapter is also designed to serve as a summary to these
issues of concern. Final actions on the NPTP project will require discussion of many
issues in addition to the environmental impacts. This chapter identifies potential issues of
concern and the relationship of these issues to the environmental analysis.
This chapter reflects the requirements of Section 15123 of the CEQA Guidelines by summarizing the project and its environmental consequences. The summary identifies other
projects considered in the preparation of this environmental analysis, lists the environmental impact terminology used throughout the EIR, and identifies the environmentally superior alternative. As noted above, areas of controversy or concern are discussed, and the
relationship of any such issues to the environmental analysis is disclosed to identify pertinent analyses contained in the EIR. Finally, this summary contains tables listing identified environmental impacts, mitigation measures developed to reduce these impacts, and
the resulting levels of significance associated with environmental impacts after application
of the mitigation.
SUMMARY OF PROJECT DESCRIPTION
This section summarizes the Proposed Project, alternatives to the project, and project
impacts. All impacts identified during this-environmental analysis are presented in
Table 2-1 at the end of this chapter.
Location
The Proposed Project is located in the City of Sacramento, part of the Central Valley of
California. Specifically, the project is in an area known as Midtown in the City of Sacramento's Central City. The traffic plan proposed is referred to as the NPTP.
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Description
The Proposed. Project consists of a variety of traffic control elements strategically placed
within the Midtown neighborhood to manage and control traffic speeds and volumes.
These elements are a mix of constructed and painted elements, as well as operational
changes such as modifications to the direction of traffic. The constructed and painted
elements include traffic signals, stop signs, traffic circles, half-street closures, diverters,
pedestrian islands, textured crosswalks, zebra crosswalks (parallel painted stripes), and
intersection portals (corner bulbs).
SUMMARY OF PROJECT ALTERNATIVES
This EIR evaluates three alternatives to the Proposed Project. Alternative A is the Maximum Diversion Alternative, Alternative B is the Minimum Diversion Alternative, and
Alternative C is the No Project Alternative. The alternatives are described below and
assessed in subsequent chapters of the EIR:
•

Maximum Diversion—Alternative A: This alternative is similar to the
Proposed Project, with additional half-street closures at the west and
east sides of the Midtown neighborhood to preclude entry, thereby creating
a maximum diversion. One of the major effects of the half-street closures
would be to preclude two-way access on C, D, E, F, and G Streets, at
16th and 29th Streets.

•

Minimum Diversion—Alternative B: This alternative would be similar to
the Proposed Project except that diversions (e.g., half-street closures) would
be minimized. The overall effect of this alternative is to reduce traffic
flows and speeds, but to a lesser extent than proposed for the project.

•

No Project—Alternative C: This alternative would not change existing
traffic volumes and patterns on the streets.

OTHER PROJECTS
For this OR, projects or land use assumptions anticipated in the General Plan are considered in the cumulative analysis discussion for each impact area. The cumulative discussions in Chapter 5.0 are summarized in Chapter 7.0 of this E1R.
Also unique to the traffic section is the added analysis of the effects of Blue Diamond
Growers' request for potential street closures and abandonments of portions of C Street
and 17th and 18th Streets on the Midtown NPTP project. The purpose of the analysis of
Blue Diamond Growers' request for street closures and abandonments in this EER is to
assess if such street closures would cause the NPTP to change or the traffic impacts to
increase. The analysis is not intended to be the full environmental review of the street
closures. Consideration of Blue Diamond Growers' future plans, which include the
request for street closures and abandonments, will be the subject of separate and
additional environmental review and hearings.
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SUMMARY OF PROJECT'S EFFECTS

Anticipated environmental impacts for each alternative analyzed in this EIR are listed in
Table 2-1 at the end of this chapter. The following discussion summarizes the project's
effects on the environment if the project is built.
During the early stages of implementation, the project may cause:
•

Construction-related impacts that affect adjacent homes, such as equipment
noise, dust, and traffic congestion due to detours and delays.

.

Disturbance to City Street Trees and any cultural artifacts located in the
right-of-way adjacent to new traffic control features.

•

Delays and traffic congestion while motorists become familiar with the new
traffic patterns.

I

Once completed, the NPTP could cause:
•

Minor increases in air pollution emissions and traffic noise along streets
that receive diverted traffic.

•

An overall decrease in the total levels of some pollutants like dust and
ozone.

•

A greater concentration of some commuter traffic onto streets designated
for such use, but also some significant increases in congestion at a few
intersections on 15th and 16th Streets, and at one location on 29th Street.

•

A shift of through-traffic off local residential streets within Midtown to
several streets throughout the Central City area. Traffic patterns may
change on local freeways (Bus. 80.& Hwy. 50) as commuters change travel
routes. These changes would disperse the diverted traffic to such streets
as J, L, Capitol, N, P, 15th, and 16th, with no one street receiving a majority of the diverted traffic. Use of freeway ramps at N, P. 15th, and
16th Streets would increase, and use of ramps at E and H Streets would
decrease. No significant effects will occur on local freeways.

•

One freeway section, southbound Business 80 between H and P Street
ramps, would be negatively affected.

•

A more circuitous traffic flow pattern within the Midtown neighborhood. A
shift of some traffic off the current through-streets like G and H Streets in
the Midtown neighborhood to a "diagonal" pattern through the neighborhood.
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•

Improved pedestrian, vehicle, and bicycle safety conditions on streets within
the Midtown area because of slower traffic speeds, reduced traffic volumes,
and the installation of devices to assist pedestrian and bicycle traffic.

If the NPTP traffic control devices are installed, some effects would be difficult to predict.
These effects are identified in this report as potentially significant impacts:
Response times may increase for police and fire emergency vehicles, especially while emergency services learn new traffic patterns and locations of
traffic control features. Some features can be modified to permit Fire
Department vehicles to pass over them in an emergency, and traffic signals
can be modified to provide emergency vehicles with green lights, thus
reducing response times.
•

Some on-street parking will be removed. These reductions are dispersed
throughout the project area. Reducing the size of traffic circles could
reduce this loss of parking while still maintaining the planned effectiveness
of the circles as traffic-slowing devices. -

ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE
This section identifies the environmentally superior alternative that fulfills CEQA requirements Section 15126 (d)(2) which states "...if the environmentally superior alternative is
the no project alternative, the EIR shall also identify an environmentally superior alternative among the other alternatives."
In reviewing the Proposed Project and alternatives, the Proposed Project is identified as
the Environmentally Superior Alternative. The first approach in determining this was to
assess how the type and placement of traffic control measures would fulfill the objectives
of the Proposed Project. The alternatives studied . include Alternative A—Maximum Diversion, Alternative B—Minimum Diversion, and Alternative C—No Project. As described
in Chapter 3, Project Description, the objectives of the Proposed Project focus on reducing
traffic volumes, reducing speeds, and improving public safety. As the basis for this EIR
analysis, the Neighborhood Preservation Transportation Plan Evaluation Report prepared
by CH2M HILL (June 1993) was used because it addressed the effectiveness and intent of
each traffic control measure (i.e., half-street closures and reducing the capacity of a roadway are most effective for diverting traffic volumes while traffic circles are most effective
at reducing speeds). The Evaluation report further addresses how the increased and/or
decreased use of such elements is directly related to traffic volumes, speeds, and safety.
The Evaluation report concluded that the Proposed Project represents a compromise
between the Maximum Diversion Alternative (which more closely meets the objectives by
reducing volumes and speeds and improving safety but causes greater traffic impacts
outside the Midtown project site) and the Minimum Diversion Alternative (which is less
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effective at meeting the objectives, but creates fewer traffic impacts outside the Midtown
project site). The information gained from the Evaluation report was used in developing
the scope and approach of the EIR analysis.
The second approach was to measure the Proposed Project and alternatives, including the
No Project, against the same environmental subject areas. The environmental areas
assessed in this ElR include transportation and circulation, air quality, noise, cultural
resources, public safety/emergency services, and biological resources.
Impacts to the environmental areas (some areas of traffic, air, noise, cultural resources,
public safety/emergency services, and biological resources) would generally not occur
under the No Project. As for air quality, impacts in the near-term (i.e., 1997 when the
project would be implemented) would be slightly better under the No Project because
construction of the elements (causing dust-PM10) would not occur and diversion of traffic
(causing a slight increase in vehicle miles traveled and therefore increased ozone precursors and CO) would not occur (refer to Air Quality section, Table 5.3-4). As for noise, the
No Project would not have impacts because there would be no construction noise. The
potential impact of encountering cultural or historic resources, such as granite curbs,
would not occur because sidewalks and curbs would not be disturbed. The potential
effects of increased response times from police and fire would also not occur since there
would be no obstructions to emergency vehicle access. As for biological resources, the
potential impact of encroaching upon tree root systems would also not occur because there
would not be subsurface excavation. In conclusion, the No Project Alternative (Alternative C) for the environmental areas (excepting intersection level of service) could have
less impact than the Proposed Project and Alternatives A and B.
Impacts related to all environmental areas except for portions of the transportation and
circulation analysis were relatively the same for the Proposed Pr6ject and Alternatives A
and B. That is, impacts were generally less than significant, significant with mitigation,
or significant and unavoidable for the Proposed Project and Alternatives A and B for
traffic (street segments, freeways, transit, parking, and bikeways), air quality, noise, cultural resources, public safety/emergency services, and biological resources. The main area
of difference between the Proposed Project, Alternatives A and B, and No Project (Alternative C) is the outcome of the level of service intersection analysis, which is described in
more detail below.
The analysis of level of service at intersections in the transportation and circulation section did not have the equivalent outcomes between the Proposed Project and Alternatives
A and B as the other environmental areas described above. In addition, the analysis indicates that the No Project Alternative actually has more impacts than the Proposed Project.
This is described in more detail below.
As described in Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation, the Proposed Project has the
least impact on intersection level of service in the near-term (1997) and future (year 2010)
for the intersections studied in this EIR (refer to Tables 5.2-2 and 5.2-6). The Proposed
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Project also achieves the objectives of reducing volumes and speeds and improving pedestrian safety. Below is a summary of the data from Tables 5.2-1 and 5.2-6.

Number of Intersections Studied with Significant Impacts
Near Term

Future

3

10

Alternative A—Maximum Diversion

10

17

Alternative B—Minimum Diversion

6

12

Alternative C—No Project

4

14

Proposed Project

•

Note: Refer to Tables 5.2-1 and 5.2-6 for identification of these intersections.

Because of the Proposed Project's minimal effect (after mitigation in some cases) on the
environmental areas of traffic, air quality, noise, cultural resources, public safety/ emergency services, and biological resources, the Proposed Project would be the environmentally superior alternative.
The number of intersections impacted by the Proposed Project and the No Project for the
near-term are approximately equal, although there is only one commonly impacted intersection (Alhambra/J Streets). The Proposed Project would impact:
•

16th/J Streets (LOS D/PM peak hour)

•
•

30th/N Streets (LOS D/AM peak hour)
Alhambra/J Streets (LOS D/PM peak hour)

And the No Project would impact:
•
•
•
•

16th/F Streets (LOS F/PM peak hour)
16th/H Streets (LOS F/PM peak hour)
16th/Capitol Streets (LOS D/PM peak hour)
Alhanibran Streets (LOS D/PM peak hour)

A similar relationship occurs between the Proposed Project and the No Project in the
future. That is, 10 intersections would be impacted under the Proposed Project and
14 intersections would be impacted under the No Project. Five of the intersections
impacted under the Proposed Project would also be impacted under the No Project.
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The diversion diagrams in Section 5.2 show that traffic diverted from Midtown does not
equally shift to adjacent roadways. That is, traffic seems to shift in a more diagonal manner, which has the effect of "spreading" the impact around to more street segments and
intersections. Because of this, the Proposed Project actually affects fewer intersections
than the other project alternatives.
ISSUES OF CONCERN RELATED TO THE NPTP PROJECT
This section discusses the relationship of the environmental analysis to other project related issues. The environmental analysis provides a complete discussion of all potential
environmental effects of the Proposed Project. However, this document may also be used
to examine the project in relation to controversial issues that may not be identified as
specific environmental impact subjects. This discussion also advises the reader of the
decisionmalcer's (the Sacramento City Council) options with regard to the required actions
on the project.
Not all issues discussed in this EIR result in the determination of specific environmental impacts. Some subjects relate to policy issues and are discussed as such. Some subjects
may be identified as environmental impacts, with the standards for judging these impacts
developed by other agencies. The Sacramento City Council may choose to take actions
on the project on the basis of policy considerations and may determine which policy
issues require the development of environmental standards to include in EIRs. The Sacramento City Council may choose to adopt the environmental standards developed by other
agencies or may choose to take actions that conflict with those standards, provided appropriate findings are made when taking action on the project. Specific issues of concern
related to the NPTP project are discussed below.
The Livability of Residential Neighborhoods
Traffic levels on residential streets affect the environment for the adjacent neighborhoods.
During the development of this project and during the scoping for this EIR, one concern
was whether this document would analyze the project's impacts in relation to the environmental capacity, or "livability," of residential streets. The City does not have an adopted
policy establishing a livability standard, and development of such a policy would need to
be identified by the City Council for City-wide implementation. Accordingly, this EIR
does not establish a single measure of livability, or environmental capacity, for analyzing
the environmental effects of the NPTP project.
Although no single measure of livability is used in this document, a series of impact analyses provide a picture of the impacts of the project on the livability of residential streets.
These analyses include discussions of components of livability such as traffic, noise, air
quality, and safety.
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The adoption of a specific "livability" impact policy by the City, and the preparation of
methods to measure this impact in environmental review documents, will require further
work that is beyond the scope of this E. Until such a policy measure is defined and
adopted, City environmental documents will continue to identify livability effects on
neighborhoods, but this analysis will be accomplished through the traffic, noise, air quality, and other standards typically analyzed in environmental documents.
"Spillover" Effects of Traffic Diversion
Some neighborhoods have expressed concern that the NPTP project will divert traffic
from the Midtown area to adjacent residential neighborhoods, thus shifting the negative
impacts of traffic from one residential area to another. Section 5.2, Transportation and
Circulation, analyzes the effects of traffic diversion in a "study area" that extends beyond
the Midtown neighborhood. The street segments and intersections chosen, for study in this
analysis are identified on the maps within Section 5.2. The particular locations chosen
either are operating poorly or would likely be affected by the project.
Loss of On-Street Parking and the Effect on Businesses
Some business owners in the Midtown area are concerned about the loss of on-street
parking that will result from the installation of various NPTP improvements. The loss of
on-street parking is analyzed in this ElR by identifying the overall number of parking
spaces that would be removed from Midtown area streets, and the localized effects of
parking space losses in any areas that lose a large percentage of on-street spaces. The
loss of on-street parking is discussed within the Transportation and Circulation section
(Section 5.2).
The analysis identifies blocks where spaces would be removed in proximity to business
areas. The exact effect that this parking loss will have on the viability of any local businesses is difficult to predict. The City typically analyzes parking impacts with regard to
provision of parking on private property. This document examines parking from the
standpoint of whether a significant amount of parking on public streets will be removed as
a result of the NPTP project.
The economic effect from removing on-street parking spaces is not addressed in this environmental impact analysis. The NPTP project will remove spaces throughout the project
area, but will not remove a large percentage of parking spaces from any one part of the
Midtown area. The particular effect on businesses may be most apparent for those businesses that lose parking spaces directly adjacent to their locations. However, no single
block within the Midtown project area will lose a majority of current parking spaces.
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Access to Businesses Within the Midtown Area
Maintaining access to business areas has also been a concern with regard to the NPTP
project. This issue is covered in this EIR through the analysis contained in the traffic
section (Section 5.2). The analysis of traffic impacts to intersection operations (Level of
Service) describe how the project will affect the general level of traffic flow through the
Midtown area. Congestion has been identified in the past by business owners as being
important to judging the project's economic effects. This EIR does not identify the project's effect on business accessibility as a result of requiring drivers to select an alternative
route due to traffic diversions. The City does not have a standard for this issue, and it
would be impossible to determine changes in accessibility for every business from every
origin of travel.
Effect of the NPTP on Downtown Development
The NPTP project will affect circulation within the larger Central City area of Sacramento. The changes in traffic circulation patterns, in congestion on City streets, and in
the general operational conditions on City streets and state freeways are discussed in Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation. The consistency of the NPTP program with
adopted City plans and policies is discussed in Section 5.1, Land Use, Zoning, and Consistency with Adopted Plans and Policies. Each of these sections provides information on
the project's impact on development in the Downtown or Central Business District (CBD)
areas.
The project is supportive of adopted City plans and policies, as identified in Section 5.1.
As such, the project would not prevent the continued development of the Central City as
envisioned in the Central City Community Plan and the General Plan Update. As noted in
Section 5.1, the project does not change the status of any of the City's designated commuter serving streets (arterials and collector streets in the General Plan, and major and minor
streets in the Community Plan). The Transportation section (Section 5.2) identifies the
likely automobile commute patterns that will affect intersection level of service and
change traffic volumes on street segments and on freeway segments around portions of the
Central City.
The Transportation section also identifies the project's impacts on transit routes and bicycle circulation. The project's impact to transit operations may be a concern for the planning of development within the downtown area. This EIR notes that some physical changes were made to the NPTP design to accommodate the passage of transit vehicles
through the project area. The RR also identifies traffic management measures that might
be incorporated into City traffic signals to assist the Regional Transit District in maintaining its current level of "rush-hour" service where affected by the NPTP project. The
analysis of the project's effect on Regional Transit (RT) operations is based upon RT's
own standards for identifying significant impacts. Mitigations may be included in the
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final project actions by the City Council, but the City Council may also choose not to
incorporate such measures into their action on the project, subject to making findings
recognizing the impacts of such action.
Effect of the NPTP Project on Public Safety
Community safety has been identified as a concern to the public and to the public agencies providing emergency and public safety services in the City. The analysis contained
in the Transportation and Circulation section (Section 5.2) and in the Public Safety/ Emergency Services section (Section 5.6) provides a detailed analysis of the NPTP project's
impact on these services. Many of these issues are not typically addressed in ElRs. The
project's impact on vehicle safety is judged by examining the project's effects on speeds,
congestion, traffic volumes, and traffic patterns. Some of these same factors are
addressed separately for bicycle and pedestrian safety. The operational effects of the
NPTP project on the ability of the City's Police and Fire Departments to carry out their
assigned duties are analyzed in the Public Safety/Emergency Services section. Input and
data received from the City's Police and Fire Departments are used in the ElR for examining this important aspect of the NPTP environmental review.
SUMMARY TABLE OF PROJECT IMPACTS
Table 2-1 summarizes the environmental impacts of the Proposed Project and alternatives,
and Chapter 5 discusses the impacts in detail. The following levels of significance are
used to identify impacts in the summary table:
•

Significant and Unavoidable Impact—an impact that cannot be avoided
even with mitigation

•

Significant Impact—an impact that can be mitigated to a less than significant level
Less Than Significant Impact—an impact that is not significant

•

Potentially Significant Impact—an impact for which final determination is
uncertain, but is considered potentially significant; mitigation may or may
not be available

•

No Impact
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Table 2-1
Impacts and Mitigation Summary
Sheet I of
Impact

I

Significance of Impact

Mitigation

I

I

_

14

Significance After Mitigation

5.2 Transportation and Circulation
5.2-2 Intersections—Near Term
PP:

16th/.1 Street: LOS C to D in the p.m. peak hour.

16th/1 St.: Significant

30th/N Street: LOS C to D in the p.m. peak hour.

30th/N St.: Significant

Alhambra Boulevard/1 Street: LOS D to worse
LOS D in the p.m. peak hour.

Alhambra Blvd./J St.:
Significant

Less than significant

16th/.1 Street: Restripe the eastbound approach for
one shared left-through lane and three through
lanes.

Significant and unavoidable
Significant and unavoidable

30th/N Street: No feasible mitigations.
Alhambra Boulevard/1 Street: Restripe the
northbound approach for one shared left-through
lane and one shared right-through lane.

AA: 16th/F Street: LOS D to F in the p.m. peak hour.

Significant

16th/F Street: No feasible mitigation.

16th/G Street: LOS C to F in the p.m. peak hour.

16th/G Street: No feasible mitigations.

16th/H Street: LOS E to F in the p.m. peak hour.

16th/H Street: Stripe the eastbound approach for
three left-turn lines.

16th/.1 Street: LOS C to D in the p.m. peak hour.
16th/Capitol Avenue: LOS D to F in the p.m. peak
hour.
29th/G Street: LOS A to D in the p.m. peak hour.
29th/1 Street: LOS B to D in the p.m. peak hour.
30th/N Street: LOS C to D in the a.m, peak hour.

16th/J Street: Same as PP.

•

16th/1 St., 29th/G St., and
Alhambra Blvd./Capitol
Ave./Folsom Blvd.: Less than
significant
All others: Significant and
unavoidable

16th/Capitol Avenue: Restripc the northbound
approach for three through lanes and one rightturn lane.
29th/G Street: Stripe the westbound approach for
three left-turn lanes.

Alhambra Boulevard/1 Street: LOS D to E in the
p.m. peak hour.

29th/J Street: No feasible mitigations.

Alhambra Boulevard/Capitol Avenue/Folsom
Boulevard: LOS B to D in the a.m. peak hour.

Alhambra Boulevard/1 Street: Same as PP.

30th/N Street: No feasible mitigations.

Alhambra Boulevard/Capitol Avenue/Folsom
Boulevard: Restripe the westbound approach for
one shared left-through lane and one shared rightthrough lane.

Legend: PP = Proposed Project
SAC/11 6543/004.WP5

AA = Maximum Alternative

AB = Minimum Alternative

AC = No Project
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Table 2-1
Impacts and Mitigation Summary
Sheet 2 of 14
Impact

Significance of Impact

AB: 16th/F Street: LOS D to E in the p.m. peak hour.

Significant

Mitigation
16th/F Street: No feasible mitigation.

16th/G Street: LOS C to D in the p.m. peak hour.

16th/G Street: Same as AA.

16th/FI Street: LOS E to F in the p.m. peak hour.

16th/H Street: Restripe the eastbound approach as
two left and two through lanes.

16th/Capitol Avenue: LOS D to E in the p.m. peak
hour.

Significance After Mitigation
16th/1-1 St.: Less than significant
All others: Significant and
unavoidable

16th Street/Capitol Avenue: Same as AA.

30th/N Street: LOS C to D in the a.m. peak hour.

30th/N Street: No feasible mitigations.

Alhambra Boulevardll Street: LOS D to worse
LOS D in the p.m. peak hour.

Alhambra Boulevard/1 Street: Same as PP.

AC: No impact.
PP & BDG: Same as PP.

No impact
16th/1 St.: Significant

None required.
Same as PP.

Not applicable
Same as PP

Significant

No feasible mitigations.

Significant and unavoidable

AA: LOS would be the same as for the No Project
Alternative.

Less than significant

None required.

Not applicable

AB: Same as PP.
AC: No impact.

Significant

No feasible mitigations.

Less than significant

None required.

Significant and unavoidable
Not applicable

Significant

No feasible mitigations.

Significant and unavoidable

30th/N St.: Significant
_
5.2-3:

PP:

Freeway—Near Term

Some of the traffic accessing Business 80 from the
E Street, H Street, and J Street ramps would be
shifted to the N Street and P Street ramps. In the
southbound weave section between H Street and
P Street, this shift pattern would reduce the H Street
on-ramp volume, but it also would increase the
P Street off-ramp volume. The net effect would be
a worsening of the LOS.of the weave section from
LOS D to LOS E.

PP & BDG: Same as PP.

Legend: PP = Proposed Project
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Alhambra Blvd./1 St.:
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Table 2-1
Impacts and Mitigation Summary
Sheet 3 of 14

I Significance of Impact I

Impact

Mitigation

I

Significance After Mitigation

5.2-4 Transit—Near Term
PP:

Increased travel times for Routes 30, 31, 32, and 34:
increase in travel time for eastbound buses on
1 Street and westbound buses on L Street due to
signal delay,

AA: Schedule delays on 1 and L Streets and increase in
travel time greater than 15 percent.

Less than significant

Significant

Recommendation: Implement traffic signal
operations strategies that favor buses on J/L
Streets and design traffic divertcrs on F Street to
allow buses to pass.

Not applicable

Restripe J Street and L Street between 15th Street
and Alhambra to convert one through traffic lane
to a bus priority lane during the peak hour.

Less than significant

.

.

Prohibit parking during peak hours on J and
L Street between 15th Street and Alhambra
Boulevard and designate the parking lane as a bus
priority lane.
-

Install signal preemption equipment on buses and
at each signal on I and L Streets between 15th
and Alhambra.
None required.

Not applicable

• None required.

Not applicable

Less than significant

None required.

Not applicable

Loss of 129 on-street parking spaces.

Potentially significant

Redesign the traffic circle features to reduce, to
the extent feasible, the amount of on-street
parking loss, while maintaining the planned travel
speed at the level as currently intended in the
NPTP (20 mph for comfortable travel around an
circle). This redesign would reduce the radius of
the circle and add intersection portals to eliminate
or reduce loss of on-street parking spaces.

Potentially significant and
unavoidable

AA: Loss of 116 on-street parking spaces.

Potentially significant

Same as PP.

Potentially significant and
unavoidable

AB: Loss of 116 on-street parking spaces.

Potentially significant

Same as PP.

Potentially significant and
unavoidable

AB: Increased volumes on I Street would add about
10 seconds to Route 30, 31, and 32 travel times, a
2 percent increase.

Less than significant

AC: No impact.

No impact

PP & BDG: Same as PP.
5.2-5: Parking
PP:

Legend: PP = Proposed Project
SAC/116543/004.WP5

AA = Maximum Alternative

AB = Minimum Alternative

AC = No Project
11195
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Impact

Significance of Impact

Mitigation

Significance After Mitigation

AC: No impact.

No impact

None required.

Not applicable

PP & BDG: Loss of 279 on-street parking spaces.

Potentially significant

Same as PP.

Potentially significant and
unavoidable

5.2-6: Bikeways
PP, AA, AB, AC, PP & BDG: No impacts.

I No impact

I None required.

I Not applicable

5.2-7: Intersection LOS—Future
PP:

.

15th/1-1 Street: LOS C to D in the p.m. peak hour.

Significant

15th/L Street: LOS B to D in the p.m. peak hour.
15th/N Street: LOS C to D in the p.m. peak hour.

Imo( Street: LOS D to worse D in the a.m. peak

15th/1-1 Street: Restripe the eastbound approach
for one through lane and two right-turn lanes.
15th/L Street: Restripe the southbound approach
for three through lanes and one right-turn lane.

hour.

15th/N Street: Restripe the southbound approach
for one left-turn and three through lanes.

16th/G Street: LOS D to F in the a.m. peak hour
and LOS F to worse LOS F in the p.m. peak hour.

15th/X Street: No feasible mitigations.
16th/G Street: No feasible mitigations.

16th/Capitol Avenue: LOS C to D in the a.m. peak
hour.

16th/Capitol: Restripe the northbound approach
for three through lanes and one right-turn lane.

29th/N Street: LOS C to E in the p.m. peak hour.

29th/N Street: No feasible mitigations.

30th/N Street: LOS E to worse LOS E in the a.m.
peak hour.

30th/N Street: No feasible mitigations.

Alhambra Boulevard/1 Street: LOS D to worse D in
the a.m. peak hour.

Alhambra Boulevard/1 Street: Restripe the
northbound approach for one shared left-through
lane and one shared right-through lane.

Alhambra Boulevard/L Street: LOS D to E in the
a.m. peak hour.

..

Legend: PP = Proposed Project

r" 611111r"iell 11111I

AA = Maximum Alternative

15th/X Street, 16th/G Street,
29th/N Street, 30th/N Street, and
Alhambra Blvd./1 Street:
Significant and unavoidable
All others: Less than significant

Alhambra Boulevard/L Street: Restripe exclusive
northbound left-turn lane to shared left-through.
Restrict parking and provide two northbound
through lanes for 100 feet north of the
intersection.

AB = Minimum Alternative

AC = No Project
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Impact
AA: 15th/1 Street: LOS C to E in the p.m. peak hour.

Mitigation

Significance of Impact
Significant

15th/N Street: LOS C to D in the p.m. peak hour.

15th/1 Street: Restripe the eastbound approach for
three through lanes and one right-turn lane.
15th/N Street: Same as PP.

15th/P Street: LOS C to D in the p.m. peak hour.
15th/W Street: LOS E to F in the p.m. peak hour.

15th/P Street: Restripe the westbound approach as
one left-turn lane and three through lanes.

15th/X Street: LOS D to F in the a.m. and p.m.
peak hours.

15th/W Street: No feasible mitigations.
'

16th/G Street: LOS D to F in the a.m, peak hour
and LOS F to worse LOS F in the p.m. peak hour.

16th/X Street: LOS C to D in the p.m. peak hour.
28th/H Street: LOS A to Din the p.m. peak hour.

•

16th/W Street: No feasible mitigations.

29th/G Street: LOS . A to D in the a.m. and p.m.
peak hours.

16th/X Street: No feasible mitigations.

29th/N1 Street: LOS C to D in the p.m. peak hour.
•

Alhambra Boulevard/J Street: LOS D to F in the
a.m. peak hour and LOS F to worse F in the p.m.
peak hour.
Alhambra Boulevard/L Street: LOS D to F in the
a.m. peak hour and LOS C to D in the p.m. peak
hour.
Alhambra Boulevard/Capitol Avenue/Folsom
Boulevard: LOS F to worse LOS F in the a.m. and
p.m. peak hours.

SAC/116543/004.WP5

15th/X Street: - No feasible mitigations.

16thil Street: Rcstripe the northbound approach.
for three through lanes and one shared rightthrough turn lane. Restripe the eastbound
approach for one shared left-through lane and
three through lanes.

16th/W Street: LOS E to worse E in the p.m. peak
hour.

Proposed Project

All others: Significant and
unavoidable

16th/I Street: Restripe the westbound approach
for two through lanes, one shared right-through
lane, and one . right-turn lane.

16th/.1 Street: LOS F to worse LOS F in the p.m.
peak hour.

Legend: PP =

15th/1 Street, 15th/P Street,
28th/H Street, and Alhambra
Blvd./L Street: Less than
Significant

16th/G Street: No feasible mitigations.

16th/i Street: LOS E to F in the p.m. peak hour.

30th/N Street: LOS E to F in the a.m. peak hour.

Significance After Mitigation

AA = Maximum Alternative

28th/H Street: Restripe the westbound approach
for one shared left-through lane and one right-turn
lane.
29th/G Street: Stripe the westbound approach for
three left-turn lanes.
29th/N Street: No feasible mitigations.
30th/N Street: No feasible mitigations.
Alhambra Boulevard/1 Street: Same as PP.

•

Alhambra Boulcvard/L Street: Same as PP.
Alhambra Boulevard/Capitol Avenue/Folsom
Boulevard: Restripe the westbound approach for
AB = Minimum Alternative

AC = No Project
I 1195
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Impact

Significance of Impact

AB: 15th/1 Street: LOS C to D in the p.m. peak hour.

Significant

15th/N Street: LOS C to D in the p.m. peak hour.

15th/1 Street: Same as AA.
15th/N Street: Same as PP

15th/W Street: LOS E to F in the p.m. peak hour.

15th/W Street: Same as AA.
•

15tIVX Street: LOS D to F in the p.m. peak hour.

-

Mitigation

15th/X Street: No feasible mitigations.

16th/G Street: LOS D to F in the a.m. peak hour
and LOS F to worse LOS F in the p.m. peak hour.

16th/I Street: Same as AA.

16th/I Street: LOS E to F in the p.m. peak hour.

16th/.1 Street: Same as AA.

16th/1 Street: LOS F to worse LOS F in the p.m.
peak hour.

16th/X Street: Same as AA.

Significance After Mitigation
15th/.1 Street and Alhambra
Blvd./L Street: Less than
significant
All others: Significant and
unavoidable

16th/G Street: No feasible mitigations.

29th/N Street: Same as PP.

16th/X Street: LOS C to D in the p.m. peak hour.

Alhambra Boulevard/1 Street: Same as PP.

29th/N Street: LOS C to D in the p.m. peak hour.

Alhambra Boulevard/L Street: Same as PP.

Alhambra Boulevard/1 Street: LOS D to F in the
a.m. peak hour.

Alhambra Boulevard/Capitol Avenue/Folsom
Boulevard: Same as AA.

Alhambra Boulevard/L Street: LOS D to F in the
a.m. peak hour.
Alhambra Boulevard/Capitol Avenue/Folsom Boulevard: LOS F to worse F in the a.m. peak hour.
AC: No impact

No impact

None required.

Not applicable

PP & BDG: 16th/G Street: LOS D to F in the a.m. peak
hour and LOS F to worse LOS F in the p.m.
peak hour.
.
29th/N Street: LOS C to E in the p.m. peak
hour.
.

Significant

Same as PP.

Same as PP

.

30th/N Street: LOS E to worse LOS E in the
a.m. peak hour.
•

Alhambra BoulevarcVL Street: LOS D to E
in the a.m. peak hour.
Alhambra Boulevard/Capitol Avenue/Folsom
Boulevard: LOS D to F in the a.m, peak
hour.

Legend: PP = Proposed Project

AA = Maximum Alternative

AB = Minimum Alternative
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5.2-8:

Impact
Freeways—Future

I Significance of Impact I

PP, AA, AB, PP & BDG: No impacts.

I No impact

I Significance After Mitigation

Mitigation

I None required.

I Not applicable

5.2-9: Transit—Future

-

PP:

increase in travel time of about 45 seconds, a
5 percent increase.

Less than significant

None required.

Not applicable

AA:

Increase in travel time of about 90 seconds, a
10 percent increase.

Less than significant

None required.

Not applicable

AB:

Increase in travel time of less than 5 percent.

Less than significant

None required.

Not applicable

AC:

No impact.

No impact

None required.

Not applicable

Less than significant

None required.

Not applicable

PP & BDG: Same as PP.

_

Air Quality
5.3-1 Ozone (Project Specific)
5.3
PP:

Additional 15 lb/day ROG and 17 lb/day NO
in 1997 study year.

Less than significant

None required.

Not applicable

AA:

Additional 72 lb/day ROG and 36 lb/day NO
in 1997 study year.

Less than significant

None required.

Not applicable

AB:

Additional 17 lb/day ROG and 5 lb/day NO
in 1997 study year.

Less than significant

None required.

Not applicable

AC:

No impact.

No impact

None required.

Not applicable

Less than significant

None required.

Not applicable
Not applicable

5.3-2

Ozone (Cumulative)

PP:

No impact.

AA:

Same as PP.

AB:

Same as PP.

AC:

No impact.

.

Less than significant

None required.

Less than significant

None required.

No impact

None required.

Less than significant

None required.

Not applicable
•

Not applicable

5.3-3 Carbon Monoxide (Project Specific)
PP:

Increase in ambient CO levels near some
intersections and decrease in levels near
others.

Legend: PP = Proposed Project
SAC/I 16543/004.WP5

AA = Maximum Alternative

Not applicable
.

AB = Minimum Alternative . AC = No Project
11/95
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Impact

Significance of Impact

AA:

When added to background CO
concentrations, CO concentrations may
exceed the 8-hour standard for the 1997 study
year.

AB:

Same as PP.

AC:

No impact.

Mitigation

Significance After Mitigation

Significant

Implement improved signal phasing or lane
configuration.

Less than significant

No impact

None required.

Not applicable
-

5.3-4 Carbon Monoxide (Cumulative)
PP:

CO conditions would not exceed standards.

Less than significant

None required.

Not applicable

AA:

CO conditions would not exceed standards.

Less than significant

None required.

Not applicable

AB:

CO conditions would not exceed standards.

Less than significant

None required.

Not applicable

AC:

No impact.

No impact

None required.

Not applicable

5.3-5 Particulate Matter (Project Specific)
PP:

In the 1997 study year, the project would
contribute 46 lb/day PM-I0.

Less than significant

None required.

Not applicable

AA:

In the 1997 study year, Alternative B would
contribute 36 lb/day PM-10.

Less than significant

None required.

Not applicable

AB:

In the 1997 study year, Alternative A would
reduce PM-I0 emissions by 5 lb/day.

Less than significant

None required.

Not applicable

AC:

No impact.

No impact

None required.

Not applicable

53-6 Particulate Matter (Cumulative)
PP:

There would be a decrease in PM-I0
emissions and therefore there would be no
impact.

Less than significant

Mitigation is not available.

Less than significant

AA:

Same as PP.

Less than significant

Mitigation is not available.

Less than significant

AB:

Same as PP.

Less than significant

Mitigation is not available.

Less than significant

AC:

No impact.

No impact

None required.

Not applicable

Legend: PP = Proposed Project

'file
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Impact

I Significance After Mitigation

Mitigation

I Significance of Impact I

5.4 Noise
5.4-1: Future Traffic Noise Impact on Adjacent Land

.

Uses
PP:

La„ noise

levels would decrease in the project
site and increase 2-3 dBA or less over time in
areas where traffic will be diverted.

Less than significant

None required.

Not applicable

AA:

L,t, noise levels would decrease in the project
site and increase no more than 3 dBA over
time in areas where traffic will be diverted.

Less than significant

None required.
.

Not applicable

AB:

1..„„ noise levels would decrease in the project
site and increase less than 2 dBA over time
in areas where traffic will be diverted.

Less than significant

None required.

Not applicable

AC:

Traffic noise levels in the study area would
increase by an average of 2 dBA between
1995 and 2015 without diversion measures
due to a gradual increase in traffic on all
roadways.

Less than significant

None required.

Not applicable

.

'

5.4-2: Construction Noise
PP:

Within 50 feet of the receiver, temporary
construction noise levels could be as high as
85 to 95 dBA, however with implementation
of City Noise Ordinance, noise levels would
be less than significant.

Less than significant

Less than significant

None required.

Such features of the noise ordinance that do
this, include, but are not limited to:
•

Construction activities will he limited
. to 7:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. on weekdays
and Saturdays as set by City code.

•

Engine-powered equipment will have
mufflers installed.

•

A disturbance coordinator will be
available to act on citizen complaints.

Legend: PP = Proposed Project
SAC/116543/004.WP5

AA = Maximum Alternative

AB = Minimum Alternative

AC = No Project
11/95
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Impact

Significance of Impact

AA:

Same as PP.

Less than significant

AB:

Same as PP.

Less than significant

AC:

No impact.

No impact

Mitigation

_

Significance After Mitigation

None required.

Less than significant

None required.

Less than significant

None required.

Not applicable

.

5.5 Cultural Resources
5.5-1: Prehistoric Resources
PP:

Construction of the traffic features within
City streets would not impact prehistoric
resources.

No impact

None required.

Not applicable

AA:

Same as PP.

No impact

None required.

Not applicable

AB:

Same as PP.

No impact

None required.

Not applicable

AC:

No impact.

No impact

None required.

Not applicable

5.5-2: Construction Impacts on Historic/Cultural
Resources
PP:

Construction of traffic features within City
streets would not impact historic or cultural
resources. If present, granite curbs andsidewalks could be damaged by construction
equipment.

Less than significant

If granite curbs or sidewalks are found, and it
becomes necessary to move them, care will be
taken to carefully remove them and then replace
them in the same location.

Less than significant

AA:

Same as PP.

Less than significant

Implement Mitigation Measure above.

Less than significant

AB:

Same as PP.

Less than significant

Implement Mitigation Measure above.

Less than significant

AC:

No impact.

No impact

None required.

Not applicable

5.5-3: Project Impacts on Historic/Cultural Resources
PP:

A portion of the traffic in the project site
would be diverted to the south and into the
Sutter's Fort Preservation Area.

Less than significant

None required.

Not applicable

AA:

Same as PP.

Less than significant

None required.

Not applicable

AB:

Same as PP.

Less than significant

None required.

Not applicable

AC:

No impact.

No impact

None required.

Not applicable

Legend: PP = Proposed Project
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Impact

1 Significance of Impact I

Mitigation

I

Significance After Mitigation

5.6 Public Services
5.6-1: Emergency Response Routes, Times,
Operations--Police Service
PP:

Potential increase in emergency response
times for police vehicles, particularly those .
traveling though Midtown to reach other
areas.

Potentially significant

Install temporary and movable traffic diversion
features to serve as diverters, half-street closures,
and traffic circles. Install traffic signal preemption for emergency vehicles on the major eastwest street between 16th Street and Business 80.

Potentially significant and
unavoidable

AA:

Response times could increase more due to
implementation of additional traffic diversion
features.

Potentially significant

implement Mitigation Measure above.

Potentially significant and
unavoidable

AB:

Response times would not increase as much
as those with the Proposed Project or
Alternative A a fewer traffic diversion
features would be implemented.

Less than significant

None required.

Not applicable

AC:

Response times could increase over time as
traffic conditions worsen in the project site.

Less than significant

None required.

Not applicable

Potentially significant
(for routes and response
times)

Implement Mitigation Measure 5.6-1.

Potentially significant and
unavoidable (for routes and
response times)

5.6-2: Emergency Response Routes, Times, and
Operations—Fire Service
PP:

Proposed traffic features may require that
emergency vehicles take an alternate route to
an emergency which could increase response
time. Half street closures and intersection
portals have raised curbs which could
preclude or delay certain equipment from
being set up. Emergency vehicles may be
required to travel against traffic for one
block.

Less than significant
(for operations)

Impacts to routes and response times could be
negatively affected.
Operations impacts would not be negatively
affected.

Legend: PP = Proposed Project
SAC/I I6543/004.WP5

AA = Maximum Alternative

'

AB = Minimum Alternative

AC = No Project
H/95
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AA:

AB:

Same impacts as above but response times for
emergency vehicles could increase even more
due to the implementation of additional
traffic diversion features.

Potentially significant
(for routes and response
times)

Less likely to cause increased response times
for emergency vehicles as fewer traffic
diversion features would be implemented.

Potentially significant
(for routes and response
times)

-

AC:

Mitigation

Significance of Impact

Impact

Implement Mitigation Measure 5.6-1.

Potentially significant and
unavoidable (for routes and
response times)

None required.

Potentially significant and
unavoidable (for routes and
response times)

Less than significant
(for operations)

Less than significant
(for operations)
Traffic congestion would get worse over time
which could increase response times for
emergency vehicles.

Significance After Mitigation

.

Less than significant

None required.

Not applicable

5.6-3: Vehicle Safety

PP:

While vehicle safety inside the project site
would improve due to decreased traffic
volumes and speeds, areas outside of the
project site may experience decreased vehicle
safety due to potential increased volumes.

Less than significant

None required.

Not applicable

AA:

Same as PP.

Less than significant

None required.

Not applicable

AB:

Same as PP.

Less than significant

None required.

Not applicable

AC:

No impact.

No impact

None required.

Not applicable

Less than significant

None required.

Not applicable

5.64: Bicycle Safety

PP:

The addition of bicycle lanes and other traffic
features would improve bicycle safety in the
project site and would be a beneficial impact.
Safety concerns for bicyclists traveling in the
surrounding areas could increase if additional
traffic is diverted to these areas.

Legend: PP = Proposed Project
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rlms am r

AB = Minimum Alternative

AC = No Project

an my as No um SW ma ams Go am NW' am

111111 WIN OM MD MI MIR OM NIB 11111

IMO

IMO Sill MI • MB MI SIM

Table 2-1
Impacts and Mitigation Summary
Sheet 13 of 14

AA:

AB:

Mitigation

Significance of Impact

Impact

The same impacts as described above would
occur but bicycle safety concerns would
increase proportionally as traffic increased

outside of the project site.
Less traffic would be diverted out of the
project site but would still be a beneficial
impact to bicyclists. Some additional traffic
congestion could occur outside of the project
boundaries, creating increased bicycle safety

Less than significant

None required.

Significance After Mitigation

Not applicable
.

-

Less than significant

None required.

Not applicable

Less than significant

None required.

Not applicable

Proposed traffic features will have a
beneficial impact on pedestrians within the
project site. Outside of the project site,
pedestrian safety concerns could increase due
to additional traffic increases.
The same impacts that are described above
would occur but pedestrian safety concerns
would increase proportionally as traffic
increased outside of the project site.

Less than significant

None required.

Not applicable

Less than significant

None required.

Not applicable

Less traffic would be diverted out of the
project site but would still be a beneficial
impact to pedestrians. Some additional traffic
congestion could occur outside of the project
boundaries, creating increased pedestrian
safety concerns.
Bicycle safety concerns would increase in the
project site over time as traffic becomes

Less than significant

None required.

Not applicable

concerns.

AC:

Bicycle safety concerns would increase in the
project site over time as traffic becomes
worse.

5.6-5: Pedestrian Safety

PP:

AA:

AB:

AC:

—
Less than significant

Not applicable

None required.

worse.

PP = Proposed Project
SAC/116543/004.WP5

AA = Maximum Alternative

AB = Minimum Alternative

AC = No Project
11/95
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Impact

I Significance of Impact I

Mitigation

I Significance After Mitigation

5.7 Biological Resources
5.7-1: Tree Resources
PP:

No trees will be removed but some City
street trees may require pruning-for
installation of stop signs and traffic signals
and root cutting during curb and gutter
construction.

Less than significant

Implement Best Management Practices during
construction. Coordinate with City Arborist and
obtain permit before pruning any City street trees
or performing root cutting. Submit construction
plans for placement of traffic signal poles to City
Arborist for review prior to construction.

Less than significant

AA:

Same as PP although likelihood of impacts
could increase due to the increased number of
traffic features that would be implemented.

Less than significant

Implement Mitigation Measure above.

Less than significant

AB:

Same as PP although likelihood of impacts
could decrease due to the decreased number
of traffic features that would be implemented.

Less than significant

Implement Mitigation Measure above.

Less than significant

AC:

No impact

No impact

None required.

Not applicable

Less than significant

If damaged, lawns and shrubs will be replaced or
restored to their original condition.

Less than significant

5.7-2: Vegetation
PP:

Urban landscaping features such as lawns or
shrubs could be damaged. No natural
vegetation exists in the areas of proposed
construction.

AA:

Same as

PP

Less than significant

Implement Mitigation Measure above.

Less than significant

AB:

Same as PP

Less than significant

Implement Mitigation Measure above.

Less than significant

AC:

No impact

No impact

None required.

Not applicable

5.7-3: Wildlife
PP:

No impact

No impact

None required.

Not applicable

AA:

No impact

No impact

None required.

Not applicable

AB:

No impact

No impact

None required.

Not applicable

AC:

No impact

No impact

None required.

Not applicable

Legend: PP = Proposed Project • AA = Maximum Alternative

11111

MI Mill SW

AB = Minimum Alternative

IIIIII IMP

AC = No Project

IIMI 111111 Sill MN WI =II

3.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION

1

3.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION
PROJECT LOCATION
The Proposed Project is located in the City of Sacramento, part of the Central Valley of
California (Exhibit 3-1). Specifically, the project is in an area known as Midtown in the
City of Sacramento's Central City (Exhibit 3-2). The traffic plan proposed is referred to
as the Neighborhood Preservation Transportation Plan (NPTP).
For this environmental document, the two relevant project boundaries are:

1

Project Site

Refers to the site that includes each of the proposed elements of
the NPTP. The project site is bounded by C Street to the north,
L Street to the south (to 21st Street, then J Street to 29th Street),
29th Street to the east, and 16th Street to the west (Exhibit 3-3).
Exhibit 3-4 identifies the proposed elements/improvements.

Study Area

Refers to areas outside the project site that could be affected by the
project (Exhibit 3-5). The study area discussion varies depending on
the issues discussed. Of the seven subjects studied in this EIR, four
(transportation and circulation, air quality, noise, and public safety/
emergency services) address impacts both within the project site and
within the Study area. The remaining three areas (land use, cultural
resources, and biological resources) concentrate the analysis within
the project site because impacts to the larger "study area" are not
anticipated.

Identification of the Study Area boundary was based on the likely areas to receive potential impacts as a result of the Proposed Project and alternatives. It is acknowledged that
potential impacts could occur outside the Study Area; however, for the purposes of this
EIR document, it is believed, based on professional judgement, that the Study Area represents the majority of the area to receive impacts.
HISTORY AND BACKGROUND
The Midtown NPTP began to evolve in 1980, when the Sacramento City Council adopted
the Central City Community Plan (CCCP). The CCCP acknowledged that traffic on local
streets should be kept at a minimum but also called for improved circulation in the Central City. The CCCP called for the conversion of G and H Streets to two-way facilities.
In 1988, the General Plan Policies, "To Protect Existing Neighborhoods," were adopted.
The General Plan also identified the need to "direct traffic in Central City away from
residential neighborhoods to the extent feasible."
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In 1989, the City Council initiated the Midtown NPTP Study and retained Deakin,
Harvey, and Skabardonis, Inc. (DHS) to work with the Midtown Neighborhood Advisory
Committee composed of Midtown residents to develop a Midtown transportation plan. As
part of the same effort but under a separate analysis, DHS also worked with East Sacramento residents to prepare a transportation plan for the East Sacramento area. A report
published in July 1991 by the advisory committee addressed NPTPs for both East Sacramento and Midtown. Conclusions regarding Midtown in the DHS report state that "...traffic problems.. .are real and severe.., physical devices such as diverters, and/or substantial
regulatory restrictions such as one-way treatments, do not enter signs, etc., are necessary
to have a substantial effect in reducing traffic volumes from existing levels." As a result
of the DHS effort, the Midtown Neighborhood Advisory Committee submitted a proposed
Midtown NPTP to the City Council for consideration in August 1991.
In November 1991, the City Council directed the Department of Planning and Development to follow the recommendations of the Midtown Neighborhood Advisory Committee
by moving the Midtown NPTP from the conceptual stage to the preliminary engineering
and environmental review stage. As a result of the work of the Advisory Committee, the
Refined NPTP was developed in April 1993, along with two alternatives: Minimum
Diversion and Maximum Diversion.
The Minimum Diversion Alternative reduces the number of half-street closures within
Midtown; the Maximum Diversion Alternative increases the number of half-street closures, thus providing greater diversion. A June 1993 report developed by the City and
CH2M HILL, Evaluation of Neighborhood Preservation Transportation Plan, evaluated
the Refined NPTP project and alternatives. The purpose of the evaluation was to develop
preliminary plans and assess the implementability of each element. A copy of this report
can be reviewed at City of Sacramento, Planning Services Division, 1231 I Street,
Room 300.
Chapter 4 describes the alternatives in more detail.
OBJECTIVES OF THE PROJECT
The primary goal of the Midtown NPTP is to preserve the neighborhood's residential
character by reducing traffic-related problems such as high volumes and speeds. The July
1991 DHS report identified specific objectives (Nos. 1 through 4, below) and the City
Council expanded the objectives in January 1992 (Nos. 5 through 8, below). Those objectives are listed below:

,

1.

Reduce traffic volumes on residential streets to levels consistent with environmental capacities of the streets and surrounding neighborhoods.

2.

Reduce traffic speed to 25 miles per hour.

3.

Improve safety.

4.

Develop a plan that can be implemented.
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5.

Ensure that information is developed in a manner that supports the concurrent
project phases of design, engineering, and environmental review, and that implementation plans are reviewed by public works, police, fire, and Regional Transit.

6.

Design traffic control measures to accommodate emergency vehicles and transit
service and to allow for adequate emergency response time.

7.

Ensure that the Planning Commission and neighborhood groups have an opportunity to participate in the preparation of the implementation program.

8.

Incorporate the implementation program into the Central City Mobility Study.

The Evaluation of Neighborhood Preservation Transportation Plan report specifically
addresses the effectiveness of each of the proposed elements in relation to achieving the
original objectives identified as No. 1 through 4 on page 3-7. That discussion is included
in Chapter 4 of the Evaluation report. In summary, the Evaluation report concludes the
following:
•

Conversion of G and H Streets to two-way traffic and half-street closures'
are the most effective of the elements for reducing traffic volumes (i.e.,
one-third of the existing traffic on G and H Streets will be diverted to other
streets).

•

Traffic circles are the most effective of the elements for reducing travel
speeds.

•

A combination of the conversion of G and H Streets and the installation of
traffic circles are the most effective element for improving traffic safety.

•

Intersection portals, pedestrian islands, and zebra crosswalks are the most
effective elements for improving public safety.

PROTECT DESCRIPTION

The Proposed Project consists of a variety of traffic control elements strategically placed
within the Midtown neighborhood to manage traffic flows and control traffic speeds
(Exhibit 3-4). These elements are a mix of constructed and painted elements, as well as
operational changes such as modifications to the direction of traffic. The constructed and
painted elements include traffic signals, stop signs, traffic circles, half-street closures,
diverters, pedestrian islands, textured crosswalks, zebra crosswalks (parallel painted
stripes), and intersection portals (corner bulbs). Exhibits 3-6 through 3-10 at the end of
this section illustrate elements or improvements. Table 3-1 on page 3-11 summarizes the
locations of proposed traffic controzil elements.
The 1993 Midtown NPTP Evaluation Report evaluated four levels of implementation for
barrier-type improvements:
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•

Permanent aesthetic treatment where barriers consist of a raised curb
bordering a landscaped island with irrigation system.

•

Permanent functional treatment where barriers consist of a raised curb
island with decorative concrete or other type of hard surfacing.

•

Low-cost functional treatment where barriers consist of raised traffic bars
(bumper blocks) on existing asphalt concrete pavement and striping within
the restricted area.

•

Temporary treatment where barriers consist of portable delineators such as
sand-filled barrels on existing asphalt concrete and striping within the
restricted area.

Appendix B provides photographic renderings of how a traffic circle would look with
these levels of implementation.
Traffic flow will be modified on segments of C, E, F, G, H, and I Streets. Traffic directional flow changes will occur on C, E, and F Streets as a result of installing half-street
closures which preclude traveling in one direction beyond that point. On F Street, the
half-street closures will be level with the pavement (painted on the street) to allow bus
access. G and H Streets will be converted from one-way streets to two-way streets.
Currently, G Street carries one-way traffic westbound and H Street carries one-way traffic
eastbound. Painted bike lanes will be added to G and H Streets. I Street will have a
diverter at 21st Street and will become two-way to the east of 21st Street.
If this Proposed Project is approved, the City and/or its consultants will prepare more
detailed construction drawings (available for public review) to show how the Proposed
Project will transition to existing street . operations on the periphery of the plan area
(examples include G and H Streets near Alhambra and near 16th Street).
Specific improvements 'are listed below. Table 3-1 summarizes these improvements in a
matrix.
C Street between 20th and 29th Streets:
Stop sign at 25th
Half-street closure at 29th
Pedestrian islands at 23rd
Zebra crosswalks at 21st, 22nd, and 28th
Intersection portals at 20th and 27th
Entry prohibition at 29th
•
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•

E Street between 16th and 28th Streets:
Stop signs at 20th and 21st
Traffic circle at 26th
Half-street closures at 20th and 28th
Pedestrian islands at 17th, 18th, and 23rd
Zebra crosswalks at 17th, 18th, and 23rd
Intersection portals at 16th
Entry prohibition at 20th and 28th

•

F Street between 16th and 29th Streets:
Stop signs at 18th, 24th, and 25th
Traffic circle at 27th
Half-street closures at 16th and 25th
Pedestrian islands at 17th, 18th, and 23rd
Intersection portals at 29th
Entry prohibition at 25th and 16th (allows RT access by modifying
design of half-street closures to be painted rather than raised curb)

•

G Street between 16th and 29th Streets:
Stop signs at 19th and 20th
Traffic circle at 25th
Half-street closure at 29th
Pedestrian islands at 23rd, 27th, and 28th
Intersection portals at 16th
New lane directions, two-way from 16th to 29th
Entry prohibition at 29th

•

H Street between 16th and 28th Streets:
Stop signs at 19th, 20th, 26th, and 27th
Traffic circle at 24th
Half-street closures at 16th and 27th
Pedestrian islands at 25th, 26th, 27th, and 28th
Zebra crosswalk at 23rd
New lane directions, two-way from 16th to 29th
Entry prohibition at 16th and 29th

•

I Street between 17th and 29th Streets:
Stop signs at 27th and 28th
Traffic circle at 24th
Diverter at 21st
Pedestrian islands at 27th and 28th
Zebra crosswalks at 23rd, 25th, and 26th
Intersection portals at 29th
Entry prohibition at 17th
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•

J Street between 22nd and 29th Streets:
Traffic signals at 23rd and 27th
Textured crosswalks between 22nd and 29th

•

K Street between 23rd and 27th Streets:
Traffic signal at 23rd
Pedestrian islands at 25th and 26th
Zebra crosswalks at 23rd, 24th, and 27th

•

L Street between 23rd and 27th Streets:
Traffic signals at 23rd and 26th
Zebra crosswalks at 26th and 27th
Table 3-1
Location of Proposed Traffic Control Elements

Locations
of Elements
(street)

Traffic
Signal

New Lane
HalfDirection/
Stop Traffic Street
Pedestrian Textured
Intersection
Zebra
Entry
Sign Circle Closure Diverter Islands Crosswalks Crosswalks
Portals Prohibition
X

C/20th - 29th

X

X

D/I 8th - 29th

X

X

X

X

X

F/16th - 29th

X

X

X

G/16th - 29th

X

X

H116th - 28th

X

X

I117th - 29th

X

X

J/22nd - 29th

X

Kf23rd - 27th

X

I.123rd - 27th

X

X

X

X

E/I 6th - 28th

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X
X

X

X
X

X
X

PROJECT SCHEDULE

On March 15, 1995, the City Council authorized the contract to complete the EIR. Preparation of the Administrative Draft EIR (ADEER) began in March and included a community meeting on May 31, 1995, at the Ethel MacLeod Hart Multipurpose Senior Center. The
Draft EIR is expected to be available for public review in November 1995. A public
meeting to accept comments on the adequacy and completeness of the DER will be held
during the public review period for the DER. A community meeting will take place at
the end of the Final E1R stage. The Final EIR and Mitigation Monitoring Plan will be
prepared during early 1996. Public hearings on the project and the Final EIR are anticipated for spring 1996.
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REQUIRED DISCRETIONARY ACTIONS

The subject of this EIR is the approval of the NPTP. The following discretionary actions
are required by the City of Sacramento for project approval:
•

City Council certification of the EIR

•

City Council approval of the NPTP
Amend Bikeway Master Plan to include new bike routes on G and H
Streets.

LEAD, RESPONSIBLE, AND REVIEWING AGENCIES
Lead Agency

The City of Sacramento is the lead agency for preparation of the Midtown NPTP EER. In
conformance with Sections 15050 and 15367 of CEQA Guidelines, the City of Sacramento has been designated the "lead agency," which is defined as the "public agency
which has the principal responsibility for carrying out or approving a project."
The lead agency contacts are listed below.
City of Sacramento Planning Services Division contact for the project:
Fred Buderi, EIR Coordinator
Department of Planning and Development
Planning Services Division
1231 I Street, Suite 301
Sacramento, California 95814
916/264-7602
City of Sacramento Public Works Department contact for the project:
Steve Brown, Project Manager
Department of Public Works
Transportation and Engineering Planning
1231 I Street, Suite 301
Sacramento, California 95814
916/264-8243
Responsible and Trustee Agencies

A Responsible Agency is a public agency with discretionary approval over one or more
actions involved with the development of a proposed project. Trustee Agencies are state
agencies having discretionary approval or jurisdiction by law over Material resources
affected by a project. The City of Sacramento will apply for the permits and approvals
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necessary for the construction of the Proposed Project. There are no permits requiring
discretionary approvals and therefore no responsible agencies are listed. Trustee Agencies
include the following:
Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District—jurisdiction over nonattainment areas such as the City of Sacramento
State of California, Department of Transportation—jurisdiction over on- and offramps within the project site
Sacramento Regional Transit District—jurisdiction over transit operations and
routes within the project site
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4.0 ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROJECT

4.0 ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROJECT
INTRODUCTION
This EIR evaluates three alternatives to the Proposed Project. Alternative A is the Maximum Diversion Alternative, Alternative B is the Minimum Diversion Alternative, and
Alternative C is the No Project Alternative. The alternatives are described below and
assessed in subsequent chapters of the EIR:
•

Maximum Diversion—Alternative A: This alternative is similar to the
Proposed Project, with additional half-street closures at the west and east
side of the Midtown neighborhood to preclude entry, thereby increasing
traffic diversion. One of the major effects of the half-street closures would
be to preclude two-way access to C, D, E, F, and G Streets at 16th and
29th Streets (see Exhibit 4-1).

•

Minimum Diversion—Alternative B: This alternative would be similar to
the Proposed Project except that diversions (e.g., half-street closures) would
be minimized. The effect of this alternative is to reduce traffic flows and
speeds, but to a lesser extent than proposed by the project (see Exhibit 4-2).

•

No Project—Alternative C: This alternative would not change existing
traffic volumes and patterns on the streets.

The Proposed Project, Alternative A, and Alternative B have different levels of effectiveness in meeting the objectives of the Midtown NPTP. The three primary objectives of the
plan are to reduce traffic volumes, reduce traffic speed, and improve public safety on local
streets within the Midtown project site. The No Project Alternative would not meet the
objectives of the NPTP because it wouldn't reduce traffic volumes or speed, or improve
safety.
Half-street closures, diverters, and new lane directions are effective elements for diverting
volumes. Half-street closures preclude entry from a directional approach, diverters preclude through-access, and new lane directions such as the conversion of G and H Streets
to two-way will decrease both of those streets' capacities, thereby reducing volumes.
Traffic circles are most effective at reducing speeds while stop signs, intersections portals,
crosswalks, and signals are effective elements for providing pedestrian safety.
The Proposed Project and alternatives each provide the above elements. In some cases,
the location and number of elements included in the Proposed Project and Alternatives A
and B are identical. For example, each have zebra and texture sidewalks in the same
locations.
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Table 4-1 shows a comparison of the number of features for the Proposed Project and
Alternatives A and B.
•

•
Table 4-1
Comparison of Proposed Traffic Control Elements
for Proposed Project and Alternatives
HalfStreet
Closure

Intersection
Portals

New
Lane
Direction

Stop
Sign

Traffic
Circle

Proposed Project

5

18

5

8

1

34

19

8

2

Alternative A—
Maximum Diversion

5

20

4

17

1

34

17

7

2

Alternative B—
Minimum Diversion

5

20

4

0

0

38

17

18

2

Diverter

Pedestrian
Islands

Zebra
Crosswalks

Traffic
Signal

As indicated in Table 4-1, most traffic control elements are common to the Proposed Project and two project alternatives. The most obvious difference between the Proposed Project and Alternatives A and B is the number of half-street closures, which have the greatest
impact on diverting traffic volumes.
Another difference is the number of intersections portals. Alternative B has more intersection portals than the Proposed Project or Alternative A as a means of primarily slowing
vehicular traffic to some degree and improving public safety.
As for the No Project Alternative, volumes, speeds, and pedestrian safety would not
improve. Volumes and speeds in Midtown would not be reduced and pedestrian safety
would not be enhanced. However, volumes would increase from the Proposed Project.
HISTORY AND BACKGROUND ON ALTERNATIVES
As described in Chapter 3, Project Description, the NPTP project has evolved over a
15-year period. The concept, as it was originally conceived in 1980 has changed to
reflect the input of many parties. In addition, various options and alternatives have been
created as a result of refining and defining the Proposed Project.
The forums by which the current Proposed Project has been shaped include community
meetings, public hearings, written and oral communication, field verification/testing, and
personal observation. Input was received from interested parties (local community groups
and citizens), responsible agencies (Caltrans, Regional Transit), technical specialists
(traffic engineers, arborists, scientists), and City staff (City Council, Fire Department,
Police Department, Planning, Engineering).

SAC/116543/4-0.WP5

4-4

November 15. 1995

1

As described earlier in Chapter 3, the City Council directed the City Department of Planning and Development in November 1991 to move the NPTP proposal from a conceptual
stage to a preliminary engineering and environmental stage. During 1992 and 1993, a
consultant was hired to evaluate the NPTP proposal and develop preliminary plans for an
implementable project.
The Evaluation of the Neighborhood Preservation Transportation Plan was completed in
June 1993. As part of the evaluation, numerous public meetings, surveys, and workshops
were conducted in an effort to share findings discovered during the evaluation and gain
input from interested persons about the effects of the previous project concept.
As a result of public input and the preliminary evaluation of the original plan, changes
were made to the NPTP (discussed in Chapter 6 of the Evaluation report) and two options
were added: a minimum diversion alternative and a maximum diversion alternative. The
new NPTP was then referred to as the Refined NPTP.
The options described in the Evaluation report are the basis for the alternatives covered in
this E1R, which are referred to Alternative A—Maximum Diversion and Alternative B—
Minimum Diversion.
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5.0 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING, IMPACTS,
AND MITIGATION MEASURES

5.0 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING, IMPACTS,
AND MITIGATION MEASURES
PRESENTATION OF THE IMPACT ANALYSIS
This chapter addresses the environmental setting, standards of significance, impacts to the
environmental setting, and feasible mitigation measures identified for impacts. This
analysis is conducted for the following environmental categories:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Transportation and circulation
Air quality
Noise
Cultural resources
Public safety/emergency services
Biological resources

The Land Use section is presented first and is handled differently from the other sections
to address plan and policy consistency rather than environmental impacts and mitigation
measures.
The environmental setting and standard of significance discussion establishes the base and
threshold by which the potential environmental impacts of the Proposed Project and alternatives are measured and analyzed. The setting discussion addresses the conditions that
will exist prior to project development (e.g., traffic conditions and air quality conditions).
The setting is then used as a base by which the Proposed Project and alternatives are
measured to determine environmental impacts. A standard of significance is identified for
each environmental category to determine if the project will result in a significant environmental impact (i.e., exceed a published or established threshold) when evaluated against
the environmental setting. The standard of significance varies depending on the environmental category. Impacts and feasible mitigation measures are presented, where appropriate, for each environmental category. The abbreviations PP, AA, AB, and AC are used
for each impact and mitigation. PP refers to the Proposed Project, AA refers to Alternative A—Maximum Diversion, AB refers to Alternative B—Minimum Diversion, and AC
refers to Alternative C—No Project.
EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVES IN THE EIR
As required by Section 15126(d) of the CEQA Guidelines, this EIR evaluates the comparative impacts of a "range of reasonable alternatives to the project." This MR considers
three alternatives for the project site. The alternatives, described in Chapter 4, also
include the CEQA-mandated "No Project" Alternative, which would maintain the present
state of the project site.

SAG116543/5-0.WP5

5.0-1

November 15, 1995

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS
According to CEQA, "cumulative impacts refers to two or more individual effects which,
when considered together, are considerable or which compound or increase other environmental impacts" (Guidelines, Section 15355). CEQA requires that cumulative impacts be
discussed when they are significant (Guidelines, Section 15130, sithd.(a)). Chapter 5 of
this EIR discusses cumulative impacts that are significant and explains why insignificant
cumulative impacts are so identified. Chapter 7 provides a summary of the cumulative
impacts.

SAC/11654315-0.WP5

5.0-2

November 15, 1995

5.1 LAND USE, ZONING, AND CONSISTENCIES
WITH ADOPTED PLANS AND POLICIES

5.1 LAND USE, ZONING, AND CONSISTENCIES
WITH ADOPTED PLANS AND POLICIES
PROJECT LOCATION AND VICINITY CHARACTERISTICS
The project site is in a portion of the Central City Community Plan area known as
Midtown. The boundaries of Midtown consist of C Street on the north, L Street on the
south, 29th Street on the east, and 16th Street on the west.
The Midtown area consists of single- and multi-family residential and low- and mid-rise
commercial uses. Open space and public uses such as parks, churches, and schools also
exist within the Midtown boundary (Exhibit 5.1-1). Land uses surrounding the project site
consist of primarily residential uses to the north and south, downtown commercial uses to
the west, and freeway (Business 80) uses to the east, with residential uses to the east of
Business 80. Significant landmarks and features within various quadrants of the Midtown
neighborhood include Boulevard and New Era Parks in the northeast; Washington School
and Park in the northwest; the Memorial Auditorium, Governor's Mansion, Convention
Center, and Capitol Park in the southwest; and historic Sutter's Fort, the Sutter Hospital
complex, and Marshall Park in the southeast.
APPLICABLE LAND USE AND ZONING DESIGNATIONS
Present and planned land use zoning classifications are set forth in the City's Sacramento
General Plan Update (SGPU) and Zoning Ordinance. The Proposed Project does not
require changes or modifications to existing or planned land uses or zoning ordinances
within or outside the project site.
CONSISTENCY WITH ADOPTED PLANS AND POLICIES
The primary goal of the Midtown NPTP is to preserve the Midtown neighborhood's residential character by reducing traffic volumes and speeds. Because land uses within the
project site are predominantly residential, the Proposed Project is intended to protect the
neighborhood and preserve its residential character.
Adopted planning documents that provide guidance for development of the Proposed
Project were reviewed for consistency with the Proposed Project and alternatives. These
plans include:
•

Sacramento General Plan Update (SGPU), 1988

•

Sacramento Central City Community Plan (CCCP), 1980

•

Central City Housing Strategy, 1991

•

Alhambra Corridor Plan/Design Guidelines, 1991
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•

Railyards Specific Plan, 1994

•

Metropolitan Transportation Plan (Sacramento Area Council
of Governments), 1993

This section describes the consistency of the Proposed Project and alternatives with
adopted plans and policies. This discussion complies with Section 15125(b) of CEQA
Guidelines which require EERs to discuss inconsistencies as part of the environmental
setting.
Sacramento General Plan Update

The SGPU was adopted on January 19, 1988, concluding a 3-year planning effort. The
SGPU replaced the heavily amended 1974 General Plan for Sacramento and brought many
pressing local issues into a contemporary framework for action. The SGPU is a 20-year
policy guide for physical, economic, and environmental growth'and renewal of the City.
Nine sections are contained within the SGPU. Section 2, the Residential Land Use Element, addresses the residential land uses in the City but does not contain any policies
relevant to the Proposed Project. Section 5, the Circulation Element, addresses the coordination of transportation and circulation systems with planned land uses. It includes the
goals listed below.
Goals for Streets and Roads:
Goal C

Create and maintain a street system which protects residential neighborhoods from unnecessary levels of traffic.

Goal D

Work towards achieving an overall Level of Service C on the City's
local and major street systems.

Goals for Central City Transportation:
Goal A Provide a street system within the Central City which ensures the
safe and efficient movement of people and goods consistent with
other transportation needs.
Goal B

Direct traffic in the Central City away from residential neighborhoods to the extent feasible.

The Proposed Project would be consistent with these four applicable goals for the following reasons:
Streets and Roads
Goal C Discussion: The Proposed Project calls for adding elements to the roadways that
will divert traffic volumes and decrease vehicle speeds. Most of the roadways within the
Midtown project site are designated as "Local" streets in the SGPU. A local street
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according to the SGPU is "... to serve the interior neighborhood.' D and E Streets are
examples of local streets. Based on the SGPU Major Street Plan (see Exhibit C-2 in
Appendix C), 16th and J Streets are the only streets that are not designated local streets.
An arterial as defined in the SGPU is "a facility that provides infra- and inter-city transportation for larger volumes of vehicles and provides access to abutting properties."
One-third of existing and about one-half of future traffic on G and H Streets will be diverted to other streets. The streets receiving the diverted traffic are gi enerally designated for
heavier traffic flows (i.e. major or minor streets) and/or are in are'as of commercial and/or
mixed land uses.
Existing speeds on the local streets within Midtown are generally 35 mph (NPTP Evaluation Report, 1993). The Proposed Project would reduce speeds On local streets, given the
effectiveness of traffic circles and intersection portals on reducing speeds (NPTP Evaluation Report, 1993). The Proposed Project would be consistent with Goal C . for Streets and
Roads.
Both the Maximum Diversion and Minimum Diversion Alternatives divert traffic and
reduce speeds, but to varying degrees. The Maximum Diversion Alternative is the most
effective for diverting traffic; however, other issues such as the increased traffic volumes
elsewhere and decreased access through Midtown are negative secondary effects of implementing such an alternative. The overall effectiveness of the elernnts is less with the
Minimum Diversion Alternative, but the implementation of this alternative would be an
improvement of existing conditions in terms of reducing volumes and speeds. Both Alternatives A (Maximum Diversion) and B (Minimum Diversion) would be consistent with
Goal C for Streets and Roads.
The No Project Alternative would not promote Goal C because no actions would occur
that would protect the Midtown neighborhood from unnecessary levels of traffic. Traffic
is already heavy throughout parts of Midtown, and it is likely to get worse in the future
with General Plan buildout.
Goal D Discussion: With the Proposed Project, traffic level of service would improve
when compared to the other alternatives identified on page 2-6. Foi the same reasons
discussed above for Goal C, some of the streets receiving additional l traffic are designated
Major or Minor Streets, and in some cases the land uses are commercial. The Proposed
Project would . be consistent with Goal D for Streets and Roads.
1
1
Alternatives A and B would be slightly less effective than the Propos ed Project but would
contribute to "work towards achieving Level of Service C..." Both alternatives would be
considered consistent with Goal D.
The No Project Alternative would not be supportive of Goal D because no action would
be taken to improve the LOS within Midtown. Local streets would maintain their existing
LOS.
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Central City Transportation
Goal A Discussion: With the Proposed Project, the street system would be made safer
due to the slowing of traffic and the reduction in traffic volumes (NPTP Evaluation
Report, 1993). Additional obstacles within the Midtown street system would make it
more difficult for daily traffic as well as police and fire safety vehicles to get through
Midtown and/or easily patrol the streets. Nonetheless, the Proposed Project would ensure
a safe and efficient way to move people and goods and would be consistent with Central
City Transportation Goal A of the General Plan.
As with the Proposed Project, the street system would be made safer with implementation
of the alternatives. In terms of pedestrian safety, the Maximum Diversion Alternative
could enhance the community cohesiveness by making the neighborhood more pedestrianfriendly. The Minimum Diversion Alternative would also improve safety within Midtown
but could have some impacts to the recipients of the diverted traffic. Both alternatives
would be consistent with Goal A of the Central City Transportation plan.
The No Project Alternative is consistent with Goal C because no changes to existing conditions would occur. Although the street system in Midtown may not facilitate the safest
and most efficient movement of people and goods compared to other neighborhoods, it is
impossible to quantify the reduction in safety and efficiency of movement that might
occur with the No Project Alternative.
Goal B Discussion: One of the Proposed Project's objectives is to direct traffic away
from residential neighborhoods, and therefore the Proposed Project and both Alternatives A and B would be consistent with this goal. The No Project Alternative would not
promote Goal B because no changes to the current flow of traffic would occur and traffic
would not be diverted away from residential areas in Midtown.
Sacramento Central City Community Plan

The CCCP is part of, and consistent with, the City's General Plan Update. It provides
more detailed planning policies and more specific land use designations within the broad
policy framework established by the General Plan. The CCCP was adopted in May 1980
and amended in December 1994. It serves as a guide for the public and private development and revitalization of the Central City Area. Goals from the CCCP that apply to the
Proposed Project include:
Housing and Residential Subgoal:
Conserve all viable residential neighborhoods from encroachment of non-compatible uses and excessive vehicular traffic.
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Transportation Subgoals:
Establish a major street system which will route vehicular
traffic to the activity areas of the Central City without directing such traffic through residential neighborhoods.
Improve vehicular circulation and reduce traffic congestion in
the Central Business District area, without causing negative
impacts on streets within residential areas.
Develop a safe commuter bikeway system within the Central City
with connections to major facilities in and outside the Central City
area.
Provide for safe pedestrian movement in the Central City
circulation system through increased enforcement of pedestrian right-of-way laws and reducing traffic speed and volumes through appropriate means on residential streets.
Environmental Subgoal:
Reduce the impact of traffic upon residential neighbOrhoods
and discourage where possible through traffic in residential
areas.
Housing and Residential Subgoal Discussion: The Proposed Project would be consistent
with the housing and residential subgoal of the CCCP because it promotes the preservation of a residential neighborhood by reducing traffic within one particular neighborhood.
By preserving this residential character, encroachment of non-compatible uses is less
likely to occur. Both the Maximum Diversion Alternative and the Minimum Diversion
Alternative would be consistent with this goal because they both attempt to reduce excessive vehicular traffic in residential areas. The No Project Alternative would not be consistent with this goal because it does not protect the Midtown neighborhood from excessive
vehicular traffic. Traffic conditions would remain the same or get worse as the City
builds out in accordance to the General Plan.
Transportation Subgoal Discussion: The Proposed Project would divert traffic from
local streets to major and minor streets, as defined in the CCCP and i would be consistent
with the four transportation subgoals of the CCCP as discussed below.
G and H Streets, like most of the other streets within Midtown, are designated as local
streets in the Central City Community Plan. A local street, by definition, is:
"A two-way street with two lanes on which through traffic movement is discouraged by traffic control measures."
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The Central City Community Plan further recommends the following:
"Convert to two-way and implement traffic and speed control devices on the easterly portions of G, H, I, and on E, F, and T Streets to discourage through commuter traffic." (CCCP, page 27.)
Some of the diverted traffic will go to L and Capitol Streets (Section 5.2 of this DEW),
which are designated as Major Streets in the Central City Community Plan. A major
street, by definition, is:
"A one-way street with three lanes or a two-way street with four lanes on which
traffic movement is expedited."
Other streets to receive additional traffic volumes are N and P Streets which have
residential uses along them, but also have a greater concentration of commercial uses in
the areas where increased traffic volumes will occur from the project (29th and N, 29th
and P). N and P Streets are designated as minor streets in the Central City Community
Plan and are defined as:
"Either a one-way (with two or three lanes) or a two-way street (with two lanes)
where through traffic movement is restricted by traffic control measures." See
previous discussion of the Proposed Project and alternatives consistency with Goals
A and B.
The Proposed Project is also consistent with the second transportation subgoal because it
strives to improve vehicular circulation and reduce traffic congestion, while reducing
impacts on residential streets.
The Proposed Project and Alternatives A and B would be consistent with the CCCP transportation subgoal of developing a safe commuter bikeway system. The CCCP also recommends development of an east-west bike route for commuter use. Striped bike lanes
would be developed on G and H streets from 16th to 29th Street. This would provide a
safe commuter bicycle route through Midtown and would support the City's plan to connect bikeways to other major facilities in and outside the Central City area. A bikeway
map showing the City's planned bikeways and those proposed as part of the project is
included in Section 5.2 of this E1R.
The Proposed Project would be consistent with the transportation subgoal of providing'
safe pedestrian movement and reducing traffic speed and volumes on residential streets.
This subgoal is similar to Goal A of the SGPU. Refer to the Goal A discussion for a
description of how the Proposed Project and Alternatives A and B are consistent with this
subgoal.
The No Project Alternative does not promote the achievement of any of the transportation
subgoals. This alternative would not include any changes or improvements to vehicle
routes, circulation, or traffic congestion. It does not include any actions to develop bikeways or to increase enforcement of existing pedestrian and vehicle laws.
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Environmental Subgoal Discussion: The Proposed Project and Alternatives A and B are

consistent with the environmental subgoal of the CCCP. The Proposed Project's main
objective is to reduce the impact of traffic upon residential neighborhoods and discourage
through traffic in residential areas. The No Project Alternative isi not supportive of this
subgoal because no action would be taken to reduce the impact of traffic on residential
neighborhoods or to discourage through traffic within Midtown.
Sacramento Central City Housing Strategy
The Central City Housing Strategy, adopted in December 1991, encompasses the area
bound by "the rivers and the freeways" or more specifically, by th'e American River on
the north, the Sacramento River on the west, Broadway on the south, and Alhambra
Avenue on the east. The area includes 15 identified neighborhoods that are primarily
residential. Goals in the Housing Strategy address the living environment for Sacramento's residents. One of the main goals that relate to this project is described in
Chapter 4 of the Housing Strategy referred to as "Strengthening Ni
eghborhood Identity
and Residential Amenities." Goal RIA7 states:
Study the feasibility of changing one-way streets in residential neighborhoods to two-way streets in order to reassert their locally-oriented residential character.
The Proposed Project and Alternatives A and B would be consisten't with the Housing
Strategy goal because G and H Streets, which are currently 3 lane one-way streets and are
designated as local residential streets, would be converted to two-wy streets. This would
improve the residential character of the Midtown neighborhood and Improve safety for
pedestrians and bicyclists. The addition of traffic control features such as traffic circles,
intersection portals, and pedestrian islands will also add more residential character to the
area. The No Project Alternative is not consistent with the Housing Strategy goal because
it would not change the existing street system in the Midtown neighborhood.
Alhambra Corridor Design Guidelines
The Alhambra Corridor Design Guidelines, adopted March 5, 1991, Primarily address
design issues related to residential and commercial areas within the approximate 400-acre
area along the eastern extent of the Central City. The Alhambra Corridor Guidelines
apply to an area which is on both sides of Business 80. The, importance of addressing the
Alhambra Corridor Design Guidelines is stated in the guidelines, "...th ensure the proper
relationship and connection with surrounding development between neighborhoods in the
corridor, East Sacramento and Midtown."
Of the many goals in the Alhambra Corridor Design Guidelines, the Proposed Project
would be consistent with the following goal:
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Goal 1: Maintain and improve the character, quality, and vitality of individual
neighborhoods.
As discussed previously, a main goal of the Proposed Project is to preserve the residential
character of the Midtown neighborhood, and therefore, the Proposed Project and Alternatives A and B are consistent with the goal above. Reducing traffic volumes and speeds
through implementation of the proposed traffic control features would improve safety and
preserve the quality and character of the Midtown neighborhood and may also discourage
further east-west through traffic in areas east of Midtown. This would help maintain the
character of the Alhambra area. The No Project Alternative is consistent with the goal
above because although the existing character of the Midtown neighborhood would not
improve, the existing character would be maintained.

Rai!yards Specific Plan
Facility Element of the Railyards Specific Plan and the Richards Boulevard Area
Plan
The Railyards Specific Plan provides for the development of a new mixed-use district on
approximately 260 acres immediately north and west of downtown Sacramento. The plan
provides for the completion of Sacramento's Central City circulation system by extending
12th Street as a new boulevard entry to downtown and other key north-south roadways
through the Railyards area to Richards Boulevard. In addition, the plan provides for
major freeway interchange improvements that will serve new development and relieve a
number of existing congestion points in the downtown.
The Facility Element of the Railyards Specific Plan and the Richards Boulevard Area Plan
provides the circulation and utilities elements for each plan and describes the phasing and
financing of planned infrastructure improvements. Policies in the Facility Element that
relate to the Midtown project are as follows:
Policy 3.2: Establish a new "Gateway Boulevard" along the 12th Street corridor
which creates a more direct link between SR-160, the project area, and downtown
Sacramento.
Policy 3.3: Improve east-west vehicular access within the project area by the
creation of a Richards Boulevard/Bannon Street couplet.
Policy 3.4: Provide for a linkage between the Richards Boulevard/Bannon Street
couplet and the planned Richards Boulevard connector between 16th Street and
Business 80.
The Proposed Project and Alternatives A and B would be consistent with the Facility
Element of the Railyards Specific Plan because traffic diverted from the Midtown area
would eventually use the traffic facilities as proposed in the Facility Element, thereby
reducing congestion in the area. In the long term, the improved east-west connection
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would link downtown traffic to Business 80 and reduce the amount of traffic on residential streets in the Midtown area. The No Project Alternative would also be consistent
because the improvements specified in the above policy would oCcur regardless of whether the Proposed Project or alternatives are implemented.
Metropolitan Transportation Plan
Sacramento Area Council of Governments
The Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP) presents two financial scenarios for the
region's transportation blueprint through the year 2015. The plan4eals with an integrated
transportation system including roadways, public transit services, Marine shipping lanes,
airports, and bicycle and pedestrian facilities. The MTP includes regional goals, objectives, and policies that were reviewed for consistency with the Proposed Project. Policies
relevant to the Proposed Project include:
Encourage local jurisdictions to consider alternative design of residential streets to
reduce traffic speeds through neighborhoods, enhancing safety.
Support efforts of Caltrans and local agencies to construct bicycle and pedestrian
facilities that are sufficiently wide and clearly marked, and to maintain them to
reasonable safety standards.
The Proposed Project and Alternatives A and B would be consistent with policies in the
MTP because it incorporates elements that will reduce traffic speeds and enhance safety
on residential streets. The project also includes designation of bike l, lanes to improve
safety for bicyclists. The No Project Alternative is not consistent With the above policies
because is does not encourage the City to consider alternative design of residential streets,
and does not support construction of bicycle and pedestrian facilities.
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5.2 TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION

5.2 TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION
5.2.1 INTRODUCTION
This transportation and circulation evaluation includes a description of the existing and
proposed roadway systems, an evaluation of existing and future intersection levels of service, a discussion of the existing and proposed transit and bikeway facilities, a methodology and standards of significance discussion, and an impact analysis for near-term and
future conditions. These evaluations and discussions will compare the existing and future
settings, with and without the Proposed Project and alternatives.
The project site, shown in Exhibit 3-5, is located in the Midtown neighborhood of Sacramento. It is bordered by 16th Street on the west, C Street on the north, 29th Street on the
east, and L Street on the south. These limits outline an area where traffic "calming"
devices have been proposed. A complete description of the proposed devices and their
locations appears in Chapter 3.
This EIR section addresses the setting, analysis methodology, impacts and mitigations for
the following transportation subject areas:
•
•
•
•
•

Intersections
Freeways
Transit
Parking
Bikeways

Each subject area is discussed for near-term conditions, which correspond to 1995 conditions with the Proposed Project and alternatives. Future conditions scenarios, which consider the cumulative effects of the NPTP and other potential development throughout the
Sacramento metropolitan area, were defined for intersections, street segments, freeways,
and transit. The near-term analysis for parking and bikeways addresses near-term and
future conditions, so it was not repeated in the future scenarios section.
This traffic section has two main categories of analysis and is organized as follows:
•

Near-Term Conditions
—Impacts/Mitigation—Near-Term Conditions

•

Future Conditions
—Impacts/Mitigation - Future Conditions

Each of these categories also includes an analysis of the Proposed Project under the
assumption that the Blue Diamond Growers street closures are installed.
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Definitions
1
Following is a description of roadway terms used within this section (City of Sacramento,
General Plan Update 1986):

I
i

Interchange: An interchange is a grade-separated roadway that provides access
between the street system and the freeway system. Interchanges can be identified
as being diamond or cloverleaf or variations thereof, labeled by the configuration
of the interchange's design of the on- and off-ramps.
Bulb Ramp: A bulb ramp provides access from the street system to the freeway
system but does not provide access to both sides of the freeway.
Freeway: A freeway is a grade-separated roadway with liniited access. Business
80 and US Route 50 (US-50) are examples.
Expressway: An expressway is a roadway with limited access, few cross streets
(and no cross streets without signals), limited driveway access (restricted by distance and no residential driveways), and no on-street parking. 65th Street is-an
example.
Arterial: An arterial is a facility that provides intra-and intercity transportation for
large volumes of vehicles and provides access to abutting properties. 16th and
J Streets are examples.
Minor Arterial: A minor arterial is a roadway that connects major facilities, but
has more access than an arterial. Parking is allowed, but may be limited. Access
is restricted, with no residential driveways except for multi-family residential or
when adequate sight distance is created. N and P Streets are examples.
Collector: The purpose of a collector is to connect residential uses to the major
street system. There are no examples within the study area.
Local: The purpose of a local street is to serve the interior neighborhood. D and
E Streets are examples.
Also referred to in this EIR are roadway classifications as described in the Sacramento
Central City Community Plan (CCCP). The CCCP roadway classifications are more specific than those described in the General Plan Update; however, commonality can be
drawn between the two sets of classifications. General Plan language is not meant to be
restrictive and Community Plan language is meant to be a "refinement" of the broad provisions of the General Plan. Roadway classifications described on page 26 of the CCCP
are shown in Exhibit 5.2-1 and discussed below:
•
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5.2-3

•

Minor Street: Either a one-way street (with two or three lanes) or a twoway street (with two lanes) where through traffic Movement is restrained by
traffic control elements.

•

Local: A two-way street with two lanes on which through traffic movement is discouraged by traffic control elements.

By comparing the intended use and/or designations of roadways Within Sacramento, the
following similarities or equivalents between definitions can be made:
General Plan Street Definition

CCCP Street Definition

Arterial
Minor Arterial

Major
I
Minor

Local

Liocal
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5.2.2 NEAR-TERM CONDITIONS AT INTERSECTIONS
This section describes existing conditions at 41 study intersections and the near-term conditions with addition of the project and project alternatives.
Introduction
In this section, peak-hour turning movement characteristics are summarized for 41 intersections defined by City staff (see Exhibit 5.2-2). These intersections are located both
within and outside the project site.
Intersections were selected for either a.m. or p.m. peak periods based on existing and
anticipated traffic operations. For example, intersections on 15th Street south of Capitol
Avenue were studied in the evening peak hour, because that is when volumes are heaviest.
Of the 41 intersections, 5 require morning-only analysis, 16 require evening-only, and
20 require analysis of both peak hours.
Intersections were selected at locations where positive or negative impacts were expected.
In addition, a public hearing was held in May, 1995, to obtain suggestions for additional
study intersections. This meeting confirmed the list of study intersections used for this
analysis.
Methodology
The analysis conducted for this section considers changes in LOS at the study intersections that would result from implementation of the Proposed Project or an alternative. In
addition, this section considers the cumulative affects of the proposed closure of C Street
near the Blue Diamond plant and the Proposed Project.
The Proposed Project and alternatives were analyzed with the Sacramento Metropolitan
Area (SACMET) computer traffic model. A focused version of the model was created for
the NPTP Evaluation report (Final Report, Evaluation of Neighborhood Preservation
Transportation Plan, CH2M HILL, 1993) and was used again for this analysis. The models created for the Proposed Project and alternatives differ in roadway networks only, as
the land use portion of the traffic model was not changed or modified. The road network
portion of the model was changed for each scenario to match the proposed street network
changes.
Because the land use component of the model did not change, the total amount of traffic
assigned by the model was the same for each alternative scenario, but the travel routes
differ. The differences predicted by the model were used to determine likely changes in
peak-hour and daily traffic volumes that would occur if the Proposed Project or an alternative were implemented. The traffic model was used to forecast new travel patterns
because it is an objective source of the forecasts.
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5.2-6

Model runs were made and traffic analysis was completed for near-term and future conditions. The near-term conditions analysis estimates traffic conditions if the Proposed Project or an alternative were implemented, after drivers were accustomed to the new road
network.
All intersection traffic analyses conducted in this study involved signalized or unsignalized
intersections. Signalized intersections are evaluated according to criteria contained in TRB
Circular 212 (1980). The volume-to-capacity ratio is used as a measure of effectiveness
to determine when significant impacts occur.
Two of the intersections studied in this report are unsignalized: 28th/G Streets and
15th Street/Capitol Avenue. These intersections were analyzed with the methodology
contained in Chapter 10 of the Highway Capacity Manual (Transportation Research
Board, October 1994).
For purposes of the traffic analysis only, this E1R section includes an additional scenario
to address the potential street closures within and adjacent to Blue Diamond Growers
(BDG) property. Traffic impacts from the possible closures are evaluated here with the
Proposed Project under near-term conditions. The purpose of this EIR is to assess the
effects of the road closures on the NPTP project. A separate and more comprehensive
analysis will be prepared for the project approvals required for the Blue Diamond project,
including but not limited to the street closures, planning entitlement, etc.
The near-term scenarios analyzed are as follows:
Near-Term Conditions With Proposed Project (PP)
Near-Term Conditions With Alternative A: Maximum Diversion (AA)
Near-Term Conditions With Alternative B: Minimum Diversion (AB)
Near-Term Conditions With Alternative C: No Project (AC)
Near-Term Conditions With Project + Blue Diamond Growers (PP&BDG)
Near-Term Conditions With the No Project Alternative is the basis of comparison for the
Proposed Project and Alternatives A and B. Findings of significance are based on a comparison to the No Project Alternative.
Standards of Significance
One goal identified in the City of Sacramento General Plan is to "work towards achieving
an overall Level of Service C on the City's local and major street systems." At a signalized intersection, a significant impact will result from the project if:
•

Conditions change from LOS C or better to LOS D or worse as a
consequence of the project, or

•

A location operates at LOS D or worse without the project, and the project
causes a change in the volume-to-capacity ratio of 0.2 or greater.
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The particular analytical model used to calculate service levels at signalized intersections
is published by the Transportation Research Board and is referred to as "Circular 212."
To calculate service levels, this method compares the number of "critical movements" at
the intersection with the expected capacity. Therefore, the result g represent the experience
of motorists who are making "critical" movements. The average 'conditions for all motorists at the intersection are somewhat better than the "critical" movements.
I
At unsignalized intersections, a significant impact will result from the project if:
•

Conditions change from LOS C or better to LOS do or worse as a
consequence of the project, or

•

A location operates at LOS D or worse without the project, and the project
causes a degradation of one or more service levels.

The reported results for unsignalized intersections represent the most difficult movement
at the intersection, which is usually the left-turn movement from the side street. The
average condition at the intersection will be substantially better. In particular, the "uncontrolled" through movements on the main street will experience LOS A conditions.
In a densely spaced "grid" street pattern such as exists in the study area, the quality of
motorists' traveling experience will be determined by the operations of the intersections.
However, it is impractical to measure conditions at every intersection throughout the study
area. Consequently, for the purposes of this project, this document focuses on the detailed
analysis at the 41 study intersections which are either currently operating poorly or will be
substantially affected by the project.
Existing Conditions at Intersections
Traffic count data for all intersections but Alhambra/Folsom were furnished by City staff
from other project files. Peak-hour traffic counts for the Alhambra/Folsom intersection
were collected in July 1995. In the morning commute period, traffic volumes reach a
peak between 7:30 and 8:30 a.m. In the evening, the peak occurs between 4:45 and
5:45 p.m.
Traffic flows at the studied intersections are dominated by commute and non-commute
travel to and from the central business district (CBD). G Street and H Street carry traffic
between the CBD and the Business 80 ramps at H and E Streets and other destinations to
the east. 15th and 16th Streets, part of State Route 160 (SR-160) Orry traffic between the
CBD and US-50 and other destinations to the south of US-50, and north of the Central
City along the SR-160 and Business 80 corridors. Other streets such as 19th and
21st Streets, J and L Streets, and N and P Streets fill this same function to varying
degrees.
I
Existing conditions at the study intersections are identified in Table 5.2.1 under the "AC"
column, which is the No Project alternative. All of the study intersections operate acceptable (LOS C or better) in the AM peak hour, however, four intersections operate unacceptably in the PM peak hour in the near term:
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Table 5.2-1
Intersection LOS Summary
Near-Term Conditions
Page 1 of 3

I.

AC
AM/PM

PP
AM/PM

AA
AM/PM

AB
AM/PM

PP&BDG
AM/PM

15th/F Street

A(0.23)/
A(0.39)

A(0.23)/
A(0.33)

A(0.23)/
A(0.22)

A(0.43)/
A(0.39)

A(0.22)/
A(0.33)

15th/G Street

a/
A(0.17)

a/
A(0.11)

a/
A(0.15)

a

A(0.23)

a/
A(0.15)

a/
A(0.52)

a/
B(0.64)

B(0.63)

al
A(0.59)

al
B(0.64)

15th/I Street

A(0.29)
A(0.27)

A(0.43)/
A(0.42)

A(0.37)
A(0.35)

A(0.29)/
A(0.31)

A(0.43)/
A(0.42)

15th/J Street

A(0.38)/
A(0.52)

B(0.65)/
C(0.80)

B(0.63)/
C(0.72)

A(0.38)/
A(0.57)

B(0.65)/
C(0.80)

15th/L Street

A(0.35)/
A(0.41)

,A(0.39)/
A(0.46)

A(0.42)/
A(0.48)

A(0.42)/
A(0.46)

A(0.39)/
A(0.46)

15th/Capitol Avenue

a/
A(0.38)

a/
A(0.40)

a/
A(0.31)

a/
A(0.31)

a/
A(0.40)

a

A(0.54)

al
A(0.56)

al
A(0.51)

al
A(0.51)

A(0.56)

al
A(0.54)

al
A(0.50)

al
A(0.49)

al
A(0.49)

a/
A(0.50)

al
B(0.70)

al
B(0.70)

al
B(0.70)

al
B(0.70)

a/
B(0.70)

15th/X Street

B(0.62)/
B(0.63)

B(0.62)/
B(0.63)

B(0.62)/
8(0.63)

B(0.62)/
B(0.63)

B(0.62)/
B(0.63)

16th/F Street

A(0.46)/
D(0.89)

A(0.46)/
D(0.87)

A(0.40)/
F(1.04)

A(0.46)/
E(0.94)

A(0.46)/
D(0.87)

16th/G Street

B(0.52)/
C(0.76)

A(0.45)/
C(0.75)

A(0.45)/
F(1.13)

A(0.56)/
D(0.85)

A(0.45)/
C(0.75)

16th/H Street

A(0.39)/
E(0.92)

A(0.38)/
C(0.80)

B(0.64)/
F(1.19)

C(0.75)/
F(1.15)

A(0.38)/
C(0.80)

16th/I Street

A(0.32)/
A(0.57)

A(0.35)/
B(0.61)

A(0.34)/
B(0.61)

A(0.29)/
A(0.54)

A(0.35)/
B(0.61)

Location

15th/H Street

•

1

15th/N Street
15th/P Street
,
15th/W Street
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Table 5.2-1
Intersection LOS Summary
Near-Term Conditions
Page 2 of 3
AC
AM/PM

PP
AM/PM

AA
AM/PM

I AB
AM/PM

PP&BDG
AM/PM

16th/J Street

A(0.46)/
C(0.71)

A(0.57)/
D(0.88)

A(0.58)/
D(0.82)

A(0.45)/
C(0.74)

A(0.57)/
D(0.88)

16th/L Street

A(0.36)/
A(0.47)

A(0.41)/
A(0.53)

A(0.45)/
A(0.54)

A1(0.41)/
A(0.52)

A(0.41)/
A(0.53)

16th/Capitol Avenue

A(0.49)/
D(0.89)

A(0.51)/
D(0.87)

A(0.44)/
F(1.04)

A(0.43)/
E(0.94)

A(0.46)/
D(0.87)

16th/N Street

A(0.43)/
b

A(0.44)/
b

A(0.41)/
b

A(0.40)/
1b

A(0.44)/
b

16th/P Street

A(0.49)/
b

A(0.51)/
b

A(0.49)/
b

A(3.50)/
lb

A(0.51)/
b

16th/W Street

B(0.69)/
b

B(0.69)/
b

B(0.69)/
b

B(0.69)/
b

16th/X Street

A(0.57)/
A(0.60)

A(0.57)/
A(0.60)

A(0.57)/
A(0.60)

B(9.69)/
I, b
A(0.57)/
A(0.60)

A(0.57)/
A(0.60)

28th/G Street

al
A(0.31)

al
A(0.55)

al
A(0.60)

al
A(0.53)

al
A(0.55)

28th/H Street

al
A(0.31)

al
A(0.54)

al
C(0.73)

ial
A('0.51)

al
A(0.53)

28th/J . Street

al
A(0.60)

al
B(0.63)

al

laj

al

B(0.69)

A(9.60)

B(0.63)

28th/L Street

a/
A(0.32)

. a/
A(0.31)

al
A(0.60)

Ial
A(0.51)

al
A(0.31)

29th/G Street

A(0.42)/
A(0.37)

A(0.37)/
B(0.68)

C(0.71)/
D(0.85)

A(0.38)/
B(9.68)

A(0.37)/
B(0.68)

29th/H Street

al
A(0.47)

al
A(0.48)

al
B(0.61)

'?/
A(0.43)

al
A(0.48)

29th/J Street

A(0.55)/
B(0.69)

A(0.59)/
C(0.74)

C(0.74)/
D(0.81)

A(0.56)/
C(9.73)

A(0.58)/
C(0.74)

29th/L Street

A(0.29)/
A(0.38)

A(0.31)/
A(0.38)

A(0.39)/
B(0.62)

A(0'.40)/
A(O.49)

A(0.31)/
A(0.38)

Location
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Table 5.2-1
Intersection LOS Summary
Near-Term Conditions
Page 3 of 3
AC
AM/PM

PP
AM/PM

AA
AM/PM

AB
AM/PM

PP&BDG
AM/PM

a/
B(0.66)

a/
C(0.80)

a/
B(0.66)

a
B(0.69)

C(0.80)

30th/G Street

A(0.45)/
A(0.37)

A(0.10)/
A(0.31)

A(0.40)/
A(0.31)

A(0.38)/
A(0.31)

A(0.10)/
A(0.31)

30th/H Street

a/
A(0.54)

at
A(0.40)

a/
A(0.46)

a/
A(0.48)

at
A(0.40)

30th/J Street

at
A(0.44)

at

A(0.45)

a
A(0.48)

at
A(0.47)

a
A(0.45)

30th/L Street

A(0.23)/
A(0.30)

A(0.27)/
A(0.25)

A(0.43)/
C(0.79)

A(0.34)/
A(0.43)

A(0.27)/
A(0.25)

30th/N Street

C(0.80)/
b

D(0.88)/
b

D(0.84)/
b

D(0.86)/
b

D(0.88)/
b

Alhambra Boulevard/
G Street

a/
A(0.58)

at
A(0.47)

a/
A(0.52)

a/
A(0.48)

at
A(0.47)

Alhambra Boulevard/
H Street

at
B(0.65)

at
A(0.46)

at
A(0.59)

a
A(0.58)

at
A(0.46)

Alhambra Boulevard/
J Street

B(0.61)/
D(0.83)

B(0.64)/
D(0.90)

B(0.66)/
E(0.93)

B(0.66)/
D(0.89)

B(0.64)/
D(0.90)

Alhambra Boulevard/
L Street

A(0.58)/
A(0.56)

A(0.59)/
C(0.71)

A(0.58)/
A(0.57)

A(0.57)/
A(0.60)

A(0.59)/
C(0.71)

Alhambra Boulevard/
Capitol Avenue/
Folsom Boulevard

B(0.63)/
B(0.65)

B. (0.64)/
B(0.66)

D(0.81)/
C(0.80)

B(0.67)/
C(0.80)

B(0.64)/
B(0.66)

Location
29th/N Street

at

a = Only evening analysis was conducted for this intersection.
b = Only morning analysis was conducted for this intersection.
D(0.81) - Bold and Italic text indicates a significant impact.
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16th/F Streets (LOS D)
16th/H Streets (LOS E)
16th Street/Capitol Avenue (LOS D)
Alhambra Boulevard/J Street (LOS D)
Impacts at Intersections—Near Term-Conditions

Potential impacts of the Proposed Project or alternatives are summarized in Table 5.2-1.
The LOS values are labeled near-term, to refer to values that would be expected if the
NPTP or alternatives were implemented soon, and traffic had settled into the new travel
patterns. Some intersections are studied in the AM and PM peak periods, and others only
in one peak. Only one peak period is studied at some intersections because the other peak
period is not congested.
The Proposed Project and alternatives would restripe G and H Streets to two-way, twolane roadways with bike lanes between 16th and 29th Streets, and install several traffic
circles, pedestrian islands, intersection portals, and half-street closures throughout the
project area to discourage through travel. The analysis conductedi for this study indicates
that the Proposed Project or and alternatives would decrease volumes on G and H Streets
by diverting traffic to other streets. The circles, islands, and other plan elements are
shown in Chapter 3.
Graphics depicting the extent and location of diverted volumes are shown in Exhibits 5.2-3 (Proposed Project), 5.2-4 (Maximum Diversion), 5.2-5 (Minimum Diversion), and
5.2-6 (Proposed Project Plus BDG).
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Exhibit 5.2-6

Near-Term Changes
in Daily Traffic Volumes-PP & BDG
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Impacts and Mitigation/Intersections—Near-Term Conditions
Expected traffic conditions and intersections with significant impacts (as defined above)
are discussed in the following paragraphs.
Impacts/Intersections–Near-Term Conditions
Although a detailed level of service analysis of the intersections of 15th/Q and 16th/Q
Streets was not conducted for this report, a qualitative analysis was conducted. Because
Q Street carries less traffic than P Street, these intersections can be assumed to have lower
volume-to-capacity ratios than the intersections at 15/P and 16/P Streets. The two
intersections on Q Street would therefore operate at LOS A.
5.2-2 Near-Term Intersection Level of Service
PP

Traffic diversion patterns result in a diversion from G and H Streets to
J Street, L Street, Capitol Avenue, and other parallel streets; and a diversion to a diagonal route using J and L, 19th and 21st, and N and P Streets.
Use of 1-80 or streets in East Sacramento continues as existing. Two unexpected findings were made:
1.

The traffic volume on J Street near 16th increases enough to cause
an impediment to the extent that volumes on J Street closer to
29th Street actually drop slightly.

2.

The volumes on N and P Streets decrease slightly near 16th Street
because of congestion near 29th Street.

Improvements in LOS occur at several locations. The most notable
improvements occur at the 16th/G Street, 16th/H Street, and Alhambra/
H Street intersections.
Significant impacts occur at the following intersections:
5.2-2-1
5.2-2-2
5.2-2-3

•
•
•

16th/J Street: LOS C to D in the p.m. peak hour.
30th/N Street: LOS C to D in the p.m. peak hour.
Alhambra Boulevard/J Street: LOS D to worse
LOS D in the p.m. peak hour.

Impacts at the remaining 39 study intersections as identified in
Exhibit 5.2-2 are less than significant.
AA The Maximum Diversion alternative includes all of the elements of PP plus
additional half-street closures on 16th and 29th Streets. Alternative A
would virtually eliminate through traffic in the project area, but it would
also force circuitous routing for travel to and from the Midtown neighborhood. A diagram of AA is shown in Exhibit 4-1.
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Alternative A would cause large turning volumes near the half-street closures, leading to poor levels of service at study intersections near these
elements. It would also divert a greater amount of traffic south from the
Midtown neighborhood, leading to a greater magnitude of impacts,
indicated by relatively worse LOS values or volume-to-capacity ratios at
most of the study intersections.
Very few intersections would see improved volume-to-capacity ratios.
Alhambra/H Street and 30th/H Street are locations where a beneficial
change in LOS is expected because through volumes on H Street decrease.
Significant impacts would result at the following intersections:
5.2-2.4
5.2-2.5
5.2-2.6
5.2-2.7
5.2-2.8
5.2-2.9
5.2-2.10
5.2-2.11
5.2-2.12
5.2-2.13

16th/F Street:, LOS D to F in the p.m. peak hour
16th/G Street: LOS C to F in the p.m. peak hour
16th/H Street: LOS E to F in the p.m. peak hour
16th/J Street: LOS C to D in the p.m. peak hour
16th/Capitol Avenue: LOS D to F in the p.m. peak hour
29th/G Street: LOS A to D in the p.m. peak hour
29th/J Street: LOS B to D in the p.n. peak hour
30th/N Street: LOS C to D in the a.M. peak hour
Alhambra Boulevard/J Street: LOS D to E in the p.m. peak
hour
Alhambra Boulevard/Capitol Avenue/Folsom Boulevard:
LOS B to D in the a.m. peak hour

Impacts at the remaining 31 study intersections as identified in
Exhibit 5.2-2 are less than significant.
AB

The Minimum Diversion alternative is similar to PP except the half-street
closures would not be included. Alternative B would divert fewer trips out
of the project area than PP. Alternative B would have some impacts at
16th/G Street and 16th/ H Street that are related to adding traffic moves to
the traffic signals and decreasing overall capacity. A diagram of AB is
shown in Exhibit 4-2.
Minor beneficial impacts would occur in several locations, and the
Alhambra Boulevard/H Street intersection would see a beneficial change in
LOS.
Intersections with a significant impact would result at the following intersections:
5.2-2.14
5.2-2.15
5.2-2.16
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16th/F Street: LOS D to E in the p.m.i peak hour
16th/G Street: LOS C to D in the p.m peak hour
.16th/H Street: LOS E to F in the p.m. peak hour
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5.2-2.17
5.2-2.18
5.2-2.19

16th/Capitol Avenue: LOS D to E in the p.m. peak hour
30th/N Street: LOS C to D in the a.m. peak hour
Alhambra Boulevard/J Street: LOS D to worse LOS D in
the p.m. peak hour

Impacts at the remaining 35 study intersections as identified in
Exhibit 5.2-2 are less than significant.
AC Table 5.2-1 shows the existing LOS values at the studied intersections. All
but four intersections are Currently operating at LOS C or better. The City
of Sacramento has defined LOS C as the limit of acceptable operations.
All of the studied intersections are currently operating at acceptable levels
of service in the a.m. peak hour. In the evening peak, acceptable operations also occur except at the intersections of 16th/F Streets (LOS D),
16th/H Streets (LOS E), 16th/Capitol (LOS D), and Alhambra Boulevard/
J Street (LOS D). Each of these intersections either has heavy turning
volumes or is an intersection of two major streets, which correlates with
decreased LOS. This would be a significant impact.
PP&BDG

This scenario includes the PP elements plus closure of C Street between
17th and the Union Pacific Railroad tracks, and 18th and 19th Streets
between C Street and D Street. The closures would cause through traffic
on C Street to divert to D Street and E Street. Traffic related to the Blue
Diamond plant would not need to change routing as a result of the closures,
because the streets would only be closed to non-Blue Diamond traffic. The
analysis conducted for this study indicates that the diversions of through
traffic would be localized to D Street and E Street.
The location of significant negative impacts would be the same as PP. That
is, there would be significant impacts at the following intersections: 16th/J,
30th/N, and Alhambra/J. Potential impacts on D Street and E Street are
assessed in a separate document prepared by the City of Sacramento for the
proposed Blue Diamond closures.

Mitigation/Intersections—Near-Term Conditions
To mitigate impacts to a less than significant level, the following mitigation measures
shall be implemented. Mitigations were determined to be infeasible if they would require
property takes or roadway improvements that extend beyond the existing curb dimension
of that roadway. If mitigations cannot fully mitigate an impact (reduce it to less than
significant or below the City threshold), the resultant Level of Service is bolded.
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5.2-2 Near-Term Intersection Level of Service
PP 5.2-2.1 16th/J Street: Restripe the eastbound approach for 1-Shared Left-

Through and 3-Through lanes. The result is LOS C, less than significant.
5.2-2.2

30th/N Street: There are no feasible mitigations. The result is

II

LOS D, a significant and unavoidable impact.

5.2-2.3

Alhambra Boulevard/J Street: Restripe the northbound approach for
1-Shared Through-Left and 1-shared Through-Right lane would
partially mitigate the impact. The result is LOS D, a significant

II

and unavoidable impact.

AA

5.2-2.4

16th/F Street: There are no feasible mitigations. The result is
LOS D, a significant and unavoidable impact.

5.2-2.5

16th/G Street: There are no feasible mitigations. The result is
LOS F, a significant and unavoidable impact.

II
II

5.2-2.6

16th/H Street: Stripe the eastbound approach for 3 - Left Turn lanes.
The result is LOS E, a significant and unavoidable impact.

5.2-2.7

16th/J Street: Same as PP. The result is LOS C, less than significant.

II

5.2-2.8

16th/Capitol Avenue: Restripe the northbound approach for
3-Through and 1-Right Turn lane. The result is LOS F, a signif-

II

icant and unavoidable impact.

5.2-2.9
5.2-2.10

29th/G Street: Stripe the westbound approach for 3-Left Turn
Lanes. The result is LOS C, a less than significant impact.
29th/J Street: There are no feasible mitigations. The result is
LOS D, a significant and unavoidable impact.

5.2-2.11

30th/N Street: There are no feasible mitigations. The result is
LOS D, a significant and unavoidable impact.

5.2-2.12

Alhambra Boulevard/J Street: Same as PP. The result is LOS D, a
significant and unavoidable impact.

5.2-2.13
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Alhambra Boulevard/Capitol Avenue/Folsom Boulevard: Restripe
the westbound approach for 1-Shared Left-Through lane and
1-Shared Right-Through lane. The result is LOS A, a less than
significant impact.
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AB

5.2-2.14

16th/F Street: There are no . feasible mitigations. The result is

LOS E, a significant and unavoidable impact.
5.2-2.15

16th/G Street: Same as AA. The result is LOS D, a significant

and unavoidable impact.
5.2-2.16 16th/H Street: Restripe the eastbound approach as 2-Left and
2-Through lanes. The result is LOS C, a less than significant
impact.
5.2-2.17

16th Street/Capitol Avenue: Same as AA. The result is LOS E, a

significant and unavoidable impact.
5.2-2.18

30th/N Street: There are no feasible mitigations. The result is

LOS D, a significant and unavoidable impact.
5.2-2.19

Alhambra Boulevard/J Street: Same as PP. The result is LOS D, a

significant and unavoidable impact.
AC

Mitigation is not required because impacts are less than significant.

PP&BDG

All mitigations for PP&BDG are the same as for PP.
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5.2-3 NEAR-TERM CONDITIONS ON FREEWAYS
Introduction
This section discusses peak hour traffic flows on freeways bordering the Central City,
including Business 80 and Route 50. Six freeway weave sections (selected by Caltrans)
were evaluated for this study to determine if the proposed NPTP or alternatives would
cause levels of service to improve or worsen. A weave section has an on-ramp close
enough to a downstream off-ramp that traffic from one ramp interferes with traffic from
the other.
For example, a driver using an on-ramp that does not lead to a weave section need only
match his or her speed to traffic in the slow lane, then merge into a gap. However, in a
weave section the process is more involved. The volume in the slow lane may be higher
because other motorists are lined up to use the off-ramp. Therefore, fewer gaps would be
available. Motorists in the slow lane must slow down to create gaps for on-ramp traffic.
In weave sections where volumes are high, more and more motorists must slow down to
create gaps. Average travel speeds through the weave section drop as a result. Level of
service in a weave section is a function of travel speed, so the LOS also worsens as
speeds drop.

Method ology
Freeway weave segments were analyzed with the methodology presented in Chapter 4 of
the Highway Capacity Manual (Transportation Research Board Special Report 209,
updated 1994). The methodology uses volumes in the weave section and physical characteristics such as length between ramps and number of lanes as inputs.
The methodology calculates travel speed, and uses it as the basis for level of service.
Table 5.2-2 defines the relationship between travel speeds and level of service in a freeway weave section.
Standards of Significance
Caltrans has identified LOS D as the minimum acceptable condition for freeway segments
in the study area. The thresholds of significance are similar to Cit) I/I standards, except
LOS D is considered acceptable, and LOS E or worse is unacceptable. Also, where freeway weave sections are already at LOS E or worse, a degradation Of LOS by one level or
more would be considered a significant impact. (Source: Personal Ipornmunication with
Kent Foster, Caltrans, October 10, 1995.) For example, if existing operations were LOS E
and operations with the Proposed Project or an alternative were LOS F, a significant
impact would result.
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Table 5.2-2 Level of Service Definitions
Freeway Weave Section?
Descriptions
Level of
Service
A

Non-Weaving Vehicles'

Weaving Vehicles°
Speeds of 55 mph or more. Little
interference from other vehicles.

Speeds of 60 mph or more. Little
interference from other vehicles.

Speeds of 50-54 mph. Some
interference from other vehicles.

Speeds of 54-59 mph. Some
interference from other vehicles.

Speeds of 45-59 mph. Volumes in
weaving lanes nearing capacity.
Congestion may extend upstream
of weave section.

Speeds of 48-53 mph. Some slow
weaving traffic spills over into nonweaving lanes.

Speeds of 35130-39d mph. Long
delays approaching and passing
through weave section. Congestion
extends upstream of weave section
on freeway and on-ramp.

Speeds of 42-47 mph. Non-weaving
traffic slowed by slower weaving
traffic.

Speeds less than 35130d mph.

Speeds of 35/30d-41 mph. Nonweaving traffic slowed considerably
by weaving traffic interference.

Long delays approaching and
passing through weave section.
Volumes are constrained by
capacity.

Speeds less than 35/30 d mph. Long
delays approaching and passing
through weave section.

= Source - Highway Capacity Manual, Special Report 209, TRB, Updated 1994.
= Weaving vehicles are entering and/or leaving the freeway in the weave section.
= Non-weaving vehicles are through traffic on the freeway.
d = A computer output of 35 mph corresponds to a field travel speed of 30 mph.
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Existing Conditions on Freeways
Existing conditions for the following freeway weave sections are described 'below:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Northbound Business 80 between US-50 and N Street (a.m.)
Northbound Business 80 between P Street and H Street (a.m.)
Southbound Business 80 between N Street and US-50 (p.m.)
Southbound Business 80 between H Street and P Street (p.m.)
Westbound US-50 between SR-99 and 16th Street (a.m.)
Eastbound US-50 between 16th Street and SR-99 (p.m.)

Traffic volumes on these segments were collected in March, April, and July 1995.
Table 5.2-2 defines the freeway weave segment LOS values.
Construction activity is currently underway and nearing completion on the northbound onramps to Business 80 (which is also designated SR-51 by Caltrans) from P Street, J Street,
and E Street. These ramp meter signals are expected to be operating by the end of 1995.
Also, a contract has recently been awarded for ramps on US-50, including the eastbound
•
on-ramps from 13th, 16th, and 28th Streets. These ramp meter signals should be completed and operational in October 1996. Caltrans does not plan to'l install any additional
ramp meter signals in the study area. (Source: John Holzhauser, Caltrans, August 14,
1995).
Existing LOS values on northbound Business 80 (Bus-80) between the P Street on-ramp
and the H Street off-ramp are the only values at acceptable LOS D or better. All other
segments are currently operating at worse than LOS D.
Impacts and Mitigation/Freeways—Near-Term Conditions
Traffic operations in the studied weave sections will change somewhat in the near term
with the proposed installation of ramp metering signals by Caltrans.
The traffic analysis concludes that the proposed NPTP and alternatives would change volumes on the ramps in the study area. Implementation of the Proposed Project or alternatives would tend to reduce volumes on the H Street ramps and increase volumes on the
N Street ramps and the 16th Street ramps to varying degrees.
Traffic volumes were estimated from output of the computer traffic model, similar to the
process described previously. Table 5.2-3 summarizes the resultant travel speeds and
LOS values.
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Table 5.2-3
Freeway Weave Section LOS Summary
Near-Term Scenarios
Travel Speed/Level of Service

Location

AC

PP

AA

I

AB

PP&BDG

Northbound Bus. 80, US-50 to N Street (AM peak hour)
Weave Speed/LOS

37/E

37/E

37/E

37/E

37/E

Non-weave Speed/LOS

471D

471D

471D

471D

471D

Northbound Bus. 80, P Street to H Street (AM peak hour)
Weave Speed/LOS

46/C

47/C

47/C

47/C

47/C

Non-weave Speed/LOS

50/C

51/C

50/C

51/C

51/C

Southbound Bus. 80, H Street to P Street (PM peak hour)
Weave Speed/LOS

411D

411D

411D

41/D

411D

Non-weave Speed/LOS

42/D

40E

41/D

40/E

40E

Southbound Bus. 80, N Street to US-50 (PM peak hour)
Weave Speed/LOS

38/E

38/E

38/E

38/E

38/E

Non-weave Speed/LOS

36/E

36/E

36/E

36/E

36/E

Westbound US-50, SR-99 to 16th Street (AM peak hour)
Weave Speed/LOS

29/F

29/F

29/F

29/F

29/F

Non-weave Speed/LOS

42/D _• 42/D

42/D

42/D

42/D

Eastbound US-50, 16th Street to SR-99 (PM peak hour)
Weave Speed/LOS

34/F

34/F

34/F

34/F

34/F

Non-weave Speed/LOS

46/D

461D

46/D

46/D

46/D

Notes:
1. Bold text indicates a significant negative impact.
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Impacts/Freeway—Near-Term Conditions

5.2-3 Near-Term Freeway Weave Sections
PP

Under the Proposed Project, some of the traffic acces§ing,Business 80 from
the,E Street, H Street, and J Street ramps would be shifted to the N Street
and P Street ramps. In the southbound weave section between H Street and
P Street, this shift pattern would reduce the H Street on-ramp volume, but it
also would increase the P Street off-ramp volume. The net effect would be
a worsening of the LOS of the weave section from LOS D to LOS E. This
is a significant impact.

AA

Alternative A would result in a traffic shift similar to that for PP, but the
decrease in traffic on H Street could be greater magnitude so LOS does not
deteriorate. This would be a less than significant impact. -

AB

Alternative B would result in the same impact on the southbound weave
section between H Street and P Street. This is a significant impact.

AC

Existing LOSs on northbound Business 80 (Bus-80) between the P Street
on-ramp and the H Street off-ramp are the only values at acceptable LOS D
or better. All other segments are currently operating at worse than LOS D.
Since these unacceptable LOS values are not caused by the project, this is a
less than significant impact.

PP&BDG

The estimated volumes for the PP&BDG scenario would be very similar to
those for PP. This is a significant and unavoidable impact.

Mitigation/Freeways—Near-Term Conditions

5.2-3 Near-Term Freeway Weave Sections
PP

There are no feasible mitigations. The result is LOS E, a significant and
unavoidable impact.

AA

Mitigation is not required because the impact is less than significant.

AB Same as PP.

AC

Mitigation is not required because the impact is less than significant.

PP&BDG Same as PP.
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5.2.4 NEAR-TERM CONDITIONS ON TRANSIT
Introduction
This section discusses existing transit service within the study area, focusing on fixed
route, scheduled bus service provided by the Sacramento Regional Transit District (RT).
Although RT also provides light rail service to the west and south of the study area, and
Paratransit provides dial-a-ride service, only the fixed route bus service has been identified
for study here. The transit analysis focuses on potential negative effects on transit schedules, either extending the schedule or making transit travel times unpredictable because of
variable congestion.
Methodology
The potential effects on transit operations are assessed by determining changes in trip
times due to delay at signalized intersections. Each intersection LOS value (see
Table 5.2-1) has an associated delay to motorists (see Table 5.2-4). By adding the intersection delay values for each intersection on the bus route for each alternative, differences
between the alternatives are assessed. The effects on schedule adherence are also discussed, based on the average delay discussed above, and a statistical calculation of the
likely minimum and maximum delays corresponding to that average.
Standards of Significance
The project or alternatives could effect the transit system by changing travel, time length
or predictability on routes through the study area. If implementation of the Proposed
Project or alternatives would result in an increase in travel time through the study area of
more than 15 percent, a significant impact would occur. (Source: Anthony Palmiere,
Regional Transit, June 13, 1995.)
Exhibit 5.2-7 shows a map of bus routes in the study area. Route 34 passes through Midtown on F Street. It is scheduled every half-hour between 5:30 a.m. and 9:30 p.m. on
weekdays, and every hour from 9:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m. on weekends and holidays. Bus
stop locations are also shown in Exhibit 5.2-7.
Routes 30, 31, and 32 pass through the study area on J and L Streets. Through Midtown,
they operate as one route, with service from 5:40 a.m. to 10:30 p.m. The combined route
provides service every 15 minutes from 6:45 a.m. until 6:45 p.m. on weekdays, every
20 minutes on weekend days, and every 30 minutes in the evening. In addition to providing service to Midtown, these routes serve major facilities in East Sacramento and
Downtown.
Ridership data for these routes were collected annually by RT staff. Daily ridership on
the J/L Street routes (#30, #31, and #32) is 3360 boardings. Westbound, approximately
1,000 passengers are on-board these buses as they enter Midtown, and an additional
300 board at stops in Midtown. Eastbound, there are 860 passengers on-board entering
Midtown, and 260 boardings in Midtown.
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No.

•
Level of
Service

II

Table 5.2-4
Level of Service Definitions for Signalized Intersections
Volume/
Capacity
Ratio

Delay
(sec. per
vehicle)

0-0.60

0 - 16

10.61-0.70

16 - 22

Description

A

Uncongested operations, no vehicle is
required to wait more than one green.

B

Slightly congested, but still no vehicle waits
more than one green.

C

Light congestion with occasional backups on
critical approaches. Some vehicles are delayed
to second green.

0.71-0.80

22 - 28

D

Congested operations during highest flow
periods. Many vehicles wait for second green.
All vehicles can pass within one or two signal
cycles. Limit of acceptable operations in rural
areas.

0.81-0.90

28 - 35

E

Severe congestion, extends beyond one peak
hour. Queues of traffic may extend to other
intersections. Volume is close to capacity for
intersection. Limit of acceptable operations
for urban areas.

0.91-1.00

35 - 40

F

Volume is greater than capacity of
intersection. Excessive backups and long
delays. Congested conditions extend beyond
peak hour.

Over 1.00

More
than 40

1

Source - Transportation Research Circular 212, Transportation Research Board,
January, 1980.
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Bus Transit Map
NPTP EIR
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Daily ridership on the F Street bus route (#34) is 1,120 boardings. In a typical day, the
westbound #34 route carries about 80 people into Midtown, and an additional 200 board
buses at Midtown stops along F Street. The eastbound buses carry about 290 people into
Midtown, and have 70 more boardings in Midtown.
Impacts and Mitigation/Transit—Near-Term Conditions
The transit analysis focuses on three streets which carry bus routes through the study area:
1.

F Street carries the Route 34, which may be effected because PP and AB include
half-street closures on F Street.

2.

J Street carries Routes 30, 31, and 32, which may be effected because implementation of PP, AA, AB, and PP&BDG would increase volumes on J Street. The
increased volumes could result in increased travel times for RT buses, and, more
importantly, could result in unpredictable travel times.

3.

L Street also carries Routes 30, 31, and 32, which are subject to the same effects
as J Street.

Impacts/Transit—Near-Term Conditions
5.2.4 Transit
PP

5.2-4.1

The PP includes installation of half-street closures on F Street at
16th Street (facing eastbound traffic) and 25th Street (facing westbound traffic), and a traffic circle at 24th Street. Due to previous
comments received from RT staff (letter from Debra Jones to Scot
Mende dated March 3, 1993, and verbal comments) the half-closures
at these two locations are to be designed to allow passage of buses
and emergency vehicles. These designs are subject to review by RT
staff. The design of the traffic circle allows through traffic to travel

by the circle comfortably at about 20 mph. This speed is reduced
from the current posted speed limit of 30 mph. The travel time
delay to slow from 30 mph to 20 mph and then accelerate back to
30 mph is about 8 seconds, which is not considered a significant
impact. Therefore, the impact on Route 34 is less than significant.
5.2-4.2
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The intersection analysis for PP indicates that LOS values at intersections on J Street and L Street would worsen if PP were implemented (see Table 5.2-1). Because congestion increases as
LOS worsens, travel times for Routes 30, 311, and 32 could also
increase, which could increase operating costs for RT. Also,
because congestion is not static throughout the peak period, travel
times for these RT routes could become less predictable. This is a
less than significant impact.
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5.2-4.3

The current bus schedule (Bus & Light Rail Timetable Book, RT,
April, 1995) shows a travel time on J Street averaging 11 minutes
between J/7th and J/28th. The analysis conducted for this report
indicates the 11 minute travel time includes 3.4 minutes free flow
travel time, about 4 minutes of delay at traffic signals (13 signals at
20 seconds each), and 3.6 minutes of "dwell" time (the time spent at
bus stops unloading or loading passengers).
The expected LOS with PP would result in an increase in the signal
delay by about 90 Seconds (an average increase of 10 seconds at
9 of the 13 signals). This would constitute an increase in travel
time of about 14 percent for eastbound buses on J Street, which
would be a slightly lower increase than the significance threshold
identified by RT staff. Therefore, impacts to travel time are less
than significant.

5.2-4.4

A parallel discussion of operations on L Street would lead to the
same conclusion for westbound buses as above. This is a less than
significant impact.

AA 5.2-4.5

Impacts from AA would be more pronounced than PP. Implementation of Alternative A would cause schedule delays on J Street and
L Street. The increase in travel time would be greater 15 percent
which is the standard of significance. This is a significant impact,
but would be reduced to a less than significant level with implementation of mitigation.

5.2-4.6

Transit impacts would be similar to those for PP except that the
magnitude would be less. Table 5.2-1 shows that most of the study
intersections on J Street would have a higher volume-to-capacity
ratio, but the LOS value changes only at one intersection. The
increased volumes on J Street would add about 10 seconds to the
Route 30, 31, and 32 travel times through the study area, or a 2 percent increase. This amount of increase is a less than significant
impact.

AB

PP&BDG 5.2-4.7 The PP&BDG impacts on bus operations would be the same as the
PP impacts. This is a less than significant impact.
Mitigation/Transit—Near-Term Conditions

5.2.5 Transit
PP

5.2-4.1/
5.2-4.2
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Mitigation is not required. However, the effects on transit could be
minimized through the implementation of traffic signal operations
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strategies that favor buses on RI, Streets and by designing the traffic
diverters on F Street to allow buses to pass
AA

To fully mitigate the potential transit schedule impacts, incorporate and implement
the most appropriate mitigation measure listed below:
5.2-4.5a

Restripe J Street and L Street between 15th Street and Alhambra to
convert one through traffic lane to a bus priority lane during the
Peak hour
OR

5.2-4.5b

Prohibit parking during peak hours on J and L Street between
15th Street and Alhambra Boulevard and designate the parking lane
as a bus priority lane
OR

5.2-4.5c

Install signal preemption equipment on buses and at each signal on
.1 and L Streets between 15th and Alhambra.
Mitigation Measure 5.2-4.5a would likely result in significant
impacts on intersection level of service because the capacity of J
Street for single occupant autos would be reduced, so it is not
recommended. Mitigation Measure 5.2-4.5b would result in loss of
parking in front of businesses, so it is not recommended.
The equipment discussed in Mitigation Measure 5.2-5.5 is in use by
other communities, but is not currently used in the City of Sacramento.

AB

Mitigation is not required because the impact is less than significant.

AC

Mitigation is not required because the impact is less than significant.

PP&BDG

Mitigation is not required because the impact is less than significant.
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5.2.5 PARKING
Introduction
On-street parking supply was identified in a previous NPTP study (Evaluation of Neighborhood Preservation Transportation Plan, June 1993, City of Sacramento and CH2M
HILL) as an important issue. Parking analysis is included here because it has been identified as an important issue to local residents and business owners, and because the Proposed Project may affect parking supply. Table 5.2-5 summarizes the parking supply near select intersections in the study area.
Each location matches a proposed element (traffic circle or pedestrian island) from the
proposed NPTP that may reduce parking supply. The survey lists the existing parking
supply close to the intersection, in an area where red curb would be required to accommodate traffic flow around the proposed NPTP element.
Existing usage levels of these spaces are fairly high. Only on C Street and D Street does
parking seem readily available during the day.
Methodology
The analysis considers available parking supply in effected areas, and quantifies the potential amount of parking loss that could result from project implementation. The City does
not have a standard of significance to evaluate parking loss.
Existing Parking Conditions
Parking spaces in Midtown include spaces available on-street or on private property. This
section focuses on the on-street supply which may be effected by the Proposed Project or
alternatives. City staff have completed an inventory of on-street parking which shows a
total of 3,580 on-street parking spaces in Midtown. Of this total, 1467 are regulated
spaces (metered, time-restricted, or special zones with painted curbs), and the remainder
are unregulated.
Impacts and Mitigation/Parking
The elements of the Proposed Project include traffic circles, pedestrian islands, half-street
closures, and intersection portals. The design of each of these elements was completed
for a previous study (Evaluation of Neighborhood Preservation Transportation Plan,
CH2M HILL, June 1993). Relative to parking impacts, each element is described as
follows:
Traffic circles consist of a raised circular island in the middle of an intersection.
The circle would be wide enough to force most vehicles to slow to about 20 mph
to drive around it. The travel lane approaching the circle would need to shift away
from the center of the road and toward the curb to accommodate the new curved
vehicle path. The shift, in turn, would eliminate parking close to the intersection.
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Table 5.2-5
Inventory of Affected Parking Supply
NPTP Element'

Effected Parking Capacity'

Street/23rd Street

Pedestrian Islands 3

0

D Street/18th Street

Pedestrian Islands

0

D Street/23rd Street

Pedestrian Islands

0

E Street/17th Street

Pedestrian Island

E Street/18th Street

Pedestrian Islands

5
54

E Street/23rd Street

Pedestrian Islands

12

E Street/26th Street

Traffic Circle

10

F Street/17th Street

Pedestrian Islands

0

F Street/18th Street

Pedestrian Islands

0

F Street/23rd Street

Pedestrian Islands

0

F Street/27th Street

Traffic Circle

125

G Street/23rd Street

Pedestrian Island

G Street/25th Street

Traffic Circles

G Street/27th Street

Pedestrian Islands

G Street/28th Street

Pedestrian Islands

116
76

H Street/24th Street

Traffic Circle

7

H Street/25th Street

Pedestrian Island

Location
C

' 126
156

•1

4
i
!

6

H Street/26th Street

Pedestrian Island

H Street/27th Street

Pedestrian Island

H Street/28th Street

Pedestrian Island

I Street/24th Street

Traffic Circle

I Street/27th Street
I Street/28th Street

Pedestrian Islands
Pedestrian Islands

K Street/25th Street

Pedestrian Islands

06

K Street/26th Street

Pedestrian Islands

06

1

6
1
166
06

1
I

063

129

TOTAL

I
Notes:
Only
pedestrian
islands
and
traffic
circles
require
removal
of
parking.
1 =
2 = This column shows available parking with 30 ft. of intersections with a proposed traffic circle, or
within 60 ft. of intersections with a proposed pedestrian island.
3 = Pedestrian islands only effect parking on east-west streets with bike lanes (E, G, and H
Streets).
4 = Includes two spaces with time restrictions.
5 = Includes four spaces with 2-hour time restrictions.
6 = All spaces have 2- or 4-hour time restrictions.
7 = Includes one space for handicapped.
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Each traffic circle could eliminate as many as 16 parking spaces. The actual
reduction shown in Table 5.2-5 is less than 16 at most intersections because of
existing no parking zones near street comers. (See Exhibit 3-8 for a drawing of a
traffic circle.)
Pedestrian islands consist of a raised median island to be constructed near the
crosswalk and extending away from the intersection. The width of the island
would be 6 feet, enough to shelter school children with bicycles. The travel lane
would also shift away from the center of the road toward the curb, and parking
would need to be eliminated. Each pedestrian island could eliminate up to 6 parking spaces. As before, the actual number may be less due to existing no parking
zones. (See Exhibit 3-10)
Half-street closures include a raised island with signs in it that would prevent automobiles from entering a block. The islands would be constructed on the intersection side of a crosswalk, and would extend from the center of the road to one curb
(at the comer). Because the island would meet the curb at the comer, no parking
would be lost. (See Exhibit 3-6)
Intersection portals are raised curbs that extend the existing curb 9 feet toward the
center of the road. They are also located in the crosswalk area so they do not
eliminate parking. (See Exhibit 3-7)
The NPTP also includes elements such as textured crosswalks, zebra crosswalks, stop
signs, and traffic signal modifications, but these elements do not effect parking. The
parking impacts for the Proposed Project are discussed in the following paragraphs. The
impacts would be the same for existing and future scenarios.
In terms of parking and circulation related to the Governor's Mansion at H and
16th Streets, the proposed half-street closure at the east side of 16th and H Streets
would block one access route to the parking lot located at the southeast corner. No parking spaces would be removed, however.
Impacts/Parking
5.2-5 Parking
PP

5.2-5.1

The existing parking supply that would be affected by PP was
inventoried in Table 5.2-5. The total potential number of on-street
spaces affected is 129. Although a formal parking survey
was not conducted, casual observations during field visits indicated
that most of the parking spaces are well utilized.
The 129 spaces represent about 4 percent of the total parking supply
in the Midtown project site. Loss of this number of spaces would
be noticeable to residents and businesses located close to the particular intersections where the spaces are removed.
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Business are located at the intersections of 18th/E Streets, 24th/I
Streets, and 25th/K Streets. Parking losses (at these intersections,
especially at 24th/I Streets, where 16 spaces would be lost, would be
most noticeable since there is most likely a( higher demand for use
of these spaces.
The City does not currently recognize a standard of significance for
loss of on-street parking. This amount of parking loss would be
noticeable for the areas around each propoSed traffic circle and
pedestrian island. Parking loss near businesses would be noticeable
during peak business periods if existing parking supply is already
limited and parking loss near residential areas would be noticeable
in densely populated locations where on-street and off-street parking
is limited. Although noticeable, on-street parking would still be
available on all blocks within the project area. To the extent that
loss of on-street parking might be associated with loss of business
for any retail or service establishment, thiS ElR does not examine
such effects since they are considered socio-economic rather than
environmental effects. Since the loss of on-street parking will be
spread throughout the project area, it is unlikely that the loss of
parking will result in any significant loss lof business for local businesses. The focus of this EIR is on physical environmental effects.
An analysis of social or economic effects' is not included in this
document, unless there are any identifiedlsocioeconomic changes
that are determined to cause indirect environmental effects (Reference CEQA Section 15131). For this ET, the possible loss of business for any retail or service establishment associated with the loss
of on-street parking is considered a socioeconomic impact.
The loss of on-street parking may cause a greater number of vehicles to circulate within the project area to locate parking, and this
effect may cause increased traffic congestion on local streets. The
City's On-Street Parking Division is currently preparing a parking
demand study for an area which includes a portion of the project
site, but the results of that study are not yet available. Given the
assumed high level of demand for parking in the project area for
this project. This is a potentially significant impact.
AA

Alternative A is similar to PP with onej less traffic circle, and many
portals are replaced with half-street closures. The total parking loss
would be about 116 spaces, which would be noticeable; however,
for the same reasons as described in PP, this is a potentially significant impact.

AB

Alternative B is also similar to PP, except it has one less traffic
circle and the half-street closures are replaced with portals. The
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1

total parking loss would be about 116 spaces, which would be
noticeable, however for the same reasons described in PP, this is a
potentially significant impact.
PP&BDG

PP&BDG is similar to PP with the addition of street closures on
parts of C Street, 18th Street, and 19th Street. Parking loss on the
blocks proposed for closure is about 150 spaces. As before, casual
observations indicated usage in the daytime is by vehicles related to
Blue Diamond. Blue Diamond has proposed to close the roads to
public use, but Blue Diamond visitors and employees would still
have access to the existing parking spaces. (Source: Darrell Nelson, Blue Diamond).
Outside business hours, minimal use of the on-street parking on
C Street was observed. Some use of parking on 18th Street near
D Street by visitors to Washington Square Park was observed. The
total cumulative effective parking loss for PP&BDG is estimated at
about 279 spaces, also a substantial loss of parking. This is a potentially significant impact.

Mitigation/Parking

1.
I

Although impacts from parking loss cannot be determined for an effect on traffic congestion, a mitigation measure is discussed below that redesigns the traffic circle in an effort
to retain about one-half of the spaces lost from traffic circles.
The pedestrian island design was modified during the previous study to mitigate concerns
from residents about loss of parking. Each pedestrian island requires loss of a maximum
of six parking spaces, if a bike lane is to be striped adjacent to the pedestrian island. The
initial design effected eight spaces. Further redesign would reduce the effectiveness of the
islands and is not recommended.
The traffic circles were designed to slow traffic speeds by forcing drivers to follow a
curved travel path through intersections. The circles were tested by setting up a
simulation in the Cal Expo parking lot. The comfortable travel speed around the circles
as currently designed is about 20 mph. Reducing the radius would minimize parking loss
but would also increase the comfortable travel speed.
PP, AA, AB, PP&BDG 5.2-5.1
Reducing the size of the proposed traffic circles could reduce the loss of parking per
circle from 16 to 8 spaces. In turn, the total parking loss would be reduced. It is not
possible to predict the comfortable driving speed without a field test, but it would likely
be between 25 and 30 mph. This redesign would reduce parking loss, but would also
minimize the effectiveness of the traffic circles in reducing travel speeds.

4
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PP, AA, AB, PP&BDG
Redesigning the traffic circle features to reduce the number of on-street parking spaces
removed would lessen the impact of parking removal. A potential new design of the
traffic circles would include a circle with a very small radius combined with 8 intersection
portals. This design would likely result in no loss of parking at intersections with traffic
circles, and an equivalent effectiveness at reducing vehicle speeds. Since the number of
affected parking spaces related to traffic circles is 60, this redesign would reduce the . parking loss by almost half. This measure would also eliminate loss of parking near the businesses at 24th/I Street. A sketch of the proposed new traffic circle design is included in
Appendix C.
Redesign the traffic circle features to reduce, to the extent feasible, the amount of onstreet parking loss, while maintaining the planned travel speed at the level as currently
intended in the NPTP (20 mph for comfortable travel around an circle). This redesign
would reduce the radius of the circle and add intersection portals to eliminate or reduce
loss of on-street parking spaces.
Incorporation of this mitigation measure into the project design will reduce the magnitude
of the parking impacts. The final level of any impact on traffic conditions is speculative
and uncertain since the exact timing and levels of parking demand are not known. In
addition, the City has no adopted policy or technical measure by which to conclude
whether this mitigation measure will reduce the parking loss impact to less than significant levels. This impact issue is therefore acknowledged as one of controversy, and, for
the purposes of this analysis, the impact remains potentially significant and unavoid-

able.
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5.2.6 BIKEWAYS
Introduction
Bikeways discussed in this section consist of one of three types. A Class 1 bike route is a
separated facility, usually a paved path, 8-feet or more wide. An example is the American
River Bike Trail. A Class 2 bike route is part of a paved roadway with a 6-inch white
stripe separating the part of the roadway to be used by vehicles from the part used by
bicyclists. An example is 20th Street. A Class 3 bike route is part of a paved roadway
without the 6-inch white stripe. Class 3 routes are usually designated on streets that are
wide enough for bicyclists to be comfortable sharing the street, or on streets with low
enough vehicle volumes. An example is North B Street.
Methodology
The Proposed Project and alternatives were analyzed to determine if construction of the
project elements would result in physical barriers in bike routes, or impinge on the level
of comfort of bicyclists on the routes.
Standards of Significance
An impact to bikeways would result if the project eliminated an existing bikeway or hindered the placement of a future bikeway (i.e., planned bikeways within the Sacramento
Bikeway Master Plan, September 1992).
Existing Bikeway Conditions
The currently designated bike routes within the Midtown neighborhood are summarized as
follows and shown in Exhibit 5.2-8:
•
•
•
•
•
•

D Street west of 28th
E Street entire length
K Street 14th to Alhambra Boulevard
20th Street south of E Street
24th Street south of E Street
28th Street south of C Street

Lanes are striped on E and 28th Streets only. Installation of stripes on the remaining
designated routes is planned within the next 5 years. Usage levels of bike routes are high
in the Midtown neighborhood, regardless of whether the route is striped or not.
City staff are currently updating the Bikeway Master Plan. One relevant update would
add a link between the Midtown bike routes and the American River bike trail via a new
connection to 20th Street. (Source: Caroline Quinn, Senior Engineer, Sacramento, July,
1995).
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Impacts and Mitigation/Bikeways
Impacts/Bikeways
5.2-6 Bikeways
The Proposed Project and alternatives include elements such as half-street closures and
intersection portals that would be constructed near the portion of the street used by bicyclists. Each element, however, was designed to allow easy passage by bicyclists, so
impacts on bikeways would be expected to be less than significant.
The Proposed Project and alternatives also includes addition of striped bike lanes on
G Street and H Street between 16th and 29th Streets. These routes would add new bike
lanes to the existing or designated bikeways. Impacts that result from PP or alternatives
would be less than significant.
Mitigation/Bikeways
Mitigation is not required for the Proposed Project or alternatives because the impact is
less than significant.
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FUTURE CONDITIONS
Introduction
This section discusses future conditions in the study area with the Proposed Project and
alternatives, with a focus on intersections, freeways, and transit. Analysis of parking and
bikeways would be the same as presented for the near-term discussion, so it is not
repeated. Analysis of street segments was only conducted for the near-term analysis.
Future conditions were forecast with the SACMET model labeled Year 2010. However,
City staff have determined that the land-use estimates in the model may not occur until
2020 or 2030. Estimates of employment and population in the downtown area are shown
below. (Source: Memo from Steve Brown to Fred Buderi dated October 6, 1995).

Employment Data
Population Data

Current (1994)
96,400
34,300

Expected (2015)
133,900
47,000

SACMET (2010)
191,400
43,200

The Expected 2015 Data is derived from current economic trends. The SACMET 2010
data was developed for the traffic model in 1992, and served as the basis of traffic projections completed for this analysis. The model forecasts are based upon a lower population
than the updated numbers, but the employment was considerably higher. Since the commute patterns are very dependent on employment, future volumes derived from the
SACMET 2010 land use projections (as they were for this report) would also be high.
Therefore, the future analysis presented in this section should be interpreted as a very
long-range analysis.
Future scenarios consider the cumulative effects of the NPTP and other potential development throughout the Sacramento metropolitan area. Land use changes reflected in the
SACMET model include downtown projects such as the following:

•
•

SP/Richards Redevelopment, including the Federal court house
R Street corridor development
Capitol Commons

The background level of traffic in the future scenarios is considerably elevated compared
to the near-term scenarios.
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5.2.7 FUTURE CONDITIONS AT INTERSECTIONS
Introduction
In this section, peak-hour tucning movement characteristics are summarized for the same
41 intersections as the near-term analysis (see Exhibit 5.2-2).
Methodology
The analysis conducted for this section considers changes in LOS at the study intersections that would result from implementation of the Proposed Project or an alternative. In
addition, this section considers the proposed closure of C Street near the Blue Diamond
plant, and the cumulative effects of that closure and the Proposed Project:
As with the near-term analysis, the Proposed Project and alternatives were analyzed with
the Sacramento Metropolitan Area (SACMET) computer traffic model. The models
created for the Proposed Project and alternatives differ in roadway networks only, as the
land use portion of the traffic model was not changed or modified.
Model runs were made and traffic analysis was completed for future conditions. The
future conditions analysis compares the various ,scenarios, but also determines if the road
system could accommodate the future traffic volumes.
Signalized intersections are evaluated according to criteria contained in TRB Circular 212
(1980). The volume-to-capacity ratio is used as a measure of effectiveness to determine
when significant impacts occur. Unsignalized intersections are analyzed with the methodology in Chapter 10 of the Highway Capacity Manual (TRB, 1994)
The scenarios analyzed are as follows:
Future Conditions With Project (PP)
Future Conditions With Alternative A: Maximum Diversion (AA)
Future Conditions With Alternative B: Minimum Diversion (AB)
Future Conditions With Alternative C: No Project (AC)
Future Conditions With Project + Blue Diamond Growers (PP&BDG)
In all tables summarizing future conditions in the Transportation/Circulation section,
Alternative C—No Project (AC) is listed first. This order of presentation is changed from
the other sections of this document because all comparisons and findings of significance
are based on a comparison to AC.
Standards of Significance
Standards of significance are the same as discussed for the Near-Term analysis.
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Impacts and Mitigation/Intersections—Future Conditions
Potential impacts of the Proposed Project or alternatives are summarized in Table 5.2-6.
Expected traffic conditions and intersections with significant impacts are discussed in the
following paragraphs. Significant impacts occur when the Proposed Project would cause
congested operations at an intersection that is currently not congested; or when traffic
flows are congested even without the project and the Proposed Project would result in a
more than 2 percent increase in critical volumes.
Impacts/Intersections—Future Conditions
5.2-7 Future Intersection Level of Service
PP

The physical aspects of the Proposed Project would be the same as described
above in the Near-Term Scenarios. Traffic diversions would also occur, but the
diversion pattern would be much more widespread. Because of future traffic
volumes (see AC discussion), the street system could not easily absorb the diverted
traffic. Therefore, diversion would occur in a much broader pattern.
If the Proposed Project is implemented, volumes are expected to increase on Route
160, both north and south of the study area, and on J and L Streets, Capitol Avenue, and N, P, and Q Streets. Most of the traffic that diverts from G and H Streets
is traveling between the central business district and points along the 1-80 corridor
or the US-50 corridor. There are many alternative routes to these corridors.
Although this traffic could also divert around the study area via 1-5, the traffic
model very clearly indicates that no diversion to I-5 would occur. This finding
probably results from already high volumes on 1-5, and correspondingly low
expected travel speeds, which make use of 1-5 unattractive as a diversion route
because of its longer length.
Although a detailed level of service analysis of the intersections of 15th/Q and
16th/Q Streets was not conducted for this report, a qualitative analysis was
conducted. Since Q Street carries less traffic than P Street, these intersections can
be assumed to have lower volume-to-capacity ratios than the intersections at 15th/P
and 16th/P Streets. The two intersections on Q Street would therefore operate at
LOS C.
Beneficial impacts occur at many locations. Notable instances are the intersections
of 29th/J Street, 30th/H Street, 30th/J Street, Alhambra/H Street, and Alhambra/
J Street.
The analysis yields a larger number of intersections with negative impacts
compared to the near-term scenarios. The larger number is due to the higher background volumes. Significant impacts would result as follows:
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Table 5.2-6
Intersection LOS Summary
Future Conditions
Page I of 3
AC .
AM/PM

PP
AM/PM

AA
AM/PM

AB
AM/PM

PP&BDG
AM/PM

15th/F Street`

A(0.39)/
A(0.57)

A(0.40)/
A(0.58)

A(0.34)/
A(0.57)

A(0.39)/
A(0.55)

A(0.40)/
A(0.58)

15th/G Street`

a

A(0.32)

at
A(0.17)

al
A(0.17)

al
A(0.38)

al
A(0.17)

al
C(0.73)

al
D(0.82)

a

at

A(0.48)

B(0.62)

al
D(0.82)

15th/I Street'

A(0.48)/
A(0.32)

A(0.60)/
A(0.60)

B(0.62)/
A(0.59)

A(0.60)/
A(0.55)

A(0.60)/
A(0.60)

15tha Street`

A(0.58)/
C(0.76)

8(0.68)/
C(0.79)

C(0.78)/
E(0.95)

C(0.74)/
D(0.87)

B(0.68)/
C(0.79)

15th/L Street`

A(0.50)/
B(0.69)

A(0.59)/
D(0.82)

A(0.58)/
C(0.79)

A(0.54)/
C(0.77)

A(0.59)/
D(0.82)

15th/Capitol Avenue'

at
B(0.65)

at
B(0.64)

at

at

B(0.69)

B(0.68)

a/
B(0.64)

al
C(0.80)

al
D(0.86)

al
D(0.88)

al
D(0.89)

at
D(0.86)

a

C(0.76)

a/
C(0.77)

a/
D(0.81)

at
C(0.78)

C(0.77)

15th/W Street'

al
D(0.90)

at
E(0.91)

al
E(0.98)

at
E(0.99)

al
E(0.91)

15th/X Street'

D(0.87)I
D(0.90)

D(0.89)/
D(0.90)

F(1.10)/
F(1.06)

D(0.87)/
F(1.04)

D(0.89)/
D(0.90)

16th/F Street`

C(0.77)/
F(1.50)

C(0.80)/
F(1.31)

C(0.75)/
F(1.39)

C(0.77)/
F(1.50)

C(0.80)/
F(1.31)

16th/G Street`

D(0.88)/
F(1.27)

F(1.10)/
F(1.40)

F(1.04)/
F(1.32)

F(1.40)/
F(1.37)

F(1.10)/
F(1.40)

16th/H Street'

B(0.64)/
F(1.50)

B(0.64)/
F(1.45)

B(0.61)/
F(1.32)

B(0.65)/
F(1.36)

C(0.73)/
F(1.45)

16th/I Street`

A(0.54)/
E(0.95)

A(0.54)/
E(0.95)

B(0.63)/
F(1.20)

B(0.65)/
F(1.02)

A(0.54)/
E(0.95)

16th/J Street'

C(0.70)/
F(1.07)

C(0.70)/
F(1.08)

D(0.87)/
F(I.17)

B(0.66)/
F(1.11)

C(0.70)/
F(1.08)

LOCATION

15th/H Street`

15th/N Street'
15th/P Street'

SAC/116543/5-2.WP5

5.2-45

at

November 14. 1994

Table 5.2-6
Intersection LOS Summary
Future Conditions
Page 2 of 3
AC
AM/PM

PP
AM/PM

AA
AM/PM

AB
• AM/PM

16th/L Street`

A(0.54)/
C(0.74)

A(0.55)/
C(0.75)

A(0.56)/
C(0.76)

A(0.50)/
C(0.72)

B(0.65)/
C(0.75)

16th/Capitol Avenue`

C(0.75)/
b

D(0.82)/
b

C(0.76)/
b

B(0.65)/
b

D(0.82)/
b

16th/N Street`

B(0.65)/
b

C(0.71)/
b

B(0.64)/
b

B(0.66)/
b

C(0.71)/
b

16th/P Street'

B(0.68)/
b

C(0.74)/
b

C(0.71)/
b

B(0.69)/
b

C(0.74)/
b

16th/W Street'

E(0.96)/
b

E(0.97)/
b

E(1.00)/
b

E(0.97)/
b

E(0.97)/
b

16th/X Street`

C(0.74)/
C(0.77)

C(0.74)/
C(0.78)

C(0.78)/
D(0.86)

C(0.80)/
D(0.86)

C(0.74)/
C(0.78)

28th/G Street

al
A(0.37)

al
C(0.72)

al
B(0.63)

al
A(0.44)

a/
C(0.72)

28th/H Street

a/
A(0.40)

a/
C(0.77)

a/
D(0.89)

a/
B(0.63)

C(0.77)

28th/J Street

al
C(0.78)

al
C(0.77)

al
B(0.66)

al
C(0.72)

al
C(0.77)

28th/L Street

a/
A(0.46)

a/
A(0.46)

a
A(0.52)

a/
A(0.42)

al
A(0.46)

29th/G Street

A(0.53)/
A(0.48)

A(0.27)/
C(0.75)

D(0.81)/
D(0.84)

C(0.76)/
A(0.57)

A(0.27)/
C(0.75)

29th/H Street`

al
B(0.63)

al
B.(0.65)

al
B(0.63)

al
A(0.54)

al
B(0.65)

29th/J Street`

D(0.88)/
F(1.02)

D(0.88)/
E(0.97)

D(0.81)/
E(0.98)

D(0.83)/
E(0.94)

D(0.88)/
E(0.97)

29th/L Street

A(0.40)/
A(0.58)

A(0.38)/
A(0.55)

A(0.40)/
A(0.56)

A(0.40)/
A(0.53)

A(0.38)/
A(0.55)

29th/N Street

al
C(0.78)

al
E(0.91)

al
D(0.82)

al
D(0.82)

al
E(0.91)

30th/G Street

A(0.58)/
A(0.48)

A(0.16)/
A(0.34)

A(0.33)/
A(0.32)

A(0.58)/
A(0.39)

A(0.16)/
A(0.34)

LOCATION
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Table 5.2-6
Intersection LOS Summary
Future Conditions
Page 3 of 3
AC
AM/PM

PP
AM/PM

AA
AM/PM

AB
AM/PM

PP&BDG
AM/PM

30th/H Street'

al
B(0.68)

al
A(0.54)

al
A(0.44)

al
A(0.46)

a/
A(0.54)

30th/J Street'

al
C(0.71)

- al
B(0.63)

al
C(0.71)

al
B(0.69)

al
13(0.63)

30th/L Street

A(0.32)/
A(0.38)

A(0.35)/
A(0.42)

A(0.39)/
A(0.44)

A(0.32)/
A(0.38)

A(0.35)/
A(0.42)

30th/N Street'

E(0.96)/
b

E(0.99)/
b

F(1.11)I
b

E(0.96)/
b

E(0.99)I
b

Alhambra Boulevard/G
Street

a/
C(0.79)

a/
A(0.52)

a/
A(0.60)

a/
A(0.58)

al
A(0.52)

Alhambra Boulevard/
H Street

'al
D(0.84)

a!0
B(0.62)

al
A(0.60)

al
C(0.77)

al
B(0.62)

Alhambra Boulevard/
J Street

D(0.84)/
F(1.16)

D(0.90)/
F(1.17)

F(1.03)/
F(1.30)

F(1.19)I
F(1.16)

D(0.90)I
F(1.17)

Alhambra Boulevard/
L Street

D(0.85)/
C(0.79)

E(0.91)/
C(0.76)

F(1.07)/
D(0.84)

F(1.25)I
C(0.79)

E(0.91)/
C(0.76)

Alhambra Boulevard/
Capitol Avenue/
Folsom Boulevard

F(1.28)/
F(1.47)

F(1.28)/
F(1.47)

F(1.41)/
F(1.63)

F(1.47)I
F(I .47)

F(1.28)/
F(1.47)

LOCATION

a = Only evening analysis was conducted for this intersection.
b = Only morning analysis was conducted for this intersection
c = This intersection is on a State highway or includes a freeway ramp, so LOS D is the limit of
acceptable operations.
d = Bold and Italics text indicates a significant impact.
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5.2-7.1
5.2-7.2
5.2-7.3
5.2-7.4
5.2-7.5
5.2-7.6
5.2-7.7
5.2-7.8
5.2-7.9
5.2-7.10

15th/H Street: LOS C to D in the p.m. peak hour
15th/L Street: LOS B to D in the p.m. peak hour
15th/N Street: LOS C to D in the p.m. peak hour
15th/X Street: LOS D to worse D in the a.m. peak hour
16th/G Street: LOS D to F in the a.m. peak hour and LOS F to
worse LOS F in the p.m. peak hour
16th/Capitol Avenue: LOS C to D in the a.m. peak hour
29th/N Street: LOS C to E in the p.m. peak hour
30th/N Street: LOS E to worse LOS E in the a.m. peak hour
Alliambra Boulevard/J Street: LOS D to worse D in the a.m. peak
hour
Alhambra Boulevard/L Street: LOS D to E in the a.m. peak hour

AA The Maximum Diversion Alternative scenario would follow trends similar to those
discussed above and for the Near-Term scenarios.
Although a detailed level of service analysis of the intersections of 15th/Q and
16th/Q Streets was not conducted for this report, a qualitative analysis was
conducted. Because Q Street carries less traffic than P Street, these intersections •
can be assumed to have lower volume-to-capacity ratios than the intersections at
15th/P and 16th/P Streets. The 15th/Q intersection will operate at LOS C, but will
approach LOS D. The 16th/Q intersection is expected to operate at LOS C.
Beneficial impacts would also occur with AA. Notable locations include 15th/
H Street, Alhambra/H Street, and Alhambrall Street.
The following significant negative impacts would result:
5.2-7.11
5.2-7.12
5.2-7.13
5.2-7.14
5.2-7.15
5.2-7.16
5.2-7.17
5.2-7.18
5.2-7.19
5.2-7.20
5.2-7.21
5.2-7.22
5.2-7.23
5.2-7.24
5.2-7.25

SAC/116543/5-2.WP5

15th/J Street: LOS C to E in the p.m. peak hour
15th/N Street: LOS C to D in the p.m. peak hour
15th/P Street: LOS C to D in the p.m. peak hour
15th/W Street: LOS E to F in the p.m. peak hour
15th/X Street: LOS D to F in the a.m. and p.m. peak hours
16th/G Street: LOS D to F in the a.m. peak hour and LOS F
to worse LOS F in the p.m. peak hour
16th/I Street: LOS E to F in the p.m. peak hour
16th/J Street: LOS F to worse LOS F in the p.m. peak hour
16thfW Street: LOS E to worse E in the p.m. peak hour
16th/X Street: LOS C to D in the p.m. peak hour
28th/H Street: LOS A to D in the p.m. peak hour
29th/G Street: LOS A to D in the a.m. and p.m. peak hours
29th/N Street: LOS C to D in the p.m. peak hour
30th/N Street: LOS E to F in the a.m. peak hour
Alhambra Boulevard/J Street: LOS D to F in the a.m. peak hour
and LOS F to worse F in the p.m. peak hour
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5.2-7.26

AB

Alhambra Boulevard/L Street: LOS D to F in the a.m. peak hour
and LOS C to D in the p.m. peak hour
Alhambra Boulevard/Capitol Avenue/Folsom Boulevard: LOS F to
worse LOS F in the a.m. and p.m. peak hours

Although a detailed level of service analysis of the intersections of 15th/Q and
16th/Q Streets was not conducted for this report, a qualitative analysis was
conducted. Because Q Street carries less traffic than P Street, these intersections
can be assumed to have lower volume-to-capacity ratios than the intersections at
15th/P and 16th/P Streets. The two intersections on Q Street would therefore
operate at LOS B or C.
Beneficial changes in LOS would occur at 15th/H Street, 28th/J Street, 29th/
J Street, 30th/H Street, Alhambra BoulevarcVH Street, and Alhambra Boulevard/
J Street intersections.
Significant negative impacts of Alternative B - Minimum Diversion - are summarized as follows:
5.2-7.28
5.2-7.29
5.2-7.30
5.2-7.31
5.2-7.32
5.2-7.33
5.2-7.34
5.2-7.35
5.2-7.36
5.2-7.37
5.2-7.38
5.2-7.39

AC

15th/J Street: LOS C to D in the p.m. peak hour
15th/N Street: LOS C to D in the p.m. peak hour
15th/W Street: LOS E to F in the p.m. peak hour
15th/X Street: LOS D to F in the p.m. peak hour
16th/G Street: LOS D to F in the a.m. peak hour and LOS F to
worse LOS F in the p.m. peak hour
16th/l Street: LOS E to F in the p.m. peak hour
16tha Street: LOS F to worse LOS F in the p.m. peak hour
16th/X Street: LOS C to D in the p.m. peak hour
29th/N Street: LOS C to D in the p.m. peak hour
Alhambra Boulevard/J Street: LOS D to F in the a.m. peak hour
Alhambra Boulevard/L Street: LOS D to F in the a.m. peak hour
Alhambra Boulevard/Capitol Avenue/Folsom Boulevard: LOS F to
worse F in the a.m. peak hour

Table 5.2-6 summarizes LOS values at the study intersections for the future Alternative C: No Project (AC) scenario. Traffic volumes would increase between
14 and 40 percent from existing to future volumes. Volume-to-capacity ratios
would increase a similar amount, and LOS values would reflect the increase.
Almost half of the study intersections are expected to operate at LOS D or worse
if the development in the city follows patterns allowed in the General Plan. Most
of the poor LOS values occur at intersections of two arterials, where both streets
carry large volumes.
Although a detailed level of service analysis of the intersections of 15th/Q and
16th/Q Streets was not conducted for this report, a qualitative analysis was
conducted. Because projected future daily traffic volumes on Q Street are lower
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than P Street (see Appendix C), these intersections can be assumed to have lower
volume-to-capacity ratios than the intersections at 15th/P and 16th/P Streets. The
two intersections on Q Street would therefore operate at LOS B or C.
Since the increased volumes are not related to the proposed NPTP and impacts of
the increased volumes have already been addressed in the General Plan ELR, there
would be no significant impacts related to the NPTP for the AC scenario.
PP&BDG
As discussed in the existing scenarios section, impacts for the PP&BDG scenario
would be the same as those for PP. Significant negative impacts are repeated here
as follows:
5.2-7.40
5.2-7.41
5.2-7.42
5.2-7.43
5.2-7.44

16th/G Street: LOS D to F in the a.m. peak hour and LOS F to
worse LOS F in the p.m. peak hour
29th/N Street: LOS C to E in the p.m. peak hour
30th/N Street: LOS E to worse LOS E in the a.m. peak hour
Alhambra Boulevard/L Street: LOS D to E in the a.m. peak hour
Alhambra Boulevard/Capitol Avenue/Folsom Boulevard: LOS D to
F in the a.m. peak hour

Mitigation/Intersections—Future Conditions
To reduce impacts to a less than significant level the following mitigations shall be implemented. If mitigation cannot fully mitigate an impact, the resultant Level of Service is

bolded.
In addition to the specific mitigations listed below, the City of Sacramento intends to
conduct (beginning late 1996) a comprehensive, long-range transportation study to identify
the most effective means to move people and goods in the Central City.
5.2-7 Future Intersection Level of Service
PP

5.2-7.1

15th/H Street: Restripe the eastbound approach for 1-Through and
2-Right Turn lanes. The result is LOS C, less than significant.

5.2-7.2

15th/L Street: Restripe the southbound approach for 3-Through and
1-Right Turn lane. The result is LOS C, less than significant.

5.2-7.3

15th/N Street: Restripe the southbound approach for 1-Left Turn
and 3-Through lanes. The result is LOS C, less than significant.

5.2-7.4

15th/X Street: There are no feasible mitigations. The result is
LOS D, significant unavoidable.
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AA

5.2-7.5

16th/G Street: There are no feasible mitigations. The result is
LOS F, significant unavoidable.

5.2-7.6

16th/Capitol: Restripe the northbound approach for 3-Through and
1-Right Turn lane. The result is LOS D, less than significant.

5.2-7..7

29th/N Street: There are no feasible mitigations. The result is
LOS E, significant unavoidable.

5.2-7.8

30th/N Street: There are no feasible mitigations. The result is
LOS E, significant unavoidable.

5.2-7.9

Alhambra Boulevard/J Street: Restripe the northbound approach for
1-Shared Through-Left and 1-shared Through-Right lane. -The
result is LOS D in the a.m. and LOS F in the p.m., significant
unavoidable.

5.2-7.10

Alhambra Boulevard/L Street: Restripe exclusive northbound left
turn lane to shared left-through. Restrict parking and provide two
northbound through lanes for 100 feet north of the intersection. The
result is LOS B, less than significant.

5.2-7.11

15th/J Street: Restripe the eastbound approach for 3-Through and
1-Right Turn lane. The result is LOS C, less than significant.

5.2-7.12

15th/N Street: Same as PP. The result is LOS D, significant
unavoidable.

5.2-7.13

15th/P Street: Restripe the westbound approach as 1-Left Turn and
3-Through lanes. The result is LOS C, less than significant.

5.2-7.14

15th/W Street: There are no feasible mitigations. The result is
LOS E, significant unavoidable.

5.2-7.15

15th/X Street: There are no feasible mitigations. The result is
LOS D, significant unavoidable.

5.2-7.16

16th/G Street: There are no feasible mitigations. The result is
LOS F, significant unavoidable.

5.2-7.17 16tha Street: Restripe the westbound approach for 2-Through,
1-Shared Right-Through, and 1-Right Turn lane. The result is
LOS is F, significant unavoidable.
5.2-7.18
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16th/J Street: Restripe the northbound approach for 3-Through and
1-Shared Through Right turn lane. Restripe the eastbound approach
for 1-Shared Left-Through and 3-Through lanes. The result is
LOS E, significant unavoidable.
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5.2-7.19

16th/W Street: There are no feasible mitigations. The result is
LOS E, significant unavoidable.

5.2-7.20

16th/X Street: There are no feasible mitigations. The result is
LOS D, significant unavoidable.

5.2-7.21

26th/H Street: Restripe the westbound approach for 1-Shared LeftThrough and 1-Right Turn lane. The result is LOS C, less than
significant.

5.2-7.22

29th/G Street: Stripe the westbound approach for 3-Left Turn
Lanes. The result is LOS B, less than significant.

AB

5.2-7.23

29th/N Street: There are no feasible mitigations. The result is
LOS D, significant.

5.2-7.24

30th/N Street: There are no feasible mitigations. The result is
LOS F, significant unavoidable.

5.2-7.25

Alhambra Boulevard/J Street: Same as PP. The result is LOS E
in the .a.m. and LOS F in the p.m., significant unavoidable.

5.2-7.26

Alhambra Boulevard/L Street: Same as PP. The result is LOS B in
the a.m. and LOS A in the p.m., less than significant.

5.2-7.27

Alhambra Boulevard/Capitol Avenue/Folsom Boulevard: Restripe
the westbound approach for 1-Shared Left-Through lane and
1-Shared Right-Through lane. The result is LOS E in the a.m.
and LOS F in the p.m., significant unavoidable.

5.2-7.28

15th/J Street: Same as AA. The result is LOS C, less than significant.

5.2-7.29

15th/N Street: Same as PP. The result is LOS D, significant
unavoidable.

5.2-7.30

15th/W Street: Same as AA. The result is LOS E, significant
unavoidable.

5.2-7.31

15th/X Street: There are no feasible mitigations. The result is
LOS D in the a.m. and LOS F in the p.m., significant unavoidable.

5.2-7.32

16th/G.Street: There are no feasible mitigations. The result is
LOS F, significant unavoidable.
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5.2-7.33

16th/I Street: Same as AA. The result is LOS E, significant
unavoidable.

5.2-7.34

16th/J Street: Same as AA. The result is LOS D, significant
unavoidable.

5.2-7.35

16th/X Street: Same as AA. The result is LOS D, significant
unavoidable.

5.2-7.36

29th/N Street: Same as PP. The result is LOS D, significant
unavoidable.

5.2-7.37

Alhambra Boulevard/J Street: Same as PP. The result is LOS F,
significant unavoidable.

5.2-7.38

Alhambra Boulevard/L Street: Same as PP. The result is LOS C,
less than significant.

5.2-7.39

Alhambra Boulevard/Capitol Avenue/Folsom Boulevard: Same as
AA. The result is LOS F, significant unavoidable.

AC None required
PP&BDG
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5.2-8 FUTURE CONDITIONS ON FREEWAYS
Impacts and Mitigation/Freeways—Future Conditions
Impacts/Freeways–Future Conditions
Freeway volumes were forecast and analyzed in the same manner as the Near-Term analysis. Level of service values are summarized in Table 5.2-7.
5.2-8 Future Freeway Weave Sections
The traffic analysis concludes there are no significant impacts on freeways for the future
scenarios. This finding stems directly from the poor LOS that would already exist under
the No Project (Alternative C). When LOS values are E or worse, very large changes in
volume are required to change LOS. Another way of explaining this finding is that when
LOS is E or F, LOS is insensitive to small changes in ramp volumes.
The weave section on northbound Business 80 between H Street and P Street does show
an improvement in travel speed with PP or the alternatives, although this improvement is
not great enough to trigger an improvement in LOS.
Mitigation/Freeways—Future Conditions
Mitigation is not required.

SAC/116543/5-2.WP5

5.2-54

November 15, 1995

Table 5.2-7
Freeway Weave Section LOS Summary
Future Scenarios
Travel Speed/Level of Service
Location

AC

I

PP

I

AA

I

AB

I

PP&BDG

Northbound Bus. 80, US-50 to N Street (AM peak hour)
Weave Speed/LOS

371E

38/E

37/E

38/E

38/E

Non-weave Speed/LOS

47/D

48/C

47/D

48/C

48/C

Northbound Bus. 80, P Street to H Street (AM peak hour)
Weave Speed/LOS

45/C

47/C

46/C

47/C

47/C

Non-weave Speed/LOS

49/C

51/C

50/C

52/C

51/C

Southbound Bus. 80, H Street to P Street (PM peak hour)
Weave Speed/LOS

411D

411D

411D

42/D

41/D

Non-weave Speed/LOS

411E

421D

42/D

421D

42/D

Southbound Bus. 80, N Street to US-50 (PM peak hour)
Weave Speed/LOS

381E

39/E

391E

39/E

391E

Non-weave Speed/LOS

361E

37/E

37/E

37/E

37/E

Westbound US-50, SR-99 to 16th Street (AM peak hour)
Weave Speed/LOS

29/F

29/F

29/F

29/F

29/F

Non-weave Speed/LOS

411E

411E

411E

411E

41/E

32/F

• 32/F

32/F

45/D

45/D

45/D

Eastbound US-50, 16th Street to SR-99 (PM peak hour)
Weave Speed/LOS

33/F

32/F

Non-weave Speed/LOS

45/D

45/D

_

Notes:
1. Bold and Italics text indicates a significant impact.
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5.2.9 FUTURE CONDITIONS ON TRANSIT
Future bus operations are expected to be problematic in terms of travel time and schedule
adherence. Bus travel times will likely increase as traffic congestion increases and
LOS worsens. The traffic analysis indicates that signal delays on J Street will increase
from an existing average of 10 seconds per intersection to about 25 seconds. The 11-minute scheduled travel time discussed previously would increase to about 14 minutes.
Also, an average delay of about 25 seconds to each vehicle can fluctuate from minute to
minute, from as low as 15 seconds to as high as 2 minutes. This type of fluctuation,
multiplied by the number of signals on J Street in the study area, means bus travel times
through the study area may fluctuate as much as 10 minutes ,from bus to bus.
City and RT staff have discussed various strategies for addressing these future bus operations concerns, such as preemption of signal timing (giving buses a green light on
demand), setting timing to match bus schedules, or more advanced approaches such as
preemption only when a bus is behind schedule. (Source: Martin Hanneman, City of
Sacramento).
Impacts and Mitigation/Transit—Future Conditions
Impacts/Transit–Future Conditions
5.2-9 Transit
PP

The Proposed Project is expected to increase traffic volumes and congestion on
J Street. Expected delays at signalized intersections would increase from about
30 seconds to 35 seconds, resulting in a net increase in travel time of about 45 seconds. The percentage increase would be about 5 percent, which would be considered a less than significant impact.

AA

Effects of Alternative A would be more severe than those for the Proposed Project,

resulting in a travel time increase of about 90 seconds. This increase of just over
10 percent, however, would also constitute a less than significant impact.
AB The change in travel time for Alternative B would be somewhat less than for the
Proposed Project, so the effects on RT operations would be less. Impacts would
be expected to be less than significant.
AC

The LOS values for the AC scenario would not be attributed to the Proposed Project, so impacts would be less than significant.
An analysis of L Street would result in the same findings.

PP&BDG The impacts of the Proposed Project plus the Blue Diamond Growers on bus
operations would be the same as those of the Proposed Project.
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Mitigation/Transit-Future Conditions
None required.
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5.3 AIR QUALITY

5.3 AIR QUALITY
INTRODUCTION

This section includes a description of the Sacramento Air Basin, a discussion of the pollutants affecting air quality, information on standards for air quality planning, the air quality methodology, an impact analysis, and a mitigation discussion. These discussions focus
on the existing and long-range settings, with and without the Proposed Project and alternatives.
Assumed air quality impacts are evaluated for 2 study years, 1997 and 2010+. Study year
1997 represents the first year of project operations. The actual first year of operations
may be different. As discussed in Section 5.2, the land use data included in the traffic
model represent conditions around 2020 or 2030. That is, pollutant emissions per vehicle
are expected to decline in future years, but overall traffic volumes are expected to
increase. These trends make it possible for maximum project impacts to occur in either
study year, depending upon which trend is more dominant.
SETTING

Sacramento Air Basin
The project site lies within the Sacramento Valley, which is bounded by the coastal ranges
to the west and the Sierra Nevada range to the east. A sea level gap in the Coast Range—
the Carquinez Strait—is 50 miles southwest of the project site, and the intervening terrain
is flat. The prevailing wind direction in Sacramento is southwesterly, resulting from
marine breezes through the Carquinez Strait. During the winter, when the sea breeze
diminishes, northerly winds occur more frequently, but southerly winds still predominate.
Pressure Zones
A relatively stable high pressure zone positioned off the west coast diverts storms to the
north, away from California, during the spring, summer, and early fall. The dry, warm,
subsiding air of this system produces an atmospheric condition in which warm air overlies
cooler air, known as a subsidence inversion. Subsidence inversions restrict vertical mixing in the lowest levels of the atmosphere and, together with strong sunlight, can produce
worst-case conditions for the formation of photochemical smog, the largest single component of which is ozone.
In conjunction

with the Eastern Pacific high-pressure zone, a thermal trough, a low-pressure zone caused by intense surface heating, is normally positioned over the Central Valley during the summer. The relative positions of these pressure zones cause air to blow
through the Carquinez Strait to the Sacramento Valley. This helps cool the region, but it
also carries pollutants from upwind, urban sources. As a result, maximum ozone levels in
the Sacramento area typically occur in the suburbs northeast (downwind) of Sacramento.
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During late fall, winter, and early spring, the Eastern Pacific high-pressure zone shifts to
the south, allowing numerous storm fronts originating over the Pacific to sweep through
the region. Typically, more than 30 of these storms can be expected annually. These
storms account for virtually all of the 18 inches of precipitation Sacramento receives in an
average year. Periods of stagnation between storms are characterized by very light winds.
Surface inversions, which can form under these conditions, are most often observed in the
morning from October to February.
Pollutants
The air quality of a region is determined by the quantities and types of pollutants emitted,
and by the concentrations and accumulations of those pollutants under the influences of
the local meteorology and topography. The Sacramento General Plan Update Environmental Impact Report (SGPU EIR) identified urban emissions as the primary source of
existing air quality problems. Major sources of air pollutants in the Sacramento area are
vehicle exhausts; solvent use; pesticide application; petroleum processing, transfer, and
storage; industrial processes; and agricultural and waste burning. The automobile is the
largest single source category for carbon monoxide, hydrocarbons, particulate matter, and
oxides of nitrogen.
The SGPU EIR states that national air quality standards for ozone, carbon monoxide, and
particulate matter are exceeded several times per year in Sacramento County. Table 5.3-1
shows the state and national standards for ozone, carbon monoxide (CO), and particulate
matter (PM-10).
Table 5.3-1
Ambient Air Quality Standards for Ozone, Carbon Monoxide,
and Particulate Matter
National Standard

Averaging Time

State Standard

Ozone

1-hour

0.09 ppm

0.12 ppm -

Carbon Monoxide

1-hour
8-hour

20 ppm
9.0 ppm

35 ppm
9.0 ppm

Particulate Matter

24-hour
annual'

50 mg/m3
30 p/m3

150 pg/m3
50 pg/m3

Pollutant

1
I.

'The annual state standard for PM-10 is based on a geometric mean. The annual national standard is
based on an arithmetic mean.
Notes: ppm - parts per million (by volume); pg/m 3 - micrograms per cubic meter of air

Table 5.3-2 shows the maximum concentrations of ozone, CO, and PM-10 recorded in
downtown Sacramento over the last 3 years of available data. The monitoring station at
13th and T Streets is the closest station to the project site. As shown in the table, exceedances have been observed for all three pollutants during the past 3 years.

SAC/116543/5-3.WP5

5.3-2

November 15, 1995

1
1

Table 53-2
Maximum Pollutant Concentrations Recorded at the 13th & T Street Monitoring Station
1991-1993

1

Pollutant
Ozone
CO
PM-10

Averaging Time

Highest
Reading

I -hour

0.14 ppm

1993

1992

1991

No. of Days
> Std.

No. of Days
> Std.

Highest
Reading

No. of Days
> Std.

Highest
Reading

8

0.12 ppm

11

0.13 ppm'

0
2

12 ppm
6.5 ppm

0
0

12 ppm'
9.4 ppm'

0
1

•

1-hour
'8-hour

12 ppm
9.6 ppm

24-hour
Annual
(Geometric Mean')
Annual
(Arithmetic Mead)

134 1g/m3
37.7 pg/m 3

25°
exceeds standard

72 pg/m3
29.1 pg/m 3

8'
meets standard

77 pg/m3
25.3 pg/m 3

11°
meets standard

46.3 pg/m3

meets standard

32.2 gg/m3

meets standard

28.9 pg/m 3

meets standard

'Data presented are valid but incomplete in that an insufficient number of valid data points were collected to meet EPA and/or ARB
criteria for representativeness.
'Based on 69 PM-I0 sampling days in 1991.
'Based on 71 PM-I0 sampling days in 1992.
°Based on 97 PM-10 sampling days in 1993.
'Based on the California annual PM-I0 standard.
'Based on the-national annual PM-I0 standard.
Source: California Air Resources Board, Air Quality Data Annual Summaries, 1991, 1992, and 1993.

Ozone
Ozone is the most pervasive problem in the Sacramento area. It is not emitted directly
into the air, nor does it come from a single source. Rather, ozone (referred to as a secondary pollutant) is formed in the atmosphere in a complex photochemical process that
involves oxides of nitrogen (NO.) and reactive organic gases (ROG). Significant ozone
generation requires 1 to 3 hours in a stable atmosphere with strong sunlight. For this
reason, the period from April to October is the "ozone season" in the Sacramento area.
As precursors of ozone, NO„ and ROG are emitted into the air as a byproduct of the combustion of fossil fuels. The evaporation of solvents, gasoline, and other hydrocarbon
byproducts results in ROG emissions.
Carbon Monoxide
CO, an odorless and colorless gas, is formed by the incomplete combustion of fuels. At
high concentrations, CO lowers the amount of oxygen in the blood and can cause headaches, dizziness, unconsciousness, and even death. CO is particularly dangerous indoors
and in poorly ventilated areas such as parking garages.
CO concentrations are generally highest near heavily traveled roadways. Maximum concentrations in Sacramento typically occur during the winter when temperatures are low,
winds are light, and surface inversions are present. The 1986-2006 SGPU EIR states that
motor vehicle emissions are the dominant source of CO in most areas.
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Particulate Matter
PM-10 refers to a wide range of solid or liquid particles in the atmosphere which are less
than 10 microns in diameter. The movement of vehicles on paved roads (which retain
dust) is a major source of PM-10, accounting for up to half of the PM-10 generated daily.
PM-10 is present in vehicle exhaust as well and is also produced during construction and
farming activities. Construction-generated PM-10 problems usually occur when these
activities are not controlled with a dust abatement program.
Air Quality Planning
The Federal Clean Air Act of 1967, as amended, established primary and secondary air
quality standards for several pollutants. Primary standards protect public health; secondary standards protect the public welfare from effects such as visibility reduction, soiling,
nuisance, and other forms of damage. In addition, the State of California has adopted its
own standards. Table 5.3-1 presents the state and national standards for ozone, CO, and
PM-10.
In 1977, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) designated the Sacramento Air Quality Maintenance Area as a non-attainment area for ozone and carbon
monoxide. This non-attainment status was based on continued violations of the national
primary standards for these pollutants.
The Federal Clean Air Act required that regional plans be prepared for non-attainment
areas showing how the national standards were going to be attained by December 31,
1987. The Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG) and member government
agencies prepared programs designed to reduce emissions in the region through stationary
source controls, transportation control measures, and mobile source controls.
Sacramento is one of many urban areas that failed to attain the National Ambient Air
Quality Standards by 1987. The U.S. EPA disapproved the 1982 Sacramento Air Quality
Plan because it did not demonstrate attainment of the standards as required by the Clean
Air Act. A construction ban on all new sources emitting more than 100 tons per year or
expansion of existing sources by more than 40 tons per year of any primary pollutant was
imposed upon the Sacramento Air Quality Maintenance Area.
The U.S. EPA required that a new Sacramento Air Quality Plan (a portion of the State
Implementation Plan) be prepared for ozone. In February 1990, SACOG published the
Draft Final Report for the Regional Air Quality Plan. The revised plan, including regional
ozone modeling, was submitted to the U.S. EPA in November 1994, and approval is pending. Consequently, the Federal Implementation Plan prepared by EPA is on hold.
The 1990 Federal Clean Air Act Amendments (CAAA) established new requirements for
many areas like Sacramento that had not attained National Ambient Air Quality Standards
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(NAAQS). Non-attainment area classifications were set according to the severity of an
area's air pollution problem. Each classification imposes specific control measures and
establishes target dates by which an area must reach attainment.

II

Ii

The Sacramento Metropolitan Area, which includes all of Sacramento and Yolo Counties
and parts of El Dorado, Placer, Solano, and Sutter Counties, was originally classified as
"serious" for ozone, but has since been reclassified as "severe." The Sacramento Urbanized Area was classified as "moderate" for carbon monoxide. Sacramento is unclassified
for PM-10. However, the Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District
(SMAQMD) is requesting national redesignation to attainment status for both CO and
PM-10.
Table 5.3-3 lists the classification criteria and attainment dates for each criteria pollutant
for the Sacramento area.

II
II

Table 5.3-3
National Attainment Status for Sacramento
Criteria Pollutant
Ozone
Carbon Monoxide
PM-10

Area Classification

Design Value

Attainment Date

Severe

0.180-0.280 ppm

Nov. 15, 2005

Moderate

9.1-16.4 ppm

Dec. 31, 1995

Unclassified

n/a

Not established

aApplies to the Sacramento Metropolitan Area.,
bApplies to the Sacramento Urbanized Area.

1

Prior to the 1990 amendments, non-attainment areas were only required to make "reasonable further progress" toward meeting the standards. The new amendments are more
stringent and define each area's responsibilities in more detail. In the case of ozone, for
example, non-attainment areas must reduce volatile organic compound (VOC) emissions
by 15 percent within 6 years. To ensure that an area implements the necessary measures
to achieve these emission reductions, the amendments establish a number of specific
requirements that must be met over the next few years. EPA can impose sanctions (including withholding of federal highwayiunds or increasing new source offset requirements)
on areas that fail to submit a State Implementation Plan (SIP) or carry out any of the
statutory requirements.
The State of California has had its own ambient air quality standards for many years. But
until recently, attainment by a specific date was not required. The California Clean Air
Act was signed into law on January 2, 1989. This legislation requires areas that exceed
the California ambient air quality standards to plan for the eventual attainment of the
standards. The time given to various areas depends on the severity of the air quality
problems. Areas classified as "moderate" had until 1994 to attain the state standards;
"serious" and "severe" areas have until 1997.
SAC/I I 6543/5-3.WP5
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IMPACTS AND MITIGATION
Introduction
The City of Sacramento is within the Sacramento Valley Air Basin, a non-attainment area
for ozone, carbon monoxide, and particulate matter under provisions of the California
Clean Air Act (ARB-T, 1990). These three pollutants have different characteristics with
respect to season, chemical reactivity, and transport characteristics.
CEQA states that a project will normally, have a significant effect on the environment if it
will "...contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality, violation" (CEQA
Guidelines, Appendix G).
When the SGPU was adopted, the Findings of Fact adopted with the EIR made certain
assumptions concerning long-range development in the City. These assumptions allowed
for increased development to the year 2010 (buildout assumptions) and assumed that
development would increase throughout the City. The SGPU assumed a certain amount of
intensification of the existing land uses in the South Sacramento Community Plan.
Methodology
Ozone
As discussed under SETTING, ozone is a regional air quality problem. Ozone impacts
are not limited to the area in which they originate. The State Air Resources Board has
classified the Sacramento Region as a non-attainment area for ozone, which means that
the area does not consistently meet the state ozone standard.
To evaluate the impact of the Proposed Project and alternatives on regional ozone levels,
a network of surface streets and freeways representing the project's area of influence was
defined in consultation with the traffic engineer. Exhibit 5.3-1 illustrates this network.
Total emissions of ozone precursors, ROG . and NOR , from vehicles traveling within the
selected network of streets were estimated for the Proposed Project and each of the project
alternatives (Alternative A—Maximum Diversion, Alternative B—Minimum Diversion,
Alternative C—No Project).
Vehicle emission factors were derived from the California Air Resources Board model
EMFAC7F using Caltrans-developed software. Input data were developed in accordance
with Caltrans guidance (Caltrans, 1988). Average daily traffic volumes and speeds along
each roadway segment within the network were obtained from the traffic study. Where
available, peak-hour volumes and speeds were also incorporated into the emission calculations.
Impacts on regional ozone levels associated with the project alternatives were assessed
by calculating the net change in total ROG and NO emissions, relative to the No Project
alternative, for the 2 study years. These "project contributions" were compared to
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EXHIBIT 5.3-1
AIR QUALITY EMISSION STUDY AREA
NPTP BR
a af HILL

significance thresholds established by the SMAQMD for CEQA analyses. The significance thresholds are 85 pound/day (lb/day) for ROG and 85 lb/day for NO R . In other
words, a project that adds 85 lb/day or more of ROG or NO x would be a significant
impact. A project contribution in excess of these thresholds is considered a significant
impact.
Carbon Monoxide

Because CO concentrations tend to be localized near heavily traveled and congested intersections, microscale dispersion modeling was conducted to evaluate the impact of the
project on ambient CO levels. Seven intersections within the project's area of influence
were modeled. These intersections are:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

15th and W Streets
16th and F Streets
16th and G Streets
28th and H Streets
29th and G Streets
Alhambra Boulevard and J Street
Alhambra Boulevard and Capitol Avenue

These seven intersections were selected because, based on the traffic analysis prepared for
this EIR, they are projected to have the largest peak-hour traffic volumes and worst levels
of service (LOS) within the project's area of influence. Although the intersections at 28th
and H Streets and 29th and G Streets accommodate less volume and have less congestion
than the other five intersections, they represent the worst-case intersections within the
project study area itself. The other selected intersections are outside the project site area.
Exhibit 5.3-2 shows these locations.
Using Caltrans' dispersion CALINE4 (Caltrans, 1989), worst-case CO levels were predicted near the selected intersections. The model estimated CO concentrations at receptor
points at each comer of each intersection. The receptors were positioned at the outer
edges of the sidewalks (where the sidewalks border private property). They represent the
locations of the highest potential concentrations in ambient air around each intersection.
Concentrations at homes and other structures set back from the intersections would be
lower than those predicted at the modeled receptor points.
Peak-hour traffic volumes, intersection geometry, and signal timing information for each
intersection were obtained from the traffic study. Other assumptions used in the
CALINE4 modeling, such as meteorological data and vehicle acceleration and deceleration
rates, were determined using Caltrans guidance (Caltrans, 1988). Vehicle emission factors
for the 2 study years were derived from EMFAC7 output. The dispersion algorithm in the
CALINE4 model, as well as the overall modeling approach recommended by Caltrans, is
designed to overpredict concentrations in order to protect public health.
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.1

CAL1NE4 calculated worst-case 1-hour CO concentrations associated with each intersection. Worst-case 8-hour CO concentrations were estimated by applying a SMAQMDrecommended persistence factor of 0.7 to the 1-hour results.
Impacts of the project alternatives were assessed in accordance with SMAQMD guidance
for CEQA analyses (SMAQMD, 1994). The contribution of each project alternative to
worst-case CO concentrations was determined by calculating the net change in worst-case
CO concentrations at each receptor relative to the No Project Alternative. The project's
contribution was subsequently added to the worst-case background CO levels representative of the project area. The SMAQMD supplied background concentrations.
Total CO concentrations, which consist of the project's contribution plus background, were
compared with the 1-hour and 8-hour ambient air quality standards to determine the significance of the impacts. Any concentration in excess of the standards is considered significant.
Particulate Matter
Changes in traffic circulation associated with project operations would affect the overall
emissions of PM-10 in the project area. The State Air Resources Board has classified the
Sacramento Region as a state non-attainment area for PM-10. The SMAQMD considers
an increase in excess of 275 lb/day of PM-10 to be a significant impact.
The PM-10 emissions associated with the project alternatives were estimated using the
same approach as for ozone precursor emissions. Total PM-10 emissions were calculated
for vehicles while traveling within the street network depicted in Exhibit 5.3-1. The emissions included contributions from vehicle exhaust as well as roadway dust. Vehicle
exhaust emission factors were calculated using EMFAC7 output. The SMAQMD supplied
roadway dust emission factors.
The impacts on regional PM-10 levels associated with the project alternatives were
assessed by determining the project contribution of PM-10 emissions, relative to the No
Project Alternative, for the 2 study years. A project contribution in excess of the
275 lb/day significance threshold is considered a significant impact.
Implementation of the project alternatives would also generate PM-10 emissions during
project construction. Minor earthwork, paving, and diesel vehicle exhaust may generate
PM-10 emissions. PM-10 impacts generated by construction activities would continue
throughout the phase of work and would not have any significant long-range impacts. The
Sacramento City Code regulations (Sections 09.381, 09.382) govern construction activities
that lead to PM-10 impacts. Therefore, short-term construction related impacts are
expected to be less than significant.
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Impacts/Mitigation
Impact

5.3-1 Ozone (Project Specific)
ROG and NO, are purely a function of speeds and VMT. But the two pollutants behave
differently when it comes to speeds. For example, for ROG, as speeds go down, ROG
emissions go up. For NO„ as speeds
go down, NO, goes up if speeds are less than
•
approximately 35 mph. If speeds are greater than approximately 35 mph, NO, will also
go up. For NO„, the "stable" point at which NO, emissions are not affected is at 35 mph.
Refer to the graphics depicting each of these pollutants behavior in Appendix F.
PP

In the 1997 study year, the Proposed Project would contribute an additional
15 lb/day ROG and 17 lb/day NO, to the atmosphere relative to the No
Project Alternative Table 5.3-4). Although the Proposed Project does not
cause additional vehicle trips to occur within the City, it does increase the
vehicle miles traveled due to the diversions caused by the project. As such,
additional miles are traveled and additional pollutants are emitted. This
increase though is well below the significance threshold of 85 lb/day.
Therefore, the impact on regional ozone levels would be less than significant.

AA

In the 1997 study year, Alternative A would contribute an additional
72 lb/day ROG and 36 lb/day NO, to the atmosphere relative to the No
Project Alternative (Table 5.3-4). As under the Proposed Project, the contributions from Alternative B would not exceed the significance thresholds.
Therefore, the impact on regional ozone levels would be less than significant.

AB

In the 1997 study year, Alternative B would contribute an additional
17 lb/day ROG and 5 lb/day NO, to the atmosphere relative to the No
Project Alternative (Table 5.3-4). An explanation of why NO, is so much
lower under the minimum diversion is that some of the faster speeds within
the study area (which include the Bus. 80 and Hwy. 50) are going down.
As speeds between approximately 35 and 55 mph go down, NO„ also goes
down. As under the Proposed Project, Alternative B would not exceed the
significance thresholds. Therefore, the impact on regional ozone levels
would be less than significant.
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Table 5.3-4
Daily Emissions of Ozone Precursors and Particulate Matter
1997
Scenario

ROG
(lb/day)

NOx
(lb/day)

PM-10
(lb/day)

Existing Conditions (1994)

1,907

2,302

4,207

Proposed Project (1997)

1,440

1,834

4,239

Alternative A (1997)

1,442

1,822

4,188

Alternative B (1997)

1,497

1,853

4,229

No Project (1997)

1,425

1,817

4,193

Contribution from Proposed Project

15

17

46

Contribution from Alternative A

72

36

36

Contribution from Alternative B

17

5

Significance Threshold

85

85

(5)
275

Note: This table shows emissions from vehicles while traveling within the street network shown in Exhibit 5.3-1. PM-10 emissions include contributions from roadway
dust.

AC The No Project Alternative is the benchmark for determining significance
for the Proposed Project and Alternatives A and B (Table 5.3-4). The No
Project Alternative itself would not produce any air quality impacts. When
compared against existing emissions, the No Project Alternative shows a
declining trend over existing conditions (1994) in ozone precursor emissions. Therefore, the impact on regional ozone levels would be less than
significant.

Mitigation
5.3-1 Ozone (Project Specific)
Mitigation is not required because the impact is less than significant.
Impact
5.3-2 Ozone (Cumulative)
The Sacramento Metropolitan Area is non-attainment for ozone. An increase in ozone
precursor emissions in excess of the SMAQMD significance thresholds (85 lb/day) is
typically is considered a significant impact.
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1

As shown in Table 5.3-5, the Proposed Project actually shows a decrease in
ROG and NO,, over the No Project conditions. Since cumulative development and associated air impacts have been overridden with the SGPU, and
because the Proposed Project actually indicates a decrease, impacts from
ROG and NO, would be less than significant.

PP

Table 5.3-5
Daily Emissions of Ozone 2010 Precursors and Particulate Matter
PM-10
(1b/clay)

ROG
(1b/clay)

NO.
(lb/day)

1,907

2,302

4,207

Proposed Project (2010+)

673

1,299

4,769

Alternative A (2010+)

674

1,301

4,783

Alternative B (2010+)

672

1,303

4,801

No Project (2010+)

688

1,332

4,910

Contribution from Proposed Project

(15)

(33)

(141)

Contribution from Alternative A

(14)

(31)

(127)

Contribution from Alternative B

(16)

(29)

(109)

85

85

275

•

Scenario
Existing Conditions (1994)

Significance Threshold

Note: This table shows emissions from vehicles while traveling within the street network shown in Exhibit 5.3-1. PM-10 emissions include contributions from roadway
dust. Numbers in parentheses indicate a reduction in values.

• AA Same as PP,. above.
AB Same as PP, above.
AC

The No Project Alternative would not generate air quality impacts; therefore, cumulative impacts would be less than significant.

Mitigation
5.3-2 Ozone (Cumulative)
Mitigation is not required because the impact is less than significant.
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Impact
5.3-3 Intersection Analysis for Carbon Monoxide (Project Specific)
Tables 5.3-6 and 5.3-7 present the maximum 1-hour and 8-hour project contributions to
ambient CO levels near the modeled intersections for the study year 1997. Similarly, the
tables also show total CO concentrations (project contribution plus background) for comparison to the CO standards.
PP

The Proposed Project is predicted to increase ambient CO levels near some
intersections and decrease levels near others. When added to the CO background concentrations, none of the total CO concentrations associated with
the Proposed Project is predicted to exceed the standards for both the
1-hour and 8-hour conditions. Therefore, impacts to localized CO levels
associated with the Proposed Project would be less than significant.

AA

Alternative A is predicted to increase ambient CO levels near some intersections and decrease levels near others. When added to the CO background concentrations, the total CO concentrations are predicted to exceed
the 8-hour CO standard for the 1997 study year. No 1-hour exceedances
are predicted for the 1997 study year.
The 8-hour exceedances in the 1997 study year are attributed to relatively
large increases in CO levels near the intersections at 16th and G Streets and
29th and G Streets under this alternative. As a result, the impacts to localized CO levels associated with Alternative A would be significant.

AB

Alternative B is predicted to increase ambient CO levels near some intersections and decrease levels near others. When added to the CO background concentrations, none of the total CO concentrations associated with
Alternative B is predicted to exceed the standards for both the 1-hour and
8-hour conditions. Therefore, impacts to localized CO levels associated
with Alternative B would be less than significant.

AC

The No Project Alternative itself would not produce any air quality impacts.
However, the background CO concentrations provided by the SMAQMD
show a substantial decline in ambient CO levels in future years. Impacts to
localized CO levels for the No Project Alternative would be less than significant.

Mitigation
5.3-3 Intersection Analysis for Carbon Monoxide (Project Specific)
Mitigation would not be required for the Proposed Project, Alternative B, or Alternative C.
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Table 5.3-6
Maximum Predicted 1-Hour CO Contributions
1997
No Project
Intersection

(PPIII)

Proposed Project
(PPrn)
0.0

/
Alternative A
(PPIn)
0.0

Alternative B
(PPnl)
0.0

15th & W

0.0

16th & F

0.0

0.0

-1.8

0.2

16th & G

0.0

-4.3

4.6

-0.6

28th & H

0.0

2.5

2.5

0.5

29th & G

0.0

2.4

5.7

2.7

Alhambra & J

0.0

1.3

2.3

1.5

Alhambra & Capitol

0.0

0.8

1.1

1.9

Maximum Project Contribution

0.0

2.5

5.7

2.7

Background CO Concentration

11.4

11.4 11.4

11.4

Total CO Concentration

11.4

13.9

17.1

14.1

CO Standard

20.0

20.0

20.0

Notes:
1.
2.

'

20.0

.

The project contributions represent the worst-case change in CO concentrations relative to the No
Project Alternative. A negative value indicates an air quality improvement.
Concentrations were determined from CALINE4 model runs based on SMAQMD and Caltrans
guidance (SMAQMD, 1994; Caltrans, 1988).
Table 5.3-7
Maximum Predicted 8-Hour CO Contributions
1997

15th & W

No Project
(PPm)
0.0

16th & F

0.0

0.0

-1.3

0.1

16th & G

0.0

-3.0

3.2

-0.4

28th & H

0.0

1.8

1.8

0.4

29th & G

0.0

1.7

4.0

1.9

Alhambra & J

0.0

0.9

1.6

1.1

Alhambra & Capitol

0.0

0.6

0.8

1.3

Maximum Project Contribution

0.0

1.8

4.0

1.9

Background CO Concentration

7.1

7.1

7.1

7.1

Total CO Concentration

7.1

8.9

11.1

9.0

CO Standard

9.0

9.0

9.0

9.0

Intersection

Notes:
1.
2.

Proposed Project
(1)Pm)
0.0

.

Alternative A
(1)Prn)
0.0

Alternative B
(PPm)
0.0

The project contributions represent the worst-case change in CO concentrations relative to the No
Project Alternative. A negative value indicates an air quality improvement.
Concentrations were determined from CALINE4 model runs based on SMAQMD and Caltrans
guidance (SMAQMD, 1994; Caltrans, 1988).
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AA

Mitigation for Alternative A should include intersection design considerations, such as improved signal phasing or lane configuration at 16th, 29th,
and G Streets.

Impact
5.3-4 Intersection Analysis for Carbon Monoxide (Cumulative)
Traffic data used in the intersection analysis for the 2010 study year are cumulative.
Cumulative increases as a result of traffic levels are not expected to cause significant
changes in CO levels near the modeled intersections. CO results shown in Tables 5.3-8
through 5.3-9 are considered representative of cumulative conditions.
PP

The cumulative impacts on localized CO levels, including contributions
from the Proposed Project, would be less than significant.

AA

The cumulative impacts on localized CO levels, including contributions
from Alternative A, would be less than significant.

AB

The cumulative impacts on localized CO levels, including contributions
from Alternative B, would be less than significant.

AC

The No Project Alternative would not produce air quality impacts. Therefore, cumulative impacts would be less than significant.

Mitigation
5.3-4 Intersection Analysis for Carbon Monoxide (Cumulative)
Mitigation is not required.
Impact
5.3-5 Particulate Matter (Project Specific)
PM-10 is purely a function of vehicle miles traveled (VMT) (not speed) and therefore as
VMT increases, PM-10 increases. VMT is a function of ADT; that is, as ADT increases,
VMT increases. For the purposes of this E1R, the ADTs that were assumed varied
slightly between alternatives and therefore the output related to pollutants varies for
PM-10 between the Proposed Project and alternatives.
PM-10 emissions would occur both during project construction and project operations. The
Sacramento City Code regulations (Sections 09.381, 09.382) govern construction activities
that lead to PM-10 impacts. As a result, construction impacts would be less than significant because the City Code requires numerous measures such as watering disturbed soils,
as needed, and covering the beds of haul trucks.
SAC/116543/5-3.WP5
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Table 5.3-8
Maximum Predicted 1-Hour CO Contributions
2010
No Project
(PPm)
0.0

Intersection
15th & W

1

Proposed Project
(PPm)
0.0

Alternative A
(13Pin)
0.2

Alternative B
(13Pin)
0.2

16th & F

0.0

-1.7

-1.6

0.2

16th & G

0.0

-1.0

-0.8

0.7

28th & H

0.0

0.9

1.3

-0.4

29th & G

0.0

-0.9

0.5

-0.1

Alhambra & J

0.0

0.4

-1.1

0.0

Alhambra & Capitol

0.0

0.0

1.2

0.0

Maximum Project contribution

0.0

0.9

1.3

0.7

Background CO Concentration

5.6

5.6

5.6

5.6

5.6

6.5

6.9

6.3

20.0

20.0

20.0

20.0

Total CO Concentration
CO Standard
Notes:
1.
2.

The project contributions represent the worst-case change in CO concentrations relative to the No
Project Alternative. A negative value indicates an air quality improvement.
Concentrations were determined from CALINE4 model runs based on SMAQMD and Caltrans
guidance (SMAQMD, 1994; Caltrans, 1988).
Table 5.3-9
Maximum Predicted 8-Hour CO Contributions
2010
Intersection

15th & W

1

No Project
(PPm)
0.0

Proposed Project
(PPm)
0.0

Alternative A
(PPm)
0.1

Alternative B
(1)Pm)
0.1

16th & F

0.0

-1.2

-1.1

0.1

16th & G

0.0

-0.7

-0.6

0.5

28th & 14

0.0

0.6

0.9

-0.3

29th & G

0.0

-0.6

0.4

-0.1

Alhambra & J

0.0

0.3

-0.8

0.0

Alhambra & Capitol

0.0

0.0

0.8

0.0

Maximum Project contribution

0.0

0.6

0.9

0.5

Background CO Concentration

3.5

3.5

3.5

3.5

Total CO Concentration

3.5

4.1

4.4

4.0

CO Standard

9.0

9.0

9.0

9.0

Notes:
1.
2.

The project contributions represent the worst-case change in CO concentrations relative to the No
Project Alternative. A negative value indicates an air quality improvement.
Concentrations were determined from CALINE4 model runs based on SMAQMD and Caltrans
guidance (SMAQMD, 1994; Caltrans, 1988).
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Table 5.3-4 show the total daily mobile source emissions of PM-10 associated with project
operations. Although neither the Proposed Project nor Alternative B would create more
traffic, vehicle miles traveled (VMT) would increase as a result of the circulation changes
which results in increased PM-10 emissions. These estimates include both vehicle exhaust
and roadway dust. The project contributions (relative to the No Project Alternative) are
also shown along with the SMAQMD significance threshold.
This additional contribution over the No Project can be explained by the additional vehicle
miles traveled as well as construction of the traffic control elements.
PP

In the 1997 study year, the Proposed Project would contribute an additional
46 lb/day PM-10 to the atmosphere relative to the No Project Alternative.
The contributions from the Proposed Project would not exceed the significance threshold of 275 lb/day. Therefore, the impact on PM-10 levels
would be less than significant.

AA In the 1997 study year, Alternative A would contribute an additional
36 lb/day PM-10 to the atmosphere relative to the No Project Alternative.
As with the Proposed Project, the contributions from Alternative A would
not exceed the significance threshold of 275 lb/day. Therefore, the impact
on PM-10 levels would be less than significant.
AB

In the 1997 study year, Alternative B would reduce PM-10 emissions by
5 lb/day relative to the No Project Alternative. Alternative B would represent an improvement to PM-10 levels relative to the No Project Alternative
for both study years. This additional contribution over the No Project can
be explained by the additional vehicle miles traveled as well as construction
of the traffic control elements. Therefore, the impact on PM-10 levels
would be less than significant.

AC

The No Project Alternative itself would not have air quality impacts.
Therefore, the impact on PM-10 levels would be less than significant,.

Mitigation
Mitigation is not required.
Impact
5.3-6 Particulate Matter (Cumulative)
Sacramento County does not meet the state standard for PM-10. Any regional increase in
PM-10 emissions in excess of the SMAQMD significance thresholds is considered a
significant impact. Because the significance thresholds would not be exceeded, and
because the Proposed Project and Alternatives A and B decrease the anticipated PM-10,
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the cumulative impact from PM would be less than significant. As with ROG and NOx
cumulative impacts associated with PM-10 were overridden with the SGPU and therefore
even though Sacramento County does not meet the state standards for PM-10, projects
consistent with the General Plan would be found to have less than significant cumulative
PM-10 impacts.
PP

The Proposed Project would decrease PM-10 emissions relative to the No
Project Alternative. Cumulative impacts on PM-10 levels would be less
than significant.

AA Alternative A would decrease PM-10 emissions relative to the No Project
Alternative. Cumulative impacts on PM-10 levels would be less than significant.
AB Alternative B would decrease PM-10 emissions relative to the No Project
Alternative. Cumulative impacts on PM-10 levels would be less than significant.
AC

The No Project Alternative would not generate any air quality impacts; .
therefore, cumulative impacts would be less than significant.

Mitigation
5.3-6 Particulate Matter (Cumulative)
Mitigation measures are required because the impact is less than significant.
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5.4 NOISE
INTRODUCTION

This section describes the results of a noise analysis performed for the proposed Midtown
NPTP project. The noise analysis describes the existing noise environment within the
project site and the study area (data included in Appendix D). The relevant noise standards are contained within the Health and Safety Element of the City of Sacramento General Plan, the Noise Ordinance of the Sacramento City Code, and the California State
Building Code, Title 24, Chapters 2-35. These standards were used to determine whether
the project would result in potentially significant noise impacts and to evaluate the need
for onsite mitigation measures for present and projected future environmental noise levels.
This analysis is based on field measurements of noise levels made at the proposed development site. Noise impacts were projected using the Federal Highway Administration
(FHWA) Highway Noise Prediction Model. Traffic data used in the noise level predictions were derived from the traffic study prepared for this DR.
Fundamentals of Acoustics

Noise is defined as unwanted sound. Airborne sound is a rapid fluctuation of air pressure
above and below atmospheric pressure. Sound levels are usually measured and expressed
in decibels (Db) with 0 dB corresponding roughly to the threshold of hearing. Table 5.4-1
defines decibels and other technical terms.
Most of the sounds in the environment do not consist of a single frequency but rather a
broad band of frequencies, with each frequency differing in sound level. The intensities
of each frequency combine to generate a sound. The method commonly used to quantify
environmental sound consists of evaluating all of the frequencies of a sound in accordance
with a weighting that reflects the fact that human hearing is less sensitive to low frequencies and extreme high frequencies than to frequencies in the mid-range. This is called
"A" weighting, and the decibel level so measured is called the A-weighted sound level
(dBA). In practice, the level of a sound source is conveniently measured using a sound
level meter that includes an electrical filter corresponding to the A-weighted curve.
Table 5.4-2 shows typical A-levels measured in the environment and in industry.
Although the A-weighted noise level may adequately indicate the level of environmental
noise at any instant in time, community noise levels vary continuously. Most environmental noise includes a conglomeration of noise from distant sources creating a relatively
steady background noise in which no particular source is identifiable. The statistical noise
descriptors L 10, L50, and L90 are commonly used to describe the time-varying character of
environmental noise. They are the A-weighted noise levels equaled or exceeded during
10 percent, 50 percent, and 90 percent of a stated time period. A single number descriptor called the Leg is now also widely used. The L
the average A-weighted noise level
during a stated period of time.
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Table 5.4-1
Definitions of Acoustical Terms
Definitions

Term
Decibel, dB
,
•

A unit describing the amplitude of sound, equal to 20 times
the logarithm to the base 10 of the ratio of the pressure of
the sound pressure, which is 20 rnicropascals (20 micronewtons per square meter).

Frequency, Hz

The number of complete pressure fluctuations per second
above and below atmospheric pressure.

A-Weighted Sound
Level, dB

The sound pressure level in decibels as measured on a
sound level meter using the A-weighing filter network.
The A-weighing filter de-emphasizes the very low and very
high frequency components of the sound in a manner similar to the frequency response of the human ear and correlates well with subjective reactions to noise. All sound
levels in this report are A-weighted.

L 10 9 L 50 1

L90

The A-weighted noise levels that are exceeded 10%, 50%,
and 90% of the time during the measurement period.

Equivalent Noise Level,
Leg

The average A-weighted noise level during the measurement period.

Community Noise
Equivalent Level, CNEL

The average A-weighted noise level during a 24-hour day,
obtained after addition of 5 decibels in the evening from
7:00 p.m. to 10:00 p.m. and after addition of 10 decibels to
sound levels in the night between 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m.

Day/Night Noise Level,
Lth,

The average A-weighted noise level during a 24-hour day,
obtained after addition of 10 decibels to levels measured in
the night between 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m.

Ambient Noise Level

The composite of noise from all sources near and far. The
normal or existing level of environmental noise at a given
location.
.

Intrusive

That noise that intrudes over and above the existing
ambient noise at a given location. The relative intrusiveness of a sound depends upon its amplitude, duration,
frequency, and time of occurrence and tonal or informational content as well as the prevailing ambient noise level.
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Table 5.4-2
Typical Sound Levels
Measured in the Environment and Industry
At a Given Distance
From Noise Source

A-Weighted
Sound Level
in Decibels

Subjective
Impression

Noise Environments

140
Civil Defense Siren (100 ft)

130

Jet Takeoff (200 ft)

120
110

Pile Driver (50 ft)

Pain Threshold
Rock Music Concert
Very Loud

100

Ambulance Siren (100 ft)
90
Freight Cars (50 ft)
Pneumatic Drill (50 ft)

Boiler Room
Printing Press Plant

80

In Kitchen With Garbage
Disposal Running

Freeway (100 ft)
70
Vacuum Cleaner (10 ft)

Moderately Loud

60

Data Processing Center

50

Private Business Office

Department Store
Light Traffic (100 ft)
Large Transformer (200 ft)
40
Soft Whisper (5 ft)

Quiet

30

Quiet Bedroom

20

Recording Studio

10

Threshold of Hearing

0
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In determining the daily level of environmental noise, the difference in response of people
to daytime and nighttime noises must be accounted for. During the nighttime, exterior
background noises are generally lower than the daytime levels. However, most household
noise also decreases at night and exterior noise becomes very noticeable. Further, most
people sleep at night and are sensitive to noise intrusion. To account for human sensiaverage sound level), was
tivity to nighttime noise levels, a descriptor, L
developed. The Ldn divides the 24-hour day into the daytime of 7:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m.
and the nighttime of 10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m. The nighttime noise level is weighted 10 dB
higher than the daytime noise level. The Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL) is
another 24-hour average that includes both an evening and nighttime weighting.
The effects of noise on people can be listed in three general categories:
•
•
•

Subjective effects of annoyance, nuisance, dissatisfaction
Interference with activities such as speech, sleep, learning
Physiological effects such as startling and hearing loss

In most cases, the levels associated with environmental noise produce effects in the first
two categories only. However, workers in industrial plants can experience noise effects in
the last category. Unfortunately, there is as yet no completely satisfactory way to measure
the subjective effects of noise, or of measuring the corresponding reactions of annoyance
and dissatisfaction. This lack of standard is primarily because of the wide variation in
individual thresholds of annoyance and habituation to noise.
Thus, an important way of determining a person's subjective reaction to a new noise is by
comparison to the existing environment to which that person has adapted—the so-called
"ambient" environment. In general, the more a new noise exceeds the previously existing
ambient noise level, the less acceptable the new noise will be judged by the hearers.
With regard to increases in A-weighted noise level, knowledge of the following relationships will be helpful in understanding this report:
•

Except in carefully controlled laboratory experiments, a change of 1 dB
cannot be perceived by humans.

•

Outside the laboratory, a 3-dB change is considered a just-perceivable difference.

•

A change in level of at least 5 dB is required before any noticeable change
in community response would be expected.

•

A 10-dB change is subjectively heard as approximately a doubling in loudness, and would almost certainly cause an adverse community response.
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Regulatory Background

Exhibit 5.4-1, together with Table 5.4-3 from the City of Sacramento General Plan Noise
Element, illustrates compatible land uses for noise environments. To provide for noise
and land use compatibility, the City has also adopted the following goals and policies
contained within the Noise Element of the General Plan. The following local standards
are applicable to the assessment of noise impacts for the proposed Midtown project.
City of Sacramento - Sacramento General Plan Update
The Noise Element of the City of Sacramento's General Plan contains the City's goals
and policies for controlling and reducing environmental noise in the City of Sacramento.
The following goals and policies are applicable to the Midtown project.
Goal A:

Future development shall be compatible with the projected year 2010 noise
environment.

Goal C:

Policy 1:

Require an acoustical report for any project that would
produce noise levels in excess of those shown normally
acceptable in Exhibit 5.4-1.

Policy 2:

Require mitigation measures to reduce noise exposure to the
"normally acceptable levels" (Exhibit 5.4-1) except where
such measures are not feasible.

Policy 3:

Approve proposed land uses entailing exterior noise levels
below the "normally acceptable" limit without any requirement for interior or exterior mitigation measures.

Eliminate or minimize the noise impacts of future development on existing
land uses in Sacramento.
Policy 1

Review projects that may have noise generation potential to
determine the potential impact on existing uses. Additional
acoustical analysis may be necessary to mitigate identified
impacts.
The noise element also contains a section entitled "Noise
Assessment Report Guidelines." These guidelines state that
"mitigation measures should be considered if the project
would increase the Lthi at a noise sensitive location by more
than 4 dB or cause the overall level to exceed that considered
normally acceptable for the land use category or be expected

SAG11654315-4.WP5
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Exhibit 5.4-1
.
Land Use Compatibility
for Community Noise Environments

1

.

Community Noise Exposure

Land Use Category

Ldn or CNEL, dB
55
V

Residential - Low Density
Single Family, Duplex, Mobile Homes

60

65

70

75

80

/

v
ii

Transient LodgingMotels, Hotels

Schools. Libraries. Churches,
Hospitals. Nursing Homes

Auditoriums, Concert Halls,
Amphitheaters

Sports Arenas, Outdoor
Spectator Sports
V
Playgrounds, Neighborhood Parks

Golf Courses, Riding Stables,
Water Recreation. Cemetaries
v
Office Buildings. Business,
Commercial and Professional

kg0

/

.Industrial. Manufacturing.
Utilities. Agriculture

ffill111111111111111
MI

Source: City of Sacremento

NORMALLY ACCEPTABLE
Specified land use is satisfactory. based upon the assumption that any buildings involved
are of normal conventional construction, without any special noise insulation requirements.
111111111111111

CONDITIONALLY ACCEPTABLE
New construction or development should be undertaken only after a detailed analysis of the
noise reduction requirements is made and needed noise insulation features included in the
design. Conventional construction, but with closed windows and fresh air supply systems or
air conditioning will normally suffice. Oudoor environment will seem noisy.

NORMALLY UNACCEPTABLE
New construction or development should generally be discouraged. If new construction or
development does proceed. a detailed analysis of the noise reduction requirements must be
made and needed noise insulation features included in the design. Outdoor areas must be
shielded.
CLEARLY UNACCEPTABLE

New construction or development should generally not be undertaken. Construction costs
to make the indoor environment acceptable would be prohibitive and the outdoor environment
would not be usable.
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Table 5.4-3
MINIMUM ACCEPTABLE INTERIOR AND EXTERIOR NOISE LEVELS
FOR NEW DEVELOPMENT WITHOUT MITIGATION
Noise Source

Lead Use

Traffic or Fixed
Source (incluatri•l.
plants. etc.)

Sing k Family
Sink Family

Aircraft

Noiac Eiensmt Requirements

Multifamily
Schools
Schools
Libraries
Libraries

None
None
I. 454-B
None
None
None
None
None

1.45dEe
L,,. 50 411 in backyards
L. 45 dB
L60 dB in eoetunoo outdoor use tress
Noisiest hourly L. 40 dB during school day
L. 60 dB
Noisiest hour 4, 45 dB
None

Single Family

None

,Single Family

CNEL 65 dB (State
Aeronautics Noise
Standards) requirement
does not apply to
Mather/McClellan AFB.
45 dB

L. 4548 & max instantaocous levels
50 dBA/bedroocna. 55 dBA/other habitable rooms'
CNEL 6048 for Metro Airport
CNE1. 65 dB for all others

Multifamily

Libraries
Libraries

CNEL 65 dB (State
Aeronautics Noise
Standards) requirement
does not apply to
Mather/McClellan AFB'.
None
CNEL 65 dB (State
Aeronautics Noise
Standards) requirement
does not apply to
Mather/McClellan AFB'.
None
None

Single Family

None

Single Family
Multifamily

None
L. 4548 unless less
than 4 trains/day between
7arn- 10pm & no trains
between 10pm- 7arn
None
None
None
None
None

Multifamily

School,
School.

Rail traffic

Interior Exterior State Requirement

Multifamily
Schools
Schools
Libneriee

Libraries

L. 45 dB & max instantaneous leveh
50 dBA/bodrooms. 55 dBA/other inhabitable rooms'
CNEL 6048 for Metro Airport
CNa. 65 dB for all others

Noisiest hour L.45 dB
CNEL 6048 for Metro Airport
CNEL 65 dB for all others

Noisiest hour L, 45 dB
None

5

dB & max insuntaneous levels
L
50 dBAJbadroacna. 55 dBA/other inhabitable rooms'
L. 60 dB
L. 45 dB & max instantaneous levels
50 dBA/bedrooma. 53 dBAJotber inhabitable rooms'

L. 60 dB
Noisiest hourly L.40 dB during school day
Maximum iikSIXDUIC1001,18 level. 85 dBA
Noisiest bout 1.,„ 45 dB
None

'Multifamily includes hotels, motels, apartment houses, and dwellings other than detached singlefamily dwellings as defined by Title 24, Part 2, California Administrative Code.
2The requirement for interior noise exposure is triggered when exterior Lan exceeds 60 dB.
'Projects for which US Department of HUD financing is requested are subject to HUD noise
requirements. The noise element requirements listed in this table are at least as stringent as the
HUD requirements.
SOURCE: Sacramento General Plan Update.
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to generate significant adverse community response." The
noise element finds an L
60 dB or lower to be normally
acceptable for residential development, schools, and churches. Exhibit 5.4-1 shows the land use compatibility standards for community noise environments in the City of Sacramento.
Policy 2:

Enforce the Sacramento Noise Ordinance as a method controlling noise from sources other than transportation sources.

City of Sacramento Noise Ordinance
Noise regulations pertaining to construction activities in the City's Noise Ordinance are
applicable to site development. Section 66.203 of the Ordinance exempts construction
noise from the quantitative limits contained in the Noise Ordinance if that construction
takes place between 7:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m., on Monday through Saturday, and between
9:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m. on Sunday. However, the operation of an internal combustion
engine is not exempt pursuant to this subsection unless equipped with suitable exhaust and
intake silencers.
SETTING
Existing Noise Environment - Citywide
The four major noise sources within the City of Sacramento are: (1) the surface traffic on
major freeways, primary arterials, and major streets, (2) the fixed rail rapid transit system,
(3) the Union Pacific and Southern Pacific Railroads, and (4) the aircraft activity at
Sacramento Metro Airport and McClellan Air Force Base. Of the four listed above, local
roadway noise is the most significant source affecting the noise levels in the study area.
Existing Noise Environment - Project Site
The Midtown area is bordered by C Street on the north, L Street on the south, 29th Street
on the east, and 16th Street on the west. Capitol Avenue and J, 15th, and 16th Streets in
the Midtown neighborhood are designated as arterials in the City of Sacramento General
Plan, Transportation Element (1988).
The Midtown area consists of mixed single- and multi-family residential and low and midrise commercial uses surrounded by residential uses to the north and south, downtown
commercial uses to the west, and freeway uses to the east.
Existing noise levels within the project site and the study area were measured at 30 locations, designated as MI through M30 in Table 5.4-4. Noise level measurements in terms
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of Leg, Ls,o, L50, L 10, Lmir, and Li. were recorded during the morning, afternoon, evening,
and nighttime periods. The day/night noise level, Lthr was calculated for each location
based on the hourly Lel measurements. Table 5.4-4 describes each monitoring location
and lists the hourly Leg measurements and the calculated Ldr, for each. A complete set of
noise monitoring results is contained in Appendix D.

Table 5.4-4
Existing Noise Level Measurements
Land Use

Monitoring Address
Location
MO1
John Muir Park
Washington School Park
MO2
1620G Street
M03
M04
1716J Street
M05
1800 K Street
M06
1525 Capitol Avenue
M07
230 21st Street
415 21st Street
MOB
2100 F Street
M09
M10
2110G Street
M11
2101 H Street
2129 J Street
M12
M13
2200 L Street
M14
2431 C Street
M15
2417 E Street
M16
2501 F Street
M17
2412 G Street
M18
2414 H Street
M19
2501 J Street
M20
2432 Capitol Avenue
M21
C Street (Stanford Park)
M22
2731 E Street
716 28th Street
M23
M24
915 27th Street
M25
324 29th Street
M26
2830 H Street
M27
28th and L Street (Sutter Hospital)
M28
519 30th Street
M29
913 30th Street
M30
1219 30th Street

Park
Park
Residential
Commercial
Residential
Residential
Residential
Residential
Residential
Residential
Residential
CommerciaVResidential
Residential
Residential
Residential
Residential
Residential
Residential
Residential
Residential
Park
Residential
Residential
Commercial
Residential
Residential
Commercial
Residential
Residential
Commercial

Daytime Nighttime Calculated
Leq
Leq
Ldn
sa
67
66
67
58
68
64
54
64
67
60
68
54
61
62
64
55
65
70
57
69
60
54
62
66
61
69
67
59
68
66
60
68
65
69
72
67
54
66
68
58
68
64
55
65
62
55
64
63
53
63
64
67
73
73
68
66
65
60
68
68
53
67
60
66
68
60
54
62
60
54
62
69
63
71
71
65
73
65
58
66
69
65
72
70
63
72
70
65
73

Existing noise levels were also estimated within the project site and the study area by
using the FHWA Highway Noise Prediction Model as coded in the STAMINA 2.0 computer model. STAMINA uses data on traffic volumes, vehicle mix, speed, vehicle noise
emission levels, and geometry to predict traffic-generated noise levels (LI) at chosen
receivers. Noise level measurement data were used to test the agreement of calculated
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and measured noise levels. As shown in Table 5.4-5, 15 of the 30 monitoring locations
were selected for the calibration test. The 15 monitoring locations were selected because
they represent a good cross section of the project area and were dominated by traffic noise
during the measurement period. Actual traffic counts, vehicle mix, and speed data collected during the measurements were used in the model. Table 5.4-5 compares the measured and modeled results for the hourly L.
Table 5.4-5
Comparison of Measured and Modeled Leg Noise Levels
Monitoring

Leg

M1
M3
M4
M6
M10
Mu 1
M16
M19
M20
M21
M23
M24
M27
M28
M29

67
65
67
65
65
63
65
68
63
66
60
60
63
67
70

Leg
65
63
65
62
62
62
62
67
61
64
58
61
60
64
67

Difference
2
2
2
3
3
1
3
2
2
3
2
1
3
3
3

The measured and modeled results are within 3 dBA for all 15 locations. Because 3 dBA
is a just-perceivable difference, the model is considered calibrated and may be used to
predict existing and future traffic noise levels.
Noise levels were estimated by modeling 152 receiver locations designated as R1 through
R152 in Exhibit 5.4-2. Receiver locations that are also monitoring locations are indicated
accordingly (e.g., Rl/M1). To estimate peak-hour L eg noise levels, peak-hour traffic data
prepared for this project were used as input to the model. Day/night noise levels (Lein)
were estimated using the average daily traffic (ADT) prepared for this project. Estimated
existing noise levels for the 152 receiver locations are summarized in Appendix D. Existing peak-hour Leg noise level estimates for the 152 receivers range from 61 to 77 dBA.
Existing day/night L ch, noise level estimates range from 62 to 81 dBA. Based on the City
of Sacramento General Plan Noise Element (Exhibit 5.4-1), existing noise levels in the
project area range from "Normally Acceptable" to "Normally Unacceptable" for commercial land uses and from "Conditionally Acceptable" to "Clearly Unacceptable" for residential land uses. Changes to the noise levels due to the Proposed Project (or project alternatives) are discussed in the following section..
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PROJECT SITE BOUNDARY
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28
94

95
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112

911
18

srlite
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R48

R5
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1*/**:1274•

84
0

NO SCALE

LEGEND
M01. NOISE MONITORING LOCATION (MEASURED)

*

R010 NOISE MODELING RECEIVER LOCATION (PREDICTED)

EXHIBIT 5.4-2
NOISE MODELING RECEIVER LOCATIONS
NOTE: ONLY 152 RECEIVER LOCATIONS WERE MODELED OUT OF 180 LOCATIONS

SHOWN ON THIS MAP. EIGHT WERE NOT MODELED TO AVOID REDUNDANCY.
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IMPACTS AND MITIGATION
Introduction to the Analysis
This section identifies the noise impacts resulting from increased vehicle trips on
surrounding streets and freeways and on the project site. The worst-case noise levels, i.e.,
cumulative noise levels, are used to determine the level of impact on existing and future
land uses. This is done to adequately identify those mitigation measures needed to
mitigate the highest noise environment expected. This section also discusses impacts
associated with short-term construction activities.
Methodology
Acoustical modeling was performed to predict year 2010 noise impacts associated with the
Proposed Project and Alternatives A, B, and C. Year 2010 peak-hour traffic and ADT
data provided by the traffic study were used as input to the model.
The primary sensitive receiver locations include residential units, schools, and parks.
As shown in Appendix D, all modeled receiver locations have noise levels above the
60 DBA-L, "Normally Acceptable" noise level. Therefore, consistent with the City of
Sacramento General Plan Noise Element, a significant impact will be identified where the
a particular receiver by
Proposed Project (or project alternative) would increase the L
more than 4 DBA.
The Sacramento Noise Ordinance applies to project construction. To reduce constructionrelated impacts to less than significant, construction practices must comply with the Noise
Ordinance by limiting hours of operation as described in the noise ordinance.
Acoustical modeling was performed using the peak-hour traffic and ADT data provided in
the traffic report prepared for this project. Peak-hour Leg as well as day/night Lth, noise
levels were predicted for the following conditions:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Existing Conditions and Proposed Project
Existing Conditions and Alternative A (AA)
Existing Conditions and Alternative B (AB)
Existing Conditions and Alternative C (AC)
Year 2010 Proposed Project (PP)
Year 2010 Alternative A—Maximum Diversion (AA)
Year 2010 Alternative B—Maximum Diversion (AB)
Year 2010 Alternative C—No Project (AC)
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Impacts/Mitigations
Impact

5.4-2 Traffic Noise Impact on Adjacent Land Uses (Project-Specific and Cumulative)
For the purposes of this EIR analysis, noise predictions were made for the cumulative year
2010 and estimated (extrapolated) for the project-specific analysis. Detailed modeling and
predictions did not occur for the project-specific case because the impacts were less than
significant for all cases under Future Conditions.
Because the Future Conditions of noise are based on future traffic and were determined to
be less than significant, a judgement was made that noise impacts under existing conditions would therefore be less than those under Future Conditions. Below is an analysis of
existing impacts.
Appendix D contains the estimated Ldn and peak-hour Lel for the 1995 existing conditions
and the 2010 Proposed Project, and 2010 Alternatives A, B, and C for the 152 selected
receiver locations.
One of the primary goals of the Proposed Project is to divert traffic away from the Midtown neighborhood. Therefore, depending on the extent of traffic diversion, traffic noise
levels would generally decrease in those areas from which the traffic is diverted and generally increase in those areas to which it is diverted.
PP

•
•

AA

SAC/116543/5-4.WP5

i, noise levels would increase by
less than 2 dBA or less over the 2010 No Project levels in those areas
where traffic is expected to increase due to the diversion. In those areas
where traffic is expected to decrease due to the proposed diversion, the day/
night Ldr, noise levels would be expected to decrease by less than 2- to
3 dBA from the 2010 No Project Alternative. Generally over the study
area, the average traffic noise levels would be between 0 and 1 dBA below
the 2010 No Project levels. As discussed above, an increase of more than
4 dBA is required to generate significant adverse community response.
Existing adjacent land uses next to area roadways would not be exposed to
significant increases in exterior traffic-related noise levels above levels
anticipated under the 2010 No Project Alternative. This impact is less than
significant.
Under the Proposed Project, day/night

L

Under Alternative A, additional half-street closures would be used in the
northern half of the Midtown neighborhood to reduce the number of vehicles entering the area. Traffic-related noise levels in the study area would
increase by less than 3 dB over the 2010 levels. In those areas where traffic
is expected to decrease due to the proposed diversion, the day/night Ldn
noise levels would be expected to decrease by up to 3 dBA from the 2010
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No Project Alternative. Generally over the study area, the average traffic
noise levels would not change from the 2010 No Project levels. This
impact is less than significant.
AB

Under Alternative B, specific diversions would be minimized, allowing
traffic to continue traveling through the Midtown neighborhood at a flow
reduced from existing conditions. This alternative is not expected to produce a substantial increase in noise levels over the 2010 levels. There
would be no locations where traffic noise increased more than 2 dBA, and
the area average noise level . was found to be slightly lower than the No
Project levels. In those areas where traffic is expected to decrease due to
the proposed diversion, the day/night L d„ noise levels are expected to
decrease by up to 2 dBA from the 2010 No Project Alternative. This
impact is less than significant.

AC

Under the No Project Alternative, traffic noise levels in the study area
would increase by an average of 2 dBA between 1995 and 2015 with no
traffic diversion measures. This is due to a gradual increase in traffic on
all roadways. An increase of less than 3 dBA is generally not perceptible,
and an increase of at least 5 dB is required for a noticeable change in community response. This impact is less than significant.

Mitigation
5.4-2 Traffic Noise Impact on Adjacent Land Uses (Project-Specific)
PP

Although existing noise levels are generally high (i.e., "Conditionally
Acceptable" or worse for residential land uses), the noise level increases
associated with the Proposed Project would be imperceptible. Mitigation is
not required because the impact is less than significant.

AA

Mitigation is not required.

AB

Mitigation is not required.

AC

Mitigation is not required.

Impacts
5.4-3 Construction Noise
PP Noise impacts from construction activities would be temporary and short in
duration due to the nature and type of elements to be installed (i.e., painted
zebra sidewalks, traffic circles, half-street closures). Noise would be generated by heavy equipment used to construct the traffic diversion measures
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intersection portals, pedestrian islands, half-street closures). Construction activities, although occurring within the street right-of-way, could
occur within 50 feet from existing residences along project roadways.
Table 5.4-6 provides estimates of maximum hourly L eg noise levels at the
closest receivers for various stages of construction.
(e.g.,

Offsetting the relatively high noise levels is the fact that the construction
would be of short duration and the levels in Table 5.4-6 would be expected
only with the equipment within 50 feet of the receiver. All buildings bordering on project roadways would expect maximum construction noise
levels in the 85 to 95 dBA range with equipment operating on the roadway
immediately next to them. These noise levels would decrease as the construction operations moved farther away. Although the short-term and
temporary noise levels could be high (85 to 95 dBA), this impact would be
less than significant with implementation of the City's noise ordinance.
Such features of the noise ordinance that do this include:
•

Construction activities will be limited to 7:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. on
weekdays and Saturdays as set by City Code.

•

Engine-powered equipment will have mufflers installed.

•

A disturbance coordinator will be available to act on citizen complaints.

AA Same as PP, above.
AB Same as PP, above.
AC

The No Project Alternative would not generate construction noise.

Table 5.4-6
Estimated Peak-Hour Construction Noise Levels
Construction Phase

Loudest Equipment

Noise Level at 50 feet
(dBA-Le)

Roadway preparation

Backhoe, loader

Concrete construction

Trucks, cement mixer

91

Paving

Paver, trucks

92

•

88

Source: U.S. Department of Transportation. Highway Construction Noise: Measurement, Prediction, and Mitigation. 1977.
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Mitigation
5.4-3 Construction Noise
PP

Mitigation not required, when the Noise Ordinance is implemented.

AP

See PP discussion.

AB

See PP discussion.

AC

Mitigation is not required for the No Project Alternative.
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5.5 CULTURAL RESOURCES

5.5 CULTURAL RESOURCES
INTRODUCTION
This section describes cultural resources in the project area based on literature reviews,
consultations, and information obtained from the North Central Information Center of the
California Historical Resources Information System at California State University, Sacramento. The analysis describes the existing conditions, the methodology used for evaluation, the impacts associated with the project, and the mitigation measures that will be
necessary to reduce impacts to a less than significant level. The complete cultural
resources report, including a bibliography, is attached as Appendix E.
The cultural resource investigation identified potential prehistoric, historic, and cultural
resources that may be within the project boundaries. The cultural resources inventory was
carried out in compliance with CEQA, Appendix K.
METHODOLOGY
A records search was conducted by Robert Gerry at the North Central Information Center
of the California Historical Resources Information System. The only recorded prehistoric
site is CA-SAC-34, under Sutter's Fort. Two cultural resource studies have been conducted within the study area: surveys of the two rail lines in 1982 (VViant and O'Connor),
and excavations at Sutter's Fort on CA-SAC-34 (Olsen, 1961) and the site of the east
adobe in the adjacent block (Peak & Associates, Inc., 1983). A copy of the current "Directory of Properties in the Historic Property Data File for Sacramento County" was obtained
and reviewed. The City's "Official Register Containing Structures of Architectural or
Historical Significance" (revised October 6, 1983) was also consulted.
SETTING
The physical environment of the project site has been greatly altered by human modification over the past 150 years. Specifically, the urbanization of the City of Sacramento has
greatly altered the pre-1850 environment. On a larger scale, the deposition of deep alluvial soils over the past 10,000 years has buried any early archaeological resources
(Johnson, 1974).
Prehistory/Ethnography
At the time of the earliest European contact with Spanish explorers and missionaries, the
Sacramento area lay within the territory of the Nisenan tribe, also known as the Southern
Maidu. The Nisenan inhabited villages on the banks of the American and Sacramento
Rivers and major tributaries, and subsisted on staple foods including freshwater clams,
acorns, salmon, deer, and elk. Nisenan villages recorded in the Sacramento area in the
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early historic period include the villages of Pususne, Sekumni, Kadema, Momol, Sama,
and Yalisumni. The largest known settlement historically was at the village of Sama,
located near the Sacramento River in the southeastern part of the City.
Settlements were concentrated along waterways on old river terraces or on isolated elevated points of land. The Nisenan population in pre-contact times is thought to have
numbered around 9,000. Euro-American penetration into the Sacramento Valley during
the latter half of the 19th century initiated a series of changes which were later to prove
devastating to Native American populations.
Archaeological sites, features, or artifacts that may remain from prehistoric activity
include village sites, structures, rniddens, mortars and pestles, arrowheads, grinding stones,
knives, pipes, and a variety of hand implements.
Contact Period
The first recorded Spanish expedition into the project vicinity was led by Gabriel Moraga
between 1806 and 1808, in order to scout new mission sites, return runaway Indians, and
punish hostile Indians to Spanish rule.
Beaver and other fur resources were exploited in the Sacramento Valley by the Hudson
Bay Company. In 1827 and 1828, Jedediah Smith led a trapping expedition into the project vicinity. These and other trappers set up temporary camps in Nisenan territory and
relationships were friendly.
In 1833, a great malaria epidemic swept through the Sacramento Valley, killing an
estimated 75 percent of the Valley Nisenan population.
In 1839 John Sutter arrived in this area, becoming the first white settler in the Sacramento
Valley. He met with some resistance from the Nisenan, but was able to enlist aid from
the Miwok near the Cosumnes River for the development of his fort and surrounding
farms. With the 1848 discovery of gold at Coloma on the south fork of the American
River and the rapid spread of mining to all foothill areas, the culture and lifestyle of all
the Nisenan were severely disturbed. Widespread disruption of the people and destruction
of their villages, hunting and gathering areas, and other sites occurred with the resulting
influx of miners and mining-related activities. At the same time, farming was begun in
the Valley, which affected the native culture in the lowlands.
History
The historic development of the Central Valley began in earnest in 1839 when John A.
Sutter settled along the American River and established a trading post in the unsettled
wilderness. Sutter was granted 11 leagues of land by the Mexican government in 1841

SAC/116543/5-5.WP5

5.5-2

November 15, 1995

and called his holdings New Helvetia (now known as Sacramento). A wide range of
interests were pursued at Sutter's Fort, from horse and cattle ranching to liquor distilling
and blanket weaving.
Sutter's quiet life in the Central Valley ended abruptly with the discovery of gold at his
mill at Coloma in 1848. The subsequent wave of humanity joining the Gold Rush eventually caused Sutter to leave California. Although the richest gold deposits were found in the foothills of the Sierra Nevada to the east, the Gold Rush had a substantial indirect
effect on the Central Valley. Following the tremendous population increases of the area
and the demand for improved services during the mining era, a number of settlers arrived
in the Sacramento area and began to pursue ranching and agricultural interests.
Sacramento proper was founded by Sutter's son, John A. Sutter, Jr., at the site of the
Sutter Fort Embarcadero (port) on the Sacramento River. Early Sacramento initially competed with Sutterville to become the dominant business center on the Sacramento River.
The Sutterville site was originally planned for a site a few miles down the river from the
Sutter Fort embarcadero. Sacramento eventually became the dominant business center
because more free lots were given away in Sacramento than were given away in Sutterville.
In April 1849, just prior to the first wave of overland emigration for the California gold
rush, Sacramento's population was approximately 150 persons. Sacramento became the
transportation and supply center for the gold rush and grew to 9,087 persons in 1850 (City
and County), and 12,418 persons in 1852. By 1880, the population had reached 21,420
persons. Between 1900 and 1930, the rate of growth accelerated by 20,000 every decade.
The first suburban development had occurred at Oak Park, annexed to the City in 1911.
The City prospered, and growth continued to force the development of lands outside the
old City boundary (Historic Environment Consultants, 1981).
Sacramento suffered major disasters of flood and fire in 1850. There were also major
fires in 1852 and 1854. A devastating flood in 1862 led to the monumental task of raising much of the downtown area up to 12 feet by jacking up the structures and adding dirt
beneath. This project was largely complete by 1873.
In 1869, the transcontinental railroad linked Sacramento more directly to the central and
eastern United States. Since that time, the City has continued to grow in importance as a
regional center of government, industry, transportation, commerce, and agriculture.
, The final change that to some degree defined the Midtown area was the construction of
the 29/30 Freeway in the 1950s. Neighborhoods to the east of the freeway were cut off
and now tend to be identified with the East Sacramento district.
Historic resources that may remain from historic activity include artifacts, records, districts, sites, buildings, structures, properties, trails, or landscapes that have historic importance to the community.
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Regulatory Context
History of the City is evidenced at historic sites, structures, and collections throughout the
City and County of Sacramento. Historic resources of major importance are inventoried
and regulated by federal, state, and city governments through the registers ) outlined below:
•

National Register of,Historic Places - The National Historic Preservation
Act requires important historic and prehistoric resources to be listed in the
National Register of Historic Places (16 USC Section 470 et seq.).

•

California Historical Landmarks and Points of Historic Interest - The State
Historical Resources Commission inventories historic landmarks and points
of interest (Public Resources Code, Section 5020 et seq.).

•

Preservation of Historic Structures Ordinance - Under a City Ordinance, the
Design Review and Preservation Board inventories structures and areas to
be preserved within the City of Sacramento. This list, known as the City of
Sacramento's Official Register Containing Structures of Architectural or
Historical Significance, breaks up historical structures into "Priority" and
"Essential" categories.

CEQA applies to effects that a plan or project might have on prehistoric or historic
resources and requires public agencies to avoid damaging effects on archaeological
resources, whenever feasible. If avoidance is not feasible, the importance of the archaeological site must be evaluated.
Planning Context
City of Sacramento General Plan

The City of Sacramento General Plan contains the following goals and policies related to
cultural resources:
•

Goal D: Work with the County of Sacramento to identify, protect, and
enhance physical features and settings that are unique to the area to the
maximum extent feasible.

•

Policy 2: Work with all interested parties to protect ancient burial grounds

threatened by development activity and preserve their artifacts, either onsite
or at a suitable relocation, to the extent feasible.
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IMPACTS AND MITIGATION
Introduction to the Analysis
Archaeological sites may contain either or both surface and subsurface artifacts or features. When artifacts or features are carefully removed and considered in the context of
the natural surroundings and/or stratigraphic layers in which they are found, they may
contribute valuable information to the archaeological record. Cultural material is a nonrenewable resource which, if properly managed, can increase knowledge and understanding of past cultures.
The following section describes cultural resources impacts that may occur with the development of the Proposed Project. This section also identifies the standard of significance
of cultural resource impacts resulting from the construction activities associated with the
Proposed Project and alternatives. As stated previously, a proposed project-wide assessment of archaeological and historical resources was not conducted for this analysis. Such
a study would be infeasible for such a large area and is not warranted by CEQA given the
nature of the Proposed Project and nature of potential environmental impacts.
Standards of Significance
In accordance with CEQA, Appendix K, significant impacts on cultural resources are
those actions that would damage a significant archaeological or historical resource. Recommendations based on Appendix K are as follows:
•

Public agencies should seek to avoid damaging effects on an archaeological
resource whenever feasible. If avoidance is not feasible, the importance of
the site shall be evaluated using the criteria below.

•

In-situ (in-position) preservation is the preferred manner of avoidance, as
the relationship of artifacts to each other is more important than the sum of
their parts. Avoidance also provides opportunities for future research on
sites and avoids conflict with religious and cultural values.

•

Avoidance may be accomplished by planning construction to miss sites and
by planning parks or other open space to incorporate sites.

Thresholds of significance for cultural resources are based on the following criteria:
§ A.1

Association with an event or person of recognized significance in
California or American history.

§ A.2

Association with an event or person of recognized scientific
importance in prehistory.

SAC/116543/5-5.WP5
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Can provide information that is both of demonstrable public interest
and useful in addressing scientifically consequential and reasonable
or archaeological research questions.
§ C.

Has a special or particular quality such as oldest, best example,
largest, or last surviving example of its kind.

§ D.

Is at least 100 years old and possesses substantial stratigraphic integrity.

§ E.

Involves important research questions that historical research has
shown can be answered only with archaeological methods.

Impacts/Mitigations
Impact
5.5-1 Prehistoric Resources
PP

Excavation of pavement structural section; removal and construction of
curb, gutter, and sidewalk; and other work incidental to the construction of
traffic circles, half-street closures, diverters, and corner bulbs for traffic
Control within City streets are not expected to affect prehistoric resources.
Prehistoric resources are buried and would not likely be found in the existing roadway due to the limited and shallow nature of any excavation. This
impact is less than significant.

AA Same as PP, above.
AB Same as PP, above.
AC

The No Project Alternative would not require any construction activities
and would result in no impact.

Mitigation
Mitigation is not required because the impact is less than significant.
Impact
5.5-2 Construction Impacts on Historic/Cultural Resources
PP

• SA0116543/5-5.WP5

Archaeological sites usually consist of both surface and subsurface
components, with evidence beneath the surface often more extensive than
that visible above. Within the project site are numerous structures of
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1

architectural or historical significance including Sutter's Fort. There is one
prehistoric site under Sutter's Fort. It is likely that additional resources
remain undiscovered. Archaeological sites, features, or artifacts that may
remain from prehistoric activity include village sites, structures, middens,
mortars and pestles, arrowheads, grinding stones, knives, pipes, and hand
implements.
Excavation, trenching, pipe installation, and other earth-disturbing activities
could adversely affect archaeological resources, but it is unlikely given the
location of the sites (within existing streets) that will require excavation and
other earth-disturbing activities. Impacts to historical resources as a result
of groundshalcing from construction activities are not anticipated to occur.
The combination of the distance away from a historical resource, as well as
the minimal amount of groundshaking that can be anticipated as a result of
implementation of the Proposed Project or alternatives, will ensure that
historic structures are not disturbed by the vibration from construction
activities.
Because the project is limited to City streets and the cultural resources are
located primarily on lots outside the City street area, the construction of the
Proposed Project or alternatives would not disturb these cultural resources
and therefore the impact is less than significant.
A screening-level visual survey was performed to determine the presence of
granite curbs or original sidewalks in the project site. The City considers
these features historic artifacts and important features of early street design
reflecting a certain historic character to some areas in the Central City.
Although no granite curbs or sidewalks were found, their presence cannot
be ruled out. If these features are damaged, it could result in a significant
impact.
AA Same as PP, above.
AB Same as PP, above.
AC

The No Project Alternative would result in no impact.

Mitigation
5.5-2 Construction Impacts on Historic/Cultural Resources
PP

SAC/11654315-5.WP5

Although granite curbs and sidewalks were not identified during the site
survey, if granite curbs, sidewalks, or other important street design features
are found, care will be taken during construction to carefully remove them
and then replace them in the same location to the extent feasible.
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AA Same as PP, above.
AB Same as PP, above.
AC

Mitigation is not required.

Impact
5.5-3 Project Impacts on Historic/Cultural Resources
PP Historic and cultural resources within the project site would not be affected
because the proposed traffic control elements would be located in the street
as described under Impact 5.5-2, above.
Several preservation areas designated by the City are in or near the project
site (Exhibit 5.5-1). The Boulevard Park Preservation Area falls entirely
within the site boundary, and the northern part of the Sutter's Fort preservation area falls within the southern part of the project site. Two small preservation areas, Washington School and Marshall Park, are also within the
project site. According to the City of Sacramento Preservation Area Plan, a
preservation area is "an area or place having a special architectural character or special historical or aesthetic interest or value, comprised of contiguous sites or contiguous groups of structures relating harmoniously and compatibly, along with neighboring property, which taken together reflect a
distinct and unified character." The Preservation Area Plan consists primarily of design guidelines and does not address traffic issues. The
Preservation Board reviews all rehabilitation, relocation, demolition, and
new construction within Preservation Areas.
With implementation of the Proposed Project, a portion of the traffic from
the project site would be diverted to Preservation Areas near 15th and 16th
Streets and to the south and onto streets within the Sutter's Fort Preservation Area, such as Capitol Avenue. It is difficult quantify to what extent, if
any, an increase in traffic levels would result in a deterioration of the historic value and aesthetic appeal of a residential neighborhood. Capitol
Avenue is currently designated by the City as a major street and, therefore,
is better suited for traffic level increases than residential streets are. In
addition, the area near Sutter's Fort is more commercial than the Midtown
area, which is primarily residential. Therefore, the increase in traffic levels
south of the project site would not change the character of the Sutter's Fort
Preservation Area. In addition, the current street and traffic patterning of
the Midtown area is different from the plan laid out by Sutter in 1848-1849
and different from the traffic patterning of the late 1800s-early 1900s, the
dates of construction of most of the structures of recognized significance in
the district. In fact, the traffic patterns had changed by the late 1970s when
the City began listing the structures. This would suggest that a change in
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Ilika EXHIBIT 5.5-1

PRESERVATION AREAS
NPTP EIR

SOURCE: SACRAMENTO CENTRAL CITY STUDY
116543.AA.BB

CHAIHILL

the setting of the structures from the original to that at the time of the survey did not diminish the importance of the resources. Therefore, further
changes to this aspect of integrity in the Preservation Areas would be a less
than significant impact.
The primary goal of the Proposed Project is to preserve the Midtown
neighborhood's residential character by reducing traffic-related problems
such as high volumes and speeds. The reduction of traffic within the project site, as well as the addition of pedestrian islands and traffic circles, may
improve the historic "feel" of the neighborhood. When the older homes
were constructed in Midtown, little automobile traffic was in the =a.
Reduced congestion and slower speeds may help create the perception that
the neighborhood has returned to a setting more typical of the past. Therefore, impacts to historic/cultural resources and preservation areas are less
than significant.
AA Implementation of the Maximum Diversion Alternative would create greater
amounts of traffic toward Preservation Areas than would the Proposed
Project; however, as discussed for the Proposed Project, this impact is less
than significant.
AB

Alternative B would divert less traffic to established preservation areas.
This impact is less than significant.

AC

The No Project Alternative would not affect the project site or nearby
preservation areas because traffic and historic resources would not change.
This would result in no impact.

Mitigation

Mitigation is not required because the impact is less than Significant.
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5.6 PUBLIC SAFETY/EMERGENCY SERVICES

•

•

1
1

5.6 PUBLIC SAFETY/EMERGENCY SERVICES
INTRODUCTION

Improving traffic and public safety is one of the three original objectives of- the NPTP as
submitted to City Council in 1991. The objectives include:
o
•
•

Reduce Midtown area traffic volumes
Reduce Midtown area traffic speeds
Improve traffic and public safety

This section addresses public safety and emergency services; Section 5.2 addresses traffic
volumes and speeds.
SETTING
Emergency Services
Police Service

The Sacramento Police Department (SPD) maintains a staff of 615 sworn officers. SPD's
primary goal is to provide the highest level of service in protecting City residences and
businesses. The City provides approximately 1.6 officers per 1,000 citizens, based upon
recent census information.
The SPD has established four geographic sectors, which are each divided into six patrol
districts. The project site is in Patrol Sector 1. The boundaries of this sector are the
American River to the north (but including Campus Commons), Watt Avenue on the East,
U.S. 50 and Jackson Highway on the south, and the Sacramento River on the west. Typically, one officer is assigned to a car for each patrol district; during high service demand
times, additional cars are placed in districts. Specialty units are available to respond to
first priority calls when life is in danger, or when a serious crime is in progress. Sizes of
patrol districts within the four geographic sectors are changed periodically in response to
population growth and other parameters that require boundary adjustments.
A wide range of services promote a safe environment for City residents. The SPD currently educates the community in the benefits of establishing and participating in crime
prevention programs. These programs include business alert, armed robbery and burglary
prevention, security surveys, employee training, and personal safety programs. The SPD
also participates in the environmental review process by reviewing project designs and
recommending design features or other measures that reduce the potential for crime problems. In addition, the City has recently implemented a Community Policing Program in
which an officer is assigned to a certain geographic area. Two patrol officers are assigned
to Community Policing within the Midtown area.
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The SPD maintains three police stations: headquarters at 813 6th Street, Patrol Sectors 2
and 3 deployed out of 5303 Franklin Boulevard, and Patrol Sectors 1 and 4 out of
3550 Marysville Boulevard. Uniformed patrol officers respond to calls in their assigned
districts and are dispatched by the Communications Division. According to the SPD, the
main criminal problems in the project vicinity are drug-related activity, auto theft and auto
burglary, public intoxication, and disturbance problems in downtown areas where there is
'a concentration of social service facilities (Maccoun, 1995).
Emergency Response Routes, Times, and Operations
Routes. There are generally no "predesignated" patrol unit routes. The priority of the
SPD is to respond to calls as quickly as possible, which means that the patrol officer and
any additional units take the quickest route to a destination.
Response Times. The SPD does not have a formalized goal or policy statement regarding
response time to the nine priorities of calls for service. The SPD has an informal goal of
maintaining the current median response time to Priority 1 calls of 7 minutes. Median
response times for non-emergencies can be 12 minutes or longer, depending on the circumstances. To reach this informal goal, the SPD has two standing committees: (1) the
Patrol Planning Committee looks at deployment to ensure that the existing resources are
distributed equitably in regards to shifts and area to properly handle calls for services; and
(2) the Response Time Committee evaluates policies and procedures that affect the manner in which the SPD handles service requests. Deployment and policy decisions are
made with the goal of maintaining the current level of service with existing resources. As
described in the City of Sacramento General Plan, SPD's goal is to "provide the highest
level of police service to protect City residents and businesses" (General Plan, 1988).
Situations that affect response times include traffic congestion, constrained roadway access
(narrow streets and blocked streets), unmarked/illegible address markings, and multiplesimultaneous emergencies (thus reducing the number of officers available). In addition,
staffing levels, weather conditions, and workload of on-duty employees can also affect
response times.
Operations. For this EIR, operations refers to the space and area required to set up apparatus and perform the service needed to adequately respond to the emergency. In the
instance of police protection, operational constraints are not generally an issue because
police protection generally involves the presence or action of an officer rather than the
setup and action of large pieces of equipment (such as ladders and trucks) and emergency
response personnel (such as firefighters). The most pertinent operational issue regarding
police protection is the Community Policing Program, which has enhanced the operations
of the police patrol in the Midtown area.
Fire Service
The Sacramento City Fire Department (SCFD) provides fire protection and emergency
medical services to the project site, employing 465 sworn officers, 37 civilians,
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and 56 pieces of specialized equipment, such as engines, aerial platforms, aerial ladder
trucks, and multipurpose Hazardous Material Units. The SCFD's 22 fire stations serve
142.5 square miles and 430,000 people. Every fire station is equipped with an engine.
Eight of the stations contain a truck company in addition to an engine. A four-person
team, consisting of one captain, one driver, and two firefighters, is assigned to each
engine and truck.
The SCFD has equipment designed to fight multistory building fires, including a 100-foot
aerial ladder used for high-rises. Buildings higher than 150 feet are required to construct
rooftop helicopter pads (50 feet by 50 feet landing pad with 100 feet of clear space on all
sides) so that emergency equipment can be flown in to access stories above the 150-foot
level. Buildings more than 75 feet high must also conform to the State of California
Highrise Code regarding items such as sprinkler systems. The Uniform Fire Code is the
basis for many of the standard fire safety requirements for proposed developments. As is
the case with the SPD, the SCFD participates in the environmental review process by
reviewing project designs and recommending design features or other measures that
reduce the potential for fire safety problems.
The primary fire station serving the project site is Station 2, the Downtown station,
located at 1229 I Street. The next closest stations are Station 1, the Twin Towers station
at 624 Q Street; Station 5, the Southside station at 731 Broadway; and Station 4, the
Alhambra station at 3145 Granada Way. Station 2 is equipped with an engine, one truck,
and one medic unit. The basic initial response to any fire emergency in the project vicinity would consist of two engines and one ladder truck. The SCFD is the primary
responder for all emergency medical aid requests.
The SCFD responded to approximately 10,000 calls in 1980 and 52,924 calls in 1994, an
increase of almost 42,000 calls (Management Information Report, 1994). The 1994 calls
fall into the following eight categories: fire calls (4,087), emergency medical calls
(35,848), false alarm calls (4,476), hazardous condition calls (1,351), service calls (2,301),
good intent calls (4,843), and other calls (18). SCFD records indicate a disproportionate
increase in medical calls over a 4-year period, an increase attributable to the availability
of emergency medical services through the 911 emergency phone system.
The Midtown area consists primarily of large one- and two-story wood frame singlefamily residences generally constructed between 1880 and 1930. Most are built to use an
entire lot, and many are within 5 feet of adjoining buildings, creating an exposure problem. Many buildings were constructed prior to modem fire resistive building codes,
including fire stopping vertical studs. Therefore, a fire in one of these homes can travel
quickly from the basement to the attic in the confined wall spaces. Few houses are
equipped with sprinklers. Wiring is often substandard and is responsible for many Midtown blazes. Because of the size, construction, age, and proximity to other structures, the
time from ignition to "flash over," a phenomenon in which everything in the structure
ignites instantaneously due to extreme temperatures, might be only minutes. This period
of rapid destruction is critical for both occupants and firefighters.
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Access is available from unpaved alleys at the rear of these buildings but is impeded by
mature trees and shrubs. In addition, high population in the Midtown district results in
high amounts of on-street parking and alley parking, both of which limit SCFD access.
Emergency Response Routes, Times, and Operations
Routes. Responses to calls to the SCPD generally originate from the same point (i.e., the

fire station) so that some predetermined route choices can be identified. A common route
for calls from the east of Station 2 is eastbound travel on H Street, which is currently a
three-lane, one-way (westbound) roadway. For calls from the west or south of the station,
a common route is westbound travel on I Street, and turning where needed. For calls that
originate north of the station, a common route includes 13th and 16th Streets (personal
observation, Lorraine Poggione/CH2M HILL, May 31, 1995).
As indicated by fire personnel who operate the truck and engine at Station 2, the threelane, one-way streets in and through Midtown are preferred because they offer more
maneuvering options for emergency vehicles. The two primary three-lane, one-way streets
in Midtown are G and H Streets, which allow eastbound and westbound traffic, respectively. To minimize response time on such streets, the center lane is commonly used.
Drivers and pedestrians can more easily see the emergency vehicle, and the driver of the
fire truck has greater visibility, minimizing collisions at intersections. Intersection accidents are a major concern for operators of emergency vehicles across the nation.
Over the years, the City's traffic volumes and circulation patterns have changed, requiring
drivers of emergency vehicles to familiarize themselves with each change. Such changes
include making a segment of I Street two-way instead of one-way, significantly changing
through access on public streets (such as K Street Mall). Another change was the installation of a traffic diverter at 14th and D Streets. Over time, drivers learn new and modified
routes to continue to provide a high level of service. Time loss for each new change has
not been quantified; however, it can be assumed that each new diversion or change on a
roadway for which there is no comparable route of equivalent distance or ease of travel
could affect overall response time.
Response Times. The SCFD responds to two types of calls. Priority 1-2 calls are life

threatening, emergency calls to which the SCFD responds as quickly as possible with
lights and sirens on. The response time goal is 4 minutes or less. Priority 3 calls are
urgent, but not life threatening. The SCPD obeys traffic laws and responds as quickly as
possible without lights and sirens to Priority 3 calls. As described in the General Plan,
the SCFD goal is to "provide adequate fire service for all areas of the City." Every
device used to impede traffic at intersections (stop signs and lights) requires the fire service to come to a complete stop and consequently increases response time.
For the entire City, the overall average for all calls was 4.3 minutes for 52,924 calls for
service.
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Station 2 has the fastest response time of the 23 stations (Management Information
Report, 1995). This is due partially to the condensed geographical territory.of Station 2
but nonetheless shows that Station 2 has managed to work with the competing interests
and constraints on the downtown and midtown roadways.
Operations. Some fire calls require numerous pieces of equipment and apparatus such as
aerial ladders, platforms, and hoses. In addition, depending upon which station is dispatched to the emergency, some trucks are large, requiring a great deal of space.
For larger fire emergencies in which more than one station's engine and truck are
dispatched to the scene, especially in dense urban downtowns such as Midtown, fire-fighting practice is to approach the fire emergency from as many sides as possible. Therefore,
access and surface area surrounding such an emergency can determine how to set up the
equipment to fight the fire effectively from several sides.
General Public Safety
For this EIR, public safety is associated with vehicle, bicycle, and pedestrian activities
within the study area. Improving public safety is one of the objectives of the NPTP;
however, the City does not have an adopted significance threshold by which to judge
specific impacts. Public safety is important to address because the Proposed Project and
alternatives will affect traffic volumes and speeds, and these changes may affect vehicle,
bicycle, and pedestrian safety.
Vehicle safety is discussed in general terms as safe travel for motor vehicles within and
through the study area. For this EIR, indicators of safe vehicle travel include level of
service (LOS) on the roadways and vehicle speeds. When the LOS, as defined in the
transportation section of this EIR, is free-flowing, vehicle safety would be considered
acceptable; however, when traffic is not moving freely, vehicle safety could be reduced.
Bicycle safety is discussed in general terms as safe travel within and through the study
area. For this EIR, indicators of safe bicycle travel include location of designated bicycle
routes and lanes, and traffic volumes on the roadways. For example, streets with designated bicycle lanes or routes provide safer environments for bicycle travel because they
separate the bicyclist from the vehicle lane and provide increased visibility for the rider.
In addition, streets with low traffic volumes also provide safer conditions for bicyclists
because fewer vehicles are on the road.
Pedestrian safety is discussed in general terms as safe travel within and through the study
area. For this EIR, indicators of safe pedestrian travel include designated pedestrian corridors with access and low traffic volumes on the roadways. For example, street corridors
with sidewalks and low traffic volumes would be considered safe for pedestrians.

ii
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Vehicle Safety
As described earlier, for the purposes of this E1R analysis, vehicle safety is linked to LOS.
That is, as LOS declines or gets worse, congestion generally decreases, which could affect
vehicle safety, such as causing more vehicular accidents.
Section 5.2 indicates that all intersections studied currently operate at acceptable levels of
service (i.e., LOS A, B, or C) during the morning peak hour. Level of service is discussed in relation to vehicle safety because increased congestion worsens level of service,
and as LOS deteriorates, accidents can increase. During the evening peak hour, however,
four intersections operate below the City's standard of LOS C:
•
•
•
•

15th/X Streets (LOS E)
16th/F Streets (LOS D)
16th/H (LOS E)
Alhambra Boulevard/J Street (LOS D)

Existing LOS is defined as acceptable at the 'remaining studied intersections within the
study area.
Bicycle Safety
The City of Sacramento's Bikeway Master Plan identifies bike lanes (on-street) and bike
paths (off-street). Exhibit 5.2-5 in Section 5.2 shows the City's bike routes.
Within the project site, bike lanes are striped on portions of E, K, 20th, 24th, and 28th
Streets (see Section 5.2 for more detail). The remaining streets within Midtown typically
provide bike routes without access-designated lanes. On many streets there are parked
vehicles.
Pedestrian Safety
The Midtown area is well equipped with sidewalks for pedestrians. Pedestrians must use
caution when crossing streets in Midtown due to the traffic volumes and speeds. Because
parks, schools, senior centers, and other public facilities are in the area, pedestrians cross
streets throughout the day and into the evening.
IMPACTS AND MITIGATION
Introduction to the Analysis
This section considers changes to emergency response times for police and fire vehicles,
as well as changes in vehicle, bicycle, and pedestrian safety as a result of implementing
the Proposed Project and alternatives. The impact analysis also considers benefits to
public safety resulting from the project.
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Methodology
The evaluation of impacts to public safety and emergency services is based on information
obtained from the City police and fire departments and consultation with City staff.
Implementation of the Proposed Project and alternatives entails some physical changes
such as the installation of diverters and half-street closures in the project site which could
potentially increase response times for police and fire emergency vehicles.
The City does not have an adopted significance threshold by which to assess whether
adding seconds or minutes to an emergency vehicle response time is a significant impact,
or whether changes in traffic volumes or speeds affect vehicle, bicycle, or pedestrian
safety. The following impact analysis is qualitative (i.e., does not rely on numerical calculation to conclude a level of significance) because the project does not create additional
need for emergency services (as would be the case with a project involving new development) and public safety issues are not generally quantifiable.
As part of the NPTP project, a pilot exercise was completed with the SCFD in 1993 in the
CalExpo parking lot to determine the maneuverability of a fire engine and truck through
and around cones strategically placed to simulate some of the proposed elements such as
a traffic circle. The SCFD equipment successfully maneuvered around the elements.
Although this exercise did not quantify how much longer it might take to maneuver
around a simulated traffic circle as opposed to driving straight through an intersection, it
did illustrate that the necessary maneuvering is possible, an important consideration in the
design of such elements.
Impacts/Mitigations
Impact
5.6-1 Emergency Response Routes, Times, Operations - Police Service
PP

The main goal of the Police Department is to respond to a call as quickly
as possible by taking the fastest route. Under the Proposed Project, there
would be no effect on the operation or the ability of the SPD to perform its
duties because large pieces of equipment are not generally needed. Impacts
related to routes and operations are less than significant.
Under the Proposed Project, the median response time may be affected
because increased impediments in the roadway have the potential to
increase emergency response times. However, it would be speculative to
attempt to quantify how much the Proposed Project could increase police
response times since there are no known or identified formulas or procedures for estimating this. The best approach would be to monitor the
impacts using real conditions. It is reasonable to believe that the Proposed
Project could increase response time because access and use on many road-
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ways in Midtown would be made more difficult by constraining and slowing traffic flows (i.e., intersection portals), reducing street capacity (i.e.,
restriping G and H Streets to two lanes), and precluding through traffic
(i.e., the diverter and the half-street closure). The effects of an increase in
response time may be more pronounced in areas outside Midtown if a
patrol unit has to travel through Midtown to reach an emergency situation.
Increased response time can also be considered an unintentional secondary
effect. One of the purposes of the NPTP is to improve public safety, which
may not be the case if increased response time is a result of the Proposed
Project.
Although response time may increase, it would be speculative to attempt to
quantify the impact of the NPTP on police response time because there is
no reliable predictable pattern of response routes or of emergency events.
However, to accurately monitor and reduce the potential effects of the Proposed Project, a recommended mitigation measure is provided under Mitigation. For the purposes of this EER, the Proposed Project is considered to
have a potentially significant effect on response time.
AA Alternative A would have the same impacts as discussed above for the Proposed Project, but response times could increase even more due to the
implementation of additional traffic diversion elements. To obtain more
accurate data on the potential effects of Alternative A, a recommended
mitigation measure is provided under Mitigation. Alternative A is considered to have a potentially significant effect on response time.
AB

Alternative B would be less likely to increase response times for police
vehicles as there are no diversion elements. However, numerous
intersections portals are designed to slow traffic. Impacts are less than
significant.

AC

The No Project Alternative would not have the same potential effect on
police response time because the proposed elements would not be installed.
Traffic congestion in the Midtown area would most likely worsen because
of development, which would increase response times for police vehicles
within and outside the project site. This impact is less than significant.

Recommended Mitigation

5.6-1 Emergency Response Routes, Times, and Operations - Police Service
PP

SAC/116543/5-6.WP5

Install the Proposed Project with temporary and movable traffic diversion
elements to serve as diverters, half-street closures, and traffic circles.
Response times will be monitored to determine the effect of the proposed
traffic elements on police response times. Install traffic signal pre-emption
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for emergency vehicles on the major east-west streets between 16th Street
and Business 80. This mitigation measure will reduce the impacts to
response times, but the final level of the resulting impact remains undetermined. For this project, this impact is. considered to be reduced, but
remains potentially significant and unavoidable.
AA Same as PP, above.
AB

Mitigation is not required.

AC

Mitigation is not required.

Impact
5.6-2 Emergency Response Routes, Times, and Operations - Fire Service
PP

With implementation of the Proposed Project, routes, response times, and
operations could be affected by the Proposed Project.
Routes. Although there is not a designated travel route for fire-fighting
vehicles, certain streets and routes are easier and safer to travel, depending
on the time of day and destination. Of particular usefulness to fire-fighting
vehicles are the three-lane, one-way streets in Midtown, providing more
space and options for operating and maneuvering their vehicles through
traffic. Restriping of G and H Streets to two-way streets will create
additional challenges for SCH.) drivers who already have multiple
responsibilities and burdens (i.e., unpredictable behavior of drivers and
pedestrians when they hear or see emergency vehicles approaching) while
traveling to emergencies. In addition, the added constraint of half-street
closures, the diverter, and intersection portals may require vehicles to take
an alternate route, which in effect, could increase response times. The
impact on routes would be considered potentially significant.
Response Time. The SCFD informal response time goal is 4 minutes. As
in the discussion above for police service, it would be speculative to quantify whether the Proposed Project would increase SCFD response times by
seconds or minutes, although it is reasonable to believe some increase could
occur. The City does not currently have an adopted significance threshold
by which to judge specific impacts on fire response times. In this case, a
determination of this effect is not possible due to the speculative and uncertain methods for attempting to predict this effect. To accurately monitor
and reduce the potential effects of the Proposed Project, a recommended
mitigation measure is provided under Mitigation. This issue remains an
item of concern regarding this project, and, for the purposes of this EIR,
this impact is considered to be potentially significant.
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Operations. The Proposed Project creates operational challenges in the
areas where half-street closures and intersection portals are constructed.
These elements have raised curbs that could preclude or delay certain
equipment from being set up in the area. These elements could also restrict
how engines and trucks approach a site because they frequently allow traffic in one direction only. Emergency vehicles approaching from the opposite direction would be required to travel against traffic for approximately
1 block. Although allowed by City ordinance in emergency situations, such
constraints would place an extra burden on the driver of the vehicle who
must consider the risks of driving the wrong way on a one-way street.
For some of the more difficult areas, painting the proposed elements rather
than constructing them with raised curbs has been suggested. Fire personnel believe that the half-street closure at 20th and H Streets would deter
accessibility to the industrial land use on the southwest side of the railroad
tracks. The location of the proposed half-street closure next to the railroad
track and in front of an industrial building means that an emergency at that
location could be further complicated by a train passing. Painting proposed
elements, rather than constructing with raised curbs, along with other potential suggestions, should be further discussed during the final design stage of
the project elements. Operational impacts would be less than significant.
Impacts to routes and response times would be potentially significant.
AA Alternative A would have the same impacts as discussed above for the Proposed Project, but response times could increase even more due to the
implementation of additional traffic diversion features. Impacts on routes
and operations for emergency vehicles could also be more significant than
with the Proposed Project. To obtain more accurate data on the potential
effects of Alternative A, a recommended mitigation measure is provided
under Mitigation. Alternative A is considered to have a potentially significant effect on response time.
AB

Alternative B would be less likely to increase response times for emergency
vehicles as fewer traffic diversion features would be implemented. However, numerous intersection portals are designed to slow traffic and could
make maneuvering large equipment more difficult. This impact would be
potentially significant.

AC

The No Project Alternative would not have the same potential effect on fire
response time because the proposed elements would not be installed. However, under the No Project Alternative, traffic congestion in the Midtown
area would most likely worsen which would increase response times for
emergency vehicles. This impact is less than significant.
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Recommended Mitigation

5.6-2 Emergency Response Routes, Times, and Operations - Fire Service
PP

•

Install the Proposed Project with temporary and movable traffic
diversion elements to serve as diverters, half-street closures, and
traffic circles. Response times will be monitored to determine the
effect of the proposed traffic elements on fire service response
times. If fire service response time increases, the Proposed Project
could be adjusted to maintain overall response goals.

•

Design the diverters to allow for emergency service truck passage.

•

Install signal pre-emption devices for emergency vehicles on major
east-west streets between 16th Street and Business 80.

This mitigation measure will reduce the impacts to response times, but the
final level of the resulting impact remains undetermined. This impact is
considered to be reduced, but, for the purposes of this project, remains
potentially significant and unavoidable.
AA Same as PP, above.
AB

Mitigation is not required.

AC

Mitigation is not required.

Impact

5.6-3 Vehicle Safety
PP

SAC/116543/5-6.WP5

As an indicator of vehicle safety under the Proposed Project, 3 of the
41 study intersections are projected to operate at an unacceptable LOS
during at least one of the peak traffic periods each day (refer to Section
5.2). Because traffic volumes and speeds will decrease within the Midtown
project site, vehicle safety within the project site will also likely improve.
Because of increased volumes that will result outside the project site, vehicle safety may also decrease due to congestion and congestion-related collisions. These offsetting conditions (decreased volumes on some streets/
increased volumes on other streets) may shift some collisions from inside
the project site to outside the project site. Although it is difficult to quantify this potential, the project will not generate new traffic in the City as a
Whole, and it is not evident that any increase in volume/congestion-related
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collisions would occur. To the extent that the Proposed Project will reduce
traffic speeds within the project site, some reduction in the number and/or
severity of collisions is expected. This impact. is less than significant.
AA With implementation of Alternative A, LOS is projected as unacceptable for
10 of the 41 study intersections. For the same reasons described in PP, this
impact is less than significant.
AB

With implementation of Alternative B, LOS is projected as unacceptable for
6 of the 41 study intersections. Therefore, for the same reasons as stated
above, this impact is less than significant.

AC

With implementation of the No Project Alternative, LOS is projected as
unacceptable for 4 of the 41 study intersections. Traffic control elements
would not be installed, and street directions would not be modified. Vehicle safety would remain as it is currently but could change as a result of'
approvals and implementation of other projects. This impact is less than
significant.

Mitigation

Mitigation is not required.
Impact

5.6-4 Bicycle Safety
PP

As part of the Proposed Project, bike lanes would be added to G and
H Streets between 16th and 29th Streets. Bicycle lanes separate bicyclists
from vehicles and increase their visibility. As described in the Caltrans
Highway Design Manual (1995), "on-street bikeways can serve to enhance
safety and convenience, especially if other commitments are made in
conjunction with establishment of bikeways..." Adding these lanes would
be beneficial to bicyclists using these routes. The installation of traffic
control elements will reduce speeds for motor vehicles in the project site.
This could reduce the severity of vehicle/bicycle collisions. Although some
traffic will be diverted to areas surrounding Midtown and congestion could
increase, a reduction in bicycle safety is not anticipated because these areas
also have designated bike routes which provide a separate travel lane for
bicycles regardless of the traffic volumes on the street. Travel speeds
would not increase on the streets receiving traffic. Therefore, this impact is
less than significant.

AA

Alternative A would divert more traffic to outlying streets than the Proposed Project. While this improves bicycle safety in the project site, conditions in the surrounding areas could become more congested. However, as
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discussed above for the Proposed Project, this potential increase in congestion is not expected to significantly affect bicycle safety because these areas
also have designated bike routes. This impact is less than significant.
AB

Alternative B would divert less traffic than with the Proposed Project, but
installation of traffic control elements and bike lanes on G and H Streets
would still be beneficial to bicyclists. Some additional traffic would divert
to areas surrounding Midtown but as described above for the Proposed
Project and Alternative A, a reduction in bicycle safety is not anticipated.
This impact is less than significant.

AC The No Project Alternative would not include new bike lanes and bicycle
travel could be more difficult in the future if traffic congestion worsens in
the Midtown area. However, it is not possible to predict when or if this
would occur. Therefore, impacts are less than significant.
Mitigation
Mitigation is not required.
Impact
5.6-5 Pedestrian Safety
PP

Children and senior citizens may be more vulnerable to traffic conditions
because they may require more time to cross a street. As part of the Proposed Project, zebra crosswalks (painted stripes) will be strategically placed
in streets near public uses such as parks and schools. The value in the
zebra crosswalks is increased visibility of the pedestrian and increased
driver awareness of the pedestrian corridor. Zebra crosswalks do not ensure
safety or protection from a collision with a vehicle; pedestrians must still
exercise caution when entering an intersection. Overall, the Proposed Project will have a beneficial impact on pedestrians because fewer vehicles will
enter the project site and vehicle speeds will be reduced, decreasing the
severity of incidents. The installation of pedestrian islands will also allow
pedestrians to stop halfway across the street before continuing On, thereby
providing additional crossing time. New traffic signals and stops signs will
also benefit pedestrians by providing additional places to cross.
Traffic would be diverted out of the project site and into these areas, however, this potential increase in congestion is not expected to significantly
affect pedestrian safety because traffic speeds would not increase and these
areas also have crosswalks and signals. This impact is less than significant.
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AA Alternative A would divert more traffic to outlying streets than the Proposed Project. While this improves pedestrian safety in the project site,
conditions in the surrounding areas could become more congested. However, this potential increase in congestion is not expected to significantly
affect pedestrian safety because traffic speeds would not increase and these
areas also have crosswalks and signals. This impact is less than significant.
AB

Although Alternative B would divert less traffic than the Proposed Project,
there would still be a benefit to pedestrian safety. Some additional traffic
would divert to areas surrounding Midtown. However, this potential
increase in congestion is not expected to significantly affect pedestrian
safety because traffic speeds would not increase and these areas also have
crosswalks and signals. This impact is less than significant.

AC

With the No Project Alternative, pedestrian safety may be reduced as traffic
congestion worsens in the Midtown area in the future. However, it is not
possible to predict when this would occur. There would be no reduction of
traffic speeds or volumes and no installation of features such as pedestrian
islands. Therefore, impacts are less than significant.

Mitigation

Mitigation is not required.
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5.7 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

5.7 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES
INTRODUCTION

This section describes the biological resources within the NPTP project site. Because the
area is highly urbanized, this discussion includes general information about biological
resources within urban and developed areas. Information was collected from reviews of
the NPTP Initial Study, consultation with City staff, review of the California Natural
Diversity Data Base (CNDDB), and a field visit conducted on July 19, 1995, by a CH2M
HILL biologist.
METHODOLOGY

The biological habitat within the project site (as defuied in Chapter 3, Project Description)
was evaluated via a field visit, data evaluation, and consultation with the City Arborist.
The site visit focused on the intersections in which trees or habitat could be removed from
implementation of the proposed constructed elements such as intersection portals and halfstreet closures (see list of study intersections below). There was no detailed evaluation of
portions of the project site in which non-constructive features such as striping of crosswalks are proposed.
SETTING

The project site consists of a mix of residential and commercial uses. The site is
predominantly urbanized with some vacant, open space, and recreational parcels. Seven
parks within are the project site.
Intersections assessed as part of this study include:
•

C Street between 20th and 29th Streets: Proposed intersection portal at
20th and 27th; half-street closure at 29th; new stop signs at 25th.

•

D Street between 18th and 29th Streets: Proposed intersection portals at
20th and 29th.

•

E Street between 16th and 28th Streets: Proposed intersection portals at
16th; half-street closures at 20th and 28th; new stop signs at 20th and 21st.

•

F Street between 16th and 29th Streets: Proposed half-street closures at
16th and 25th; intersection portals at 29th; new stop signs at 18th, 24th, and
25th.

•

G Street between 16th and 29th Streets: Proposed intersection portals at
16th; half-street closure at 29th; new stop signs at 19th and 20th.
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•

H Street between 16th and 28th Streets: Proposed half-street closures at
16th and 27th; new stop signs at 19th, 20th, 26th, and 27th.

•

I Street between 17th and 29th Streets: Proposed intersection portals at
29th; new stop signs at 27th and 28th.

•

J Street between 22nd and 29th Streets: Proposed traffic signals at 23rd
and 27th.

•

K Street between 23rd and 27th Streets: Proposed traffic signal at 23rd.

•

L Street between 23rd and 27th Streets: Proposed traffic signals at 23rd
and 26th.

Vegetation
Habitat within the project site is urban and is characterized by a mosaic of shade trees,
lawns, hedges, and planted gardens. No natural vegetation exists.
Tree Resources
City Street Trees are defined as any trees growing on a public street right-of-way. The
City maintains City Street Trees (Section 45.01.002 of the Sacramento City Code). The
City Code protects City Street Trees and prohibits certain activities without a permit.
Table 5.7-1 shows the approximate mix of City Street Trees within the NPTP project area.
Some species of Sacramento's numerous trees are more dominant (occur more frequently)
than others, which are identified in Table 5.7-1 as accent trees. The dominant trees
represent approximately 70 percent of all the trees within the project site.
Threatened and Endangered Plant Species
No special-status plant species were identified in the vicinity of the site during the search
of the CNDDB, and none were identified during the site survey.
Wildlife
Wildlife species typically found in urban habitat include House Finch (Carpodacus
mexicanus), Scrub Jay (Aphelocoma coerulescens), raccoon (Procyon lotor), and opossum
(Didelphis virginianus). Wildlife species observed during the field visit include House
Sparrow (Passer domesticus), European Starling (Sturnus vulgaris), Rock Dove (Columba
livia), and Northern Mockingbird (Mimus polyglottos).
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1
Table 5.7-1
City Street Tree Species Within the Proposed Project Area
Midtown NPTP
Common Name

Scientific Name

Status'

Elm

Ulmus spp.

Dominant

Sawtooth zelkova

Zelkova serrata

Dominant

London plane tree

Platanus acerifolia

Dominant

Sweetgum

Liquidamber styraciflua

Accent

Maidenhair tree

Ginkgo biloba

Accent

Southern magnolia

Magnolia grandiflora

Accent

Fan palm

Washingtonia spp.

Accent

Date palm

Phoenix carniensis

Accent

Maple

Acer spp.

Poplar

Populus spp.

Accent

Mulberry

Morus spp.

Accent

Crape myrtle

Lagerstroemia indica

Accent

Red oak

Quercus ruba

Accent

Cedar

Cedrus spp.

Accent

'

Accent

aInformation gathered from the Sacramento Urban Forest Management Plan, date
unknown.
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Threatened and Endangered Wildlife Species
No special-status wildlife species were identified on site as a result of the search of the
CNDDB. The lack of available native habitat greatly reduces the potential occurrence of
special-status wildlife species in urban areas.
IMPACTS AND MITIGATION
Introduction to the Analysis
This section describes anticipated impacts to biological resources from implementation of
the Proposed Project and the alternatives. Short-term impacts (construction-related), longterm impacts, and cumulative impacts are considered in this analysis.
Methodology
The evaluation of Proposed Project impacts to vegetation and wildlife is based on a
daytime field visit to the project site; review of relevant data including the CNDDB,
species-specific references, and literature; proposed project plans; consultation with City
of Sacramento staff; and a review of U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service species-specific
concerns of similar habitats and projects in the region.
Standards of Significance
Tree Resources
According to the Sacramento City Code, the term City Street Tree refers to any tree
growing on City-owned real property or growing on an easement dedicated to the public
pursuant to Section 40.318. The City Code protects City Street Trees and prohibits certain activities (pruning, etc.) without a permit. Removal of a City Street Tree is
considered a significant impact and is subject to the provisions of the Sacramento City
Code, Chapter 45, Article 1. Approximately 56 City Street Trees are within the influence
of construction activities planned during installation of the proposed half-street closures,
intersection portals, and traffic signals. There are no Heritage trees within the influence
of construction.
Projects are evaluated by the City on a case-by-case basis to determine required mitigation
for tree loss or damage regardless of species or size. The City Arborist typically surveys
all of the trees on a project site and makes specific recommendations regarding those that
should be preserved. In addition to trees, many shrubs and bushes typical of urban landscaping also contribute to the existing setting within the project site.
The City Department of Parks and Community Services' administrative policy is to place
a high priority on saving healthy trees or, if that is not possible, to replace them with
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healthy trees. Any tree designated by the City Arborist to be preserved that is damaged
during construction of the Proposed Project would have to be replaced.
Impacts/Mitigations
Impact
5.7-1 Tree Resources
PP

Short-term impacts to existing street tree resources could result from
construction of the Proposed Project. However, no trees will be removed.
Some trees could be damaged accidentally from construction activities
and the movement/operation of heavy equipment. Tree health could be
indirectly affected by accidental spillage of construction materials (solvent,
excess asphalt, fuel oils).
Installation of stop signs and traffic signals may require pruning of existing
street trees. Root cutting of street trees may be necessary at intersections
with handicap access or curb and gutter construction. These impacts are
potentially significant but implementing the mitigation measures below will
ensure protection of City Street Trees during construction.

AA

Alternative A could increase the likelihood of impacts to tree resources
because the number of the traffic measures proposed for construction would
increase. However, the impacts to tree resources would be similar to those
addressed in the discussion of the Proposed Project. This is a potentially
significant impact but implementing the mitigation measures below will
ensure protection of City Street Trees during construction.

AB

Alternative B could reduce the likelihood of impacts to tree resources
because the number of traffic measures proposed for construction would
decrease. However, the impacts to tree resources would be similar to those
addressed in the discussion of the Proposed Project. This is a potentially
significant impact but implementing the mitigation measures below will
ensure protection of City Street Trees during construction.

AC

The No Project Alternative would have no impact on the existing tree
resources at the project site.

Mitigation
5.7-1 Tree Resources
PP
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worker education about cautious work practices and placement of
protective barriers between trees and equipment (fencing, booms).
•

Before City Street Trees are pruned, a permit will be obtained from
the City. The contractor will acquire the services of a certified ISA
Arborist before performing the work.

•

All work potentially affecting City Street Trees will be coordinated
with the City Arborist.

•

Construction plans for placement of traffic signal poles or signs will
be submitted to the City Arborist for review prior to construction to
determine if pruning, root cutting, or other street tree damage will
be necessary.

•

During curb and gutter construction, if any tree roots greater than
2 inches in diameter are found, the City Arborist will supervise the
cutting.

AA Same as PP, above.
AB Same as PP, above.
AC

The No Project Alternative would not affect City Street Trees.

Impact
5.7-2 Vegetation
PP

The Proposed Project would not directly affect existing vegetation resources
on the project site. Vegetation in areas where constructed features and stop
signs would be placed is urban landscape vegetation. No natural vegetation
exists. Because the project does not involve street widening or excavation,
no significant impacts would occur as a result of the Proposed Project. If
landscaping features such as lawns or shrubs are damaged, they will be
replaced and restored to their original condition to the extent possible. This
impact is less than significant.

AA Same as PP, above.
AB Same as PP, above.
AC
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Mitigation
1

5.7-2

Vegetation
Mitigation is not required.

Impact
5.7-3

Wildlife
PP

The Proposed Project would not directly affect wildlife resources on the
project site. This impact is less than significant.

AA Same as PP, above.
AB Same as PP, above.
AC

Mitigation
5.7-3

The No Project Alternative would not directly affect wildlife resources on
the project site.
(

Wildlife
Mitigation is not required.
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6.0 GROWTH-INDUCING IMPACTS

6.0 GROWTH-INDUCING IMPACTS
INTRODUCTION
Section 15126(g) of the CEQA Guidelines requires that the EIR discuss the growthinducing impacts of the Proposed Project. Specifically, CEQA states:
Discuss ways in which the proposed project could foster economic or
population growth, or the construction of additional housing, either directly
or indirectly, in the surrounding environment. Included in this are projects
which would remove obstacles to population growth (a major expansion of
a waste water treatment plant might, for example, allow for more construction in service areas). Increases in the population may further tax existing
community service facilities so consideration must be given to this impact.
Also discuss the characteristic of some projects which may encourage and
facilitate other activities that could significantly affect the environment,
either individually or cumulatively. It must not be assumed that growth in
any area is necessarily beneficial, detrimental, or of little significance to the
environment.
Growth-inducing impacts can result from development that directly or indirectly induces
additional growth pressures more intense than what is currently planned for in general and
community plans. An example of this would be the redesignation of property planned for
agricultural uses to urban uses. The growth inducement that may result, in this example,
would be the development of services and facilities that may encourage the transition of
additional land in the vicinity to more intense urban uses. Another example would be the
oversizing of services, e.g., sewage mains, to a project site which may have the additional
capacity to serve more intense land uses nearby. Neither of these examples applies to the
Proposed Project.
The Proposed Project does not entail development or land use changes that would directly
or indirectly induce additional growth nor does it require redesignation of City streets. In
addition, the Proposed Project is consistent with the Sacramento General Plan Update and
the Central City Community Plan. The project will therefore not induce growth.
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7.0 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

7.0 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS
INTRODUCTION
Introduction
According to CEQA, "Cumulative impacts refers to two or more individual effects which,
when considered together, are considerable or which compound or increase other environmental impacts" (Guidelines, Section 15355). CEQA requires that cumulative impacts be
discussed when they are significant (Guidelines, Section 15130, subd.[a]). This chapter
summarizes those significant cumulative impacts associated with development and operation of the Proposed Project. Each impact is discussed detail in the respective sections of
Chapter 5, Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation.
Significant Cumulative Impacts
Significant cumulative impacts were identified for traffic only. Noise and air impacts
were found not to be cumulative or significant and unavoidable.
The assumptions used for the cumulative analysis are based on the City of Sacramento
General Plan Update for 2010. Included in the assumptions are projects that are either
approved or expected to occur in the reasonable near future. For the purposes of this EIR,
the following sections used the input and output data associated with SACMET computer
traffic model when assessing cumulative (future) impacts:
•
•
•

Traffic
Air
Noise

For the remaining impact section of this EIR (cultural resources, public safety/emergency
services, and biological resources), the cumulative analysis was completed by using broad
interpretations of buildout data. This is because the cumulative analysis for these areas
relies less on quantified data than traffic, air, and noise and more on policy and qualitative
issues.
Unique to this EIR is an added scenario that considered the potential road closures and
abandonment requests of C Street associated with Blue Diamond Growers (BDG) in the
near-term (existing) and cumulative (future).
The only section that considers the potential impacts of the BDG road closures and
abandonment request is Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation. For this EIR, the
purpose of assessing potential impacts associated with BDG is to assess how the road
closures may affect the NPTP (that is, if additional traffic will be diverted into Midtown).
As described in Section 5.2, the BDG road closures will have little or no effect on LOS and operation in the near-term or future.
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Listed below are the significant cumulative traffic impacts that will result from long-range
cumulative development without applying mitigation:
PP 15th/H Street: LOS C to D in the p.m. peak hour
15th/L Street: LOS B to D in the p.m. peak hour
15th/N Street: LOS C to D in the p.m. peak hour
15th/X Street: LOS D . to worse D in the a.m. peak hour
16th/G Street: LOS D to F in the a.m. peak hour and LOS F to worse
LOS F in the p.m. peak hour
16th/Capitol Avenue: LOS C to D in the a.m. peak hour
29th/N Street: LOS C to E in the p.m. peak hour
30th/N Street: LOS E to worse LOS E in the a.m. peak hour
Alhambra Boulevard/J Street: LOS D to worse D in the a.m. peak hour
Alhambra Boulevard/L Street: LOS D to E in the a.m. peak hour
AA

15th/J Street: LOS C to E in the p.m. peak hour
15th/N Street: LOS C to D in the p.m. peak hour
15th/P Street: LOS C to D in the p.m. peak hour
15th/W Street: LOS E to F in the p.m. peak hour
15th/X Street: LOS D to F in the a.m. and p.m. peak hours
16th/G Street: LOS D to F in the a.m. peak hour and LOS F to worse
LOS F in the p.m. peak hour
16th/I Street: LOS E to F in the p.m. peak hour
16th/J Street: LOS F to worse LOS F in the p.m. peak hour
16th/W Street: LOS E to worse E in the p.m. peak hour
16th/X Street: LOS C to D in the p.m. peak hour
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28th/H Street: LOS A to D in the p.m. peak hour
29th/G Street: LOS A to D in the a.m. and p.m. peak hours
29th/N Street: LOS C to D in the p.m. peak hour
30th/N Street: LOS E to F in the a.m. peak hour
Alhambra Boulevard/J Street: LOS D to F in the a.m. peak hour and
LOS F to worse F in the p.m. peak hour
Alhambra Boulevard/L Street: LOS D to F in the a.m, peak hour and
LOS C to D in the p.m. peak hour
Alhambra Boulevard/Capitol Avenue/Folsom Boulevard: LOS F to
worse LOS F in the a.m. and p.m. peak hours
AB 15th/J Street: LOS C to D in the p.m. peak hour
15th/N Street: LOS C to D in the p.m. peak hour
15th/W Street: LOS E to F in the p.m. peak hour
15th/X Street: LOS D to F in the p.m. peak hour
16th/G Street: LOS D to F in the a.m. peak hour and LOS F to worse
LOS F in the p.m. peak hour
16th/I Street: LOS E to F in the p.m. peak hour
16th/J Street: LOS F to worse LOS F in the p.m. peak hour
16th/X Street: LOS C to D in the p.m. peak hour
29th/N Street: LOS C to D in the p.m. peak hour
Alhambra Boulevard/J Street: LOS D to F in the a.m. peak hour
Alhambra BoulevarcVL Street: LOS D to F in the a.m. peak hour
Alhambra Boulevard/Capitol Avenue/Folsom Boulevard: LOS F to
worse F in the a.m. peak hour
PP&BDG Same as PP above.
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8.0 SHORT-TERM AND LONG-TERM
IMPLICATIONS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT

8.0 SHORT-TERM AND LONG-TERM
IMPLICATIONS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT
INTRODUCTION
CEQA Guidelines require a discussion of the relationship between local short-term uses
of the environment and the maintenance and enhancement of long-term productivity
(15126(e)). In this regard, the section is to include a description of the cumulative and
long-term effects of the Proposed Project that adversely affect the environment. Special
attention should be given to impacts that narrow the range of beneficial uses of the environment or pose long-term risks to health or safety. In addition, the reasons why the Proposed Project is believed by the sponsor to be justified now, rather than reserving an
option for further alternatives, should be explained.
NEED FOR THE PROJECT
Implementation of the Proposed Project now, as opposed to later, would contribute to
preserving the quality of life for residents in the project area by reducing traffic congestion and vehicle speeds and volumes. Midtown residents have expressed concerns about
traffic issues such as speeding, excess volumes, noise, and public safety that will continue
to get worse over time. If the Proposed Project is implemented in the future instead of
the present time, traffic impacts would continue to increase throughout the project site,
reducing the desirability of the neighborhood, and potentially causing outward migration
of residents to quieter and more suburban areas.
The Proposed Project is consistent with the City of Sacramento General Plan in that it
helps to maintain and preserve the quality life in residential neighborhoods. It also reinforces the designation of local streets, which are intended for local traffic, while through
traffic is intended for arterials. The Proposed Project is also consistent with the goals of
the Central City Community Plan, which calls for the conversion of local streets such as
G and H Streets to two-way to discourage through-commuter traffic.
SHORT-TERM EFFECTS
Short-term effects of the Proposed Project could occur as a result of construction as well
as operation. Short-term effects related to construction include:
•

Noise (temporary and short-term)

•

Dust (temporary and short-term)

•

Ozone precursors (temporary and short-term)

•

Disturbance to vegetation (i.e., root damage or excessive dust)

•

Congestion and delays due to detours and activities during construction
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•

Potential temporary or short-term decrease in quality of life due to
increased traffic, air, and noise

Short-term effects related to operations include:
•

Congestion and delays while becoming familiar with the new changes on
the road network

•

Increased vehicle miles traveled while becoming familiar with the new
changes on the road network

•

Increased response times for emergency vehicles while becoming familiar
with the new changes in the road network

LONG-TERM EFFECTS
Long-term effects of the Proposed Project could occur as a result of operations. These
potential impacts include:
•

Additional traffic in areas receiving diverted trips

Loss of on-street parking from proposed elements
•

•

Potential increases in noise and air pollution outside project site, although
in less than significant levels.

•

Potential disturbance to historic features (i.e., granite curbs, if they exist)

•

Potential disturbance to landscape vegetation near elements (i.e., root damage, permanent removal)

•

Possible increased response times for emergency vehicles

Beneficial effects of the Proposed Project include:
•

Decreased traffic volumes in Midtown

•

Decreased traffic speeds in Midtown

•

Benefits within Midtown project site due to fewer vehicles on the roadway
and more pedestrian-friendly features (pedestrian islands, intersection portals)

•

Enhanced or improved pedestrian, bicycle, and vehicle safety
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•

Decreased ozone precursors due to decreased vehicle miles traveled

•

Decreased dust (PM 10) due to decreased vehicle miles traveled

•

Addition of new bike lane system
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9.0 UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE
ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS

9.0 UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE
ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS
INTRODUCTION
This chapter identifies impacts that could not be eliminated or reduced to an insignificant
level by mitigation measures as part of the project or other mitigation measures that could
be implemented. The final determination of significant impacts will be made by the City
Council of the City of Sacramento as part of its certification action.
SIGNIFICANT UNAVOIDABLE IMPACTS
The significant unavoidable impacts resulting from the Proposed Project are related to
traffic only for this E.
Significant unavoidable impacts would occur at the following locations, even after mitigation is applied, which is included where feasible.
Near-Term Intersection Levels of Service
•
•

30th/N Street
Alhambra/J Street

Near-Term Freeway Weave Sections
•

Southbound weave section between H and P Streets

Near-Term Parking Reduction
•

Parking loss would range from approximately 69 to 129 spaces and is
categorized as potentially significant after mitigation

Future Intersection Level of Service
•
•
•
▪
•

15th/X Street
16th/G Street
29th/N Street
30th/N Street
Alhambra Boulevard/J Street

Police/Fire Response Times
•
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10.0 ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS

10.0 ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS

AA
AB
AC
ADDER
ADT
ARB
BDG
BMP
CAAA
CBD
CCCP
CEQA
CNDDB
CNEL
CO
dB
dB A
DEIR
DHS
EIR
FHWA
Hz
IS
Ldn
LOS
mph
NAAQS
NCIC, CSUS

NOx
NPTP
PM-10
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Alternative A, Maximum Diversion
Alternative B, Minimum Diversion
Alternative C, No Project
Administrative Draft Environmental Impact Report
Average daily traffic
State Air Resources Board
Blue Diamond Growers
Best Management Practice
Federal Clean Air Act Amendments
Central Business District
Central City Community Plan
California Environmental Quality Act
California Natural Diversity Data Base
Community Noise Equivalent Level
carbon monoxide
decibel
A-weighted sound level
Draft Environmental Impact Report
Deakin, Harvey, and Skabardonis, Inc.
Environmental Impact Report
Federal Highway Administration
frequency
Initial Study
Day/Night Noise Level
Level of Service
miles per hour
National Ambient Air Quality Standards
North Central Information Center of the California Historical
Resources Information System at California State University,
Sacramento
nitrogen oxide
Neighborhood Preservation Transportation Plan
particulate matter
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PP
ppd
ROG
RT
SACOG
SCFD
SCPD
SGPU
SIP
SMAQMD
TSM
U.S. EPA
VOC
vpd
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Proposed Project
passengers per day
reactive organic gases
Sacramento Regional Transit District
Sacramento Area Council of Governments
Sacramento City Fire Department
Sacramento City Police Department
Sacramento General Plan Update
State Implementation Plan
Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District
Transportation System Management
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
volatile organic compound
vehicles per day
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Initial Study
Midtown Neighborhood Preservation Transportation Plan
Introduction

The Midtown Neighborhood Preservation Transportation Plan (NPTP) had its beginnings more than 10 years ago, when the Sacramento City Council adopted the Central
City Community Plan in 1980. The Central City Community Plan acknowledged that
traffic on local streets should be kept at a minimum, but also called for improved circulation in the Central City. In 1988, the City of Sacramento's General Plan was adopted
and it also identified the need to "direct traffic in Central City away from residential
neighborhoods to the extent feasible." Thus, both plans contained some conflicting language about circulation goals for the Central City.
The City Council directed the Public Works Department to work with the community
to develop neighborhood preservation plans to address the conflicting goals between
the Community Plan and the General Plan. In August 1991, the Midtown Neighborhood Advisory Committee submitted a proposed NPTP to the City Council for consideration.
In November 1991, the City Council directed the Department of Planning and Development to follow the recommendations of the Midtown Neighborhood Advisory Committee by moving the NPTP from the conceptual stage to the preliminary engineering/environmental review stage. As a result of the work of the Advisory Committee,
the Refined NPTP was developed by April 1993, along with a Minimum Diversion
Alternative and Maximum Diversion Alternative. The Minimum Diversion Alternative
allows -access to remain throughout the Midtown neighborhood, whereas the Maximum
Diversion Alternative precludes access for through traffic for a significant portion of the
neighborhood.
The Refined NPTP, which is now the proposed project to be 'evaluated in this Initial
Study. The revisions were made to facilitate emergency vehicle and regional transit bus
access to the neighborhood.
The proposed Refined NPTP recommended the following operational changes:
•

Reduce Midtown traffic volumes

•

Reduce Midtown traffic speeds

•

Improve traffic and public safety

SAC/P6L035-51
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Several specific actions were proposed by the Midtown Neighborhood Advisory Committee to accomplish the goals of the recommended changes in traffic operations.
including the following:
•

Install speed reduction devices

•

Install additional traffic signals

•

Restrict traffic flow on certain blocks

•

Convert G Street and H Street from one-way, three-lane streets to twoway, two-lane streets with bicycle lanes

•

Improve traffic signal timing

This Initial Study is the first stage of the environmental review process and addresses
potential impacts of the Proposed Project under the requirements of the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).

II. Project Location and Setting
The City of Sacramento is located on the Sacramento River in California's Central
Valley (Figure 1). The proposed project involves a portion of the Central City Community Plan area known as Midtown. The boundaries of Midtown area consist of C
Street on the north, N Street on the south, 29th Street on the east, and 13th Street on
the . west (Figures 2 and 3). Capitol, J, 15th, and 16th Streets in the Midtown Neighborhood are designated as arterials in the City of Sacramento General Plan, Transportation

Element 0988).
The Midtown area consists of mixed single and multi-family residential and low and
mid-rise commercial uses. Land uses surrounding the Midtown neighborhood consist of
primarily residential uses to the north and south, downtown commercial uses to the
west, and freeway uses to the east. Significant landmarks and features within various
quadrants of the Midtown neighborhood include Boulevard and New Era Parks in the
northeast, Washington School and Park in the northwest, the Memorial auditorium,
Convention Center, and Capitol Park in the southwest, and historical Sutter's Fort, the
Sutter Hospital complex, and Marshall Park in the southeast. The main east/west flow

of traffic connecting to adjacent neighborhoods occurs on H and J Streets, and the
major north/south flow of traffic occurs on 15th and 16th Streets. Other than signals,
there are currently no traffic control measures at the intersections throughout Midtown.
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III. Project Description
The proposed project consists of a variety of traffic control measures strategically
placed at various locations within the Midtown neighborhood. These measures include:
traffic signals, new stop signs, traffic circles, half-street closures, diverters, pedestrian
iilands, textured crosswalks, zebra crosswalks (parallel painted stripes). intersection
portals (corner bulbs), and modffied traffic lane designations. The following is a generalized description of the type of improvements proposed for the following streets. The
improvements are illustrated in Figure 3.
•

C Street between 20th and 29th Streets: Intersection Portals at 20th and
27th and C; zebra crosswalks at 21st, 22nd, and 28th and C; pedestrian
islands at 23rd and C; new stop signs at 25th and C; and a half-street
closure at 29th and C.

•

D Street between 18th and 20th Streets: Pedestrian islands at 18th and
23rd and D; intersection portals at 29th and D.

•

E Street between 16th and 29th Streets: Intersection portals at 16th anck
E; pedestrian islands and zebra crosswalks between 17th and 18th and at
23rd and E; and new stop signs at 18th, 20th, and 21st and E; half-street
closures at 20th and 28th and E; and a traffic circle at 26th and E.

•

F Street between 16th and 29th Streets: Half-street closures at 16th and
25th Streets and F; pedestrian islands at 17th, 18th, and 23rd Streets and
F; intersection portals at 29th and F; new stop signs at 18th, 24th, and
25th at F; and a traffic circle at 27th and F.

•

G Street between 16th and 29th Streets: Intersection portals at 16th and
G; pedestrian islands at 23rd, 27th, and 28th Streets and G; new stop
signs at 19th and 20th on G; a traffic circle at 25th and G; and a halfstreet closure at 29th and G.

•

B Street between 16th and 28th Streets: Half-street closures at 16th and
27th Streets and H; pedestrian islands at 25th, 26th, 27th,and 28th and H;
new stop signs at 19th, 20th, 26th, and 27th Streets and H; zebra
crosswalk at 23rd; and a traffic circle at 24th and H.

•

I Street between 17th and 29th Streets: A diverter at 21st and I; pedestrian islands at 27th, and 28th on I; a traffic circle at 24th and I; zebra
crosswalks at 23rd, 25th and 26th on I; new stop signs at 27th and 28th
and I; and intersection portals at 29th and I.
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•

J Street between 22nd and 29th Streets: Textured crosswalks at all cross
street intersections between 22nd and 29th Streets; new traffic signals at
23rd and 27th Streets and J.

•

K Street between 23rd and 27th Streets: Pedestrian islands at 25th and
26th Streets and K; zebra crosswalks at 23rd, 24th, and 27th Streets and
K; and a new traffic signal at 23rd and K Streets.

•

L Street between 23rd and 27th Streets: Zebra crosswalks at 26th and
27th and L and new traffic signals at 23rd and 26th Streets and L.

•

New Lane Directions: New lane directions would be employed on various
segments of C, E, F, G, H, and I Streets.

IV. Purpose of the Proposed Project
Since 1991, The City of Sacramento and the Midtown Neighborhood Advisory Committee have been working together to develop a plan to preserve the neighborhood's residential character related to traffic operations. There are pockets of land uses inconsistent with residential uses and the neighborhood is located between regional transportation facilities on its borders and major employers in downtown Sacramento. The current City of Sacramento General Plan Circulation element and current street operations reflect that various streets through Midtown, including Capitol, J, 15th, and 16th'
streets, have become major arterials. The Refined NPTP is designed to reduce and
slow down traffic levels on the affected streets and maintain traffic in Midtown at local
street capacities through introduction of the traffic control devices previously described.

V. Alternatives
As a result of the community involvement and planning input, several alternatives will
be addressed in the future stages of environmental review, either through an expanded
Negative Declaration (ND) or an Environmental Impact Report (ELR). Potential alternatives to the proposed project are:
•

Minimum Diversion Alternative A: This alternative could be similar to

the Refined NPTP with the exception that specific diversions proposed
(e.g., half-street closures) would be minimized. This will allow traffic to
continue traveling through the Midtown neighborhood at a reduced flow
over existing conditions (see Figure 4).
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•

Maximum Diversion Alternative B: This alternative is similar to the
proposed project, with the addition of half-street closures in the northern
half of the Midtown neighborhood to preclude entry and thereby creating
a maximum diversion solution. This alternative will close total east/west
access to C, D, E, F, and G Streets, and will provide one-way access to H
Street at 16th Street (see Figure 5).

•

No Project Alternative C: This is the mandatory No Project Alternative.
which means that the street would remain unchanged with regard to
existing traffic volumes and patterns.

VI. Discussion of Environmental Evaluation
• This section addresses the potential for significant environmental impacts from the
proposed project, using the Initial Study Checklist questions provided in Appendix I of
the California State CEQA Guidelines and as reflected in the City of Sacramento Initial Study Checklist. All " Yes," "Maybe," and "No." answers are addressed and
answered in this Initial Study.
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CITY OF SACRAMENTO
TrirriAL STUDY
This Initial Study has been required and prepared by the Department of Planning and Deveiopmer.:,
Environmental Services Division, 1231 I Street, Room 301, Sacramento, CA 95814, (916) 449-2037, pursuant
to CEQA Guidelines, Section 15063 (August 1, 1983).
Midtown Nei g hborhood Preservation
File No. a.ndJor Project Name:Transportat ion Plan (NPTP)
Project Location: Area bounded by C.N. 13th & 29th Sts. Midtown-Ctrl Citv
Applicant - Name: Cit y of Sacramento
Address: 1231 I. Street
Sacramento, CA 95814

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS
YES/MA YBEJNO

1.

E.artli. Will the proposal result in:

a.
b.
c.
d.
e.
f.
g.
2.

Unstable earth conditions or in changes in geologic substructures?
Disruptions, displacements, compaction or overcovering of the soil?
Change in topography or ground surface relief features?
The destruction, covering or modification of any unique geologic or
physical features?
Any increase in wind or water erosion of soils, either on or off the
site?
Changes in deposition or erosion of beach sands, 4or changes in siltation
deposition or erosion which may modify the channel of a river, stream,
inlet or lake?
Exposure of people or property to geologic hazards such as earthquake.s,
ground failure, or similar hazards?

No
Maybe

No
No

Air. Will the proposal Temkin:
a.
b.

Substantial air emissions or deterioration of ambient air quality?
The creation of objectionable odors?

c.

Alteration of air movement, moisture or temperature, or any change in
climate, either locally or regionally?

3.

No
Maybe
Maybe

Water. Will the proposal result in:
in either
Changes in currents, or the course of direction movements,
a.
,
marine or fresh waters?
I
Changes in absorption rates, drainage patterns, or the rate and amount
b.
of surface runoff?

Maybe
No
No

No

Maybe
No
No

e.

Alterations to the course of flow of flood waters?
Change is the amount of surface water in any water body?
Discharge into surface waters, or in any alteration of surface water
quality, including but not limited to temperature, dissolved oxygen
or turbidity?

f. '

Alteration of the direction or rate of flow of ground waters?

No
No

g.

Change in the quantity of ground waters, either through direct additions
or withdrawals, or through Interception of an aquifer by cuts or
excavations?

No

h.

Substantial reduction in the amount of water otherwise available for
public water supplies?
Exposure of people or property to water related hazards such as flooding?

No
No

c.
d.

i.

FM6(6/91)
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YES /NIA VB ENO
4.

funi Life. Will the proposal result in:
Change in the diversity of species, or number of any species of plants?
Reduction of the numbers of any unique, rare or endangered species of
plants?

a.
b.

Introduction of new species of plants into an an:a, or in a barrier to
the normal replenishment of existing species?
Reduction in acreage of any agricultural crop?

c.
d.
5.

6.

Animal Life. Will the proposal result in:
Change in the diversity of species, or number of any species of animals?
a.
Reduction of the numbers of any unique, rare or endangered species of
b.
animals?
Introduction of new species of animals into an arm, or result in a
c.
barrier to the migration or movement of animals?
Deterioration of existing fish or wildlife habitat?
d.

&kg.
a.
b.

Will the proposal result in:
Increases in existing noise levels?
Exposure of people to severe noise levels?

7.

Leifht and Glare. Will the proposal produce new light or glare?

8.

Land Use. Will the proposal result in a substantial alteration of the present

or planned land use . of an area?
9.

Maybe

No
No
No
No

Maybe
Maybe
No

Ma vbe

Natlicejimau=s. Will the proposal result in:

a.
b.

Increase in the rate of use of any natural rimources:
Substantial depletion of any nonrenewable natural resource?

10. Kisk_d_Daset. Does the proposal involve:
a.
A risk of an explosion or the release of hazardous substances (including
but not limited to, oil, pesticides, chemicals or radiation) in the
event of an accident or upset conditions?
b.
Possible interference with an emergency response plan or an emergency
evacuation plan?
11.

No

populatiou. Will the proprosal alter the location, distributipn, density,
or growth rate of the human population of an area?

12. I:lousing. WM the proposal affect existing housing, or orate a demand for
additional housing

No
Maybe

No

No

13. Iranszatatigniamuktigg. Will the proposal result in:

a.
b.
c.

Generation of substantial additional vehicular movement?
Effects on existing parking facilities, or demand for new parking?
Substantial impact upon existing transportation systems?

Maybe
Ilaybe
Maybe

d.

Alterations to present patterns of circulation or movement of people
and/or goods?
Alterations to waterborne, rail or air traffic?
Increase in traffic hazards to motor vehicles, bicyclists or pedesnians?

7177Maybe

e.
f.

Yes

FM6(6/91)
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14.

Public Services. Will the proposal have an effect upon, or result in need for
new or altered governmental services in any of the following areas:
Fire protection?
a.
Police protection?
b.
c.
d.
e.
f.

15.

16.

17.

•18.

Schools?
Parks or other recreational facilities?
Maintenance of public facilities, including roads?
Other governmental services?

Energv. Will the proposal result in:
Use of substantial amounts of fuel or energy?
a.
Substantial increase in demand upon existing sources of energy or require
b.
the development of new sources of energy?
laWilts.

20.

2 1.

—76---Na n 0E
No

Maybe
No

Will the proposal result in a need for a new system, or substantial

alterations to the following utilities:
Power or natural gas?
a.
Communications systems?
b.
c.
Water?
d.
Sewer or septic tanks?
e.
Storm water drainage?
Solid waste and disposal?
f.

No •

fluman Freatth. Will the proposal result in:
a.
Creation of any health hazard or potential health hazard (excluding
,
mental health)?
b.
Exposure of people to potential health hazards?

Maybe

No
No

No
No
No

Maybe

Aesthetics. Will the proposal result in the obstruction of any scenic vista or view

open to the public, or will the proposal result in the creation of an
aesthetically offensive site open to public view?

19.

.
.0

ftecreatioo. Will the proposal result in an impact upon the quality or quantity
of existing recreational opportunities?
Cuilliria.ReigutSeS.
a.
Will the proposal result in the alteration or destruction of a prehistoric
or historic archaeological site?
Will the proposal result in adverse physical or aesthetic effects to a
b.
prehistoric or historic building, structure or objal?
c.
Does the proposal have the potential to cause a physical change which
would afloat- unique ethnic cultural values?
d.
Will the proposal restrict existing religious or sacred uses within the
potential impact area?

Ittandato.

a.

b.

Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality of the
environmau, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife
population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate
a plant or animal community, reduce the number or restrict the range of
a rare or endangered plant or animal or eliminate important examples
of the major periods of California history or prehistory?
Does the project have the potential to achieve short-term, to the
disadvantage of long-term, environmental goals? (A short-term impact on
on the environment is one which occurs in a relatively brief, definitive
period of time while long-term impacts will endure well into the future.)

Maybe

No

No
No

No
No

No

Yes
FM6(6/91)
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YES/MAYBE-No
c.

d.

Does the project have impacts Which are individually limited, but
cumulatively considerable? (A project may impact on two or more separate
resources where the impact on each resource is relatively small, but
what the effect of the total of those impacts on the environment is
significant.)
Does the project have environment effects which will cause substantial
adverse effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly?

Yes
Yes

MITIGATION MEASURES
The applicant has agreed to revise the project to incorporate the mitigation measures contained in
Attachment A, Discussion of Intial Study.
A discussion of the project's impacts is contained in Attachment A, Discussion of Initial Study. No
Mitigation is required for this project.
REFERENCES
X City of Sacramento General Plan Update EIR, 1988
City of Sacramento Zoning Ordinance
North Natomas Community Plan ER
South Natomas Community Plan ER & SEER Airport-Meadowview Community Plan BR
North Sacramento Community Plan ER
South Sacramento Community Plan BR
Pocket Community Plan Update
Redevelopment Plan Update and ER, 1985
Downtown
X Central City Community Plan EIR
ITE Trip Generation Manual, Fifth Edition
South Coast Air Quality Maintenance District 'Air Quality Handbook for Preparing EIR's°
Land Use Planning Policy Within the 100 Year Flood Plain in the City and County of Sacramento E1R
Urbemis - 3
Emfac 7 PC
CALINE 4
Traffic Study
Noise Study
Preliminary Site Assessment:
Other: Evaluation of Midtown Neighborhood Preservation Transportation Plat
DETERMINATION
On the basis of this initial craluation:
I find the pro

X

project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and a
NEGATIVE DMARATION will be prepared.
I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there will
not be a significant effect in this case because the mitigation Measures described in this Initial Study
have been added to the project. A NEGATIVE DECLARATION WITH MITIGATION MEASURES
WILL BE PREPARED.
I find the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required.

DAM* '-gay.. 4 /9,03

SIGNATURE:
"x-ef-Go__.
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Attachment A

Discussion of Initial Study
1.

Earth

Ia. The proposed project would not impact earth conditions or change geologic
substructures because it would consist of minor construction activities associated
with traffic improvement facilities on existing paved areas.
lb. There may be some minor disruption, displacement, compaction or overcovering
of the soil associated with the construction of the project, but such disturbances
would be temporary and minor nature.
1 c. There may be some minor changes of an insignificant nature in topography or
ground surface relief features due to construction of the proposed barriers and
traffic circles.
id.

There are no known unique geologic or physical features in the Midtown area
that would be affected by the proposed project.

le. During construction when soils are disturbed, the potential exists for minor wind
or water erosion. This impact would be minor but should be discussed in the
EIR.
If.

The proposed project is not located near any beach, river, stream, inlet, or lake.

lg. The proposed project would not create an additional increase in exposure of
people to geologic hazards such as earthquakes, ground failure, or similar
hazards other than those that currently exist in the area.

2.

Air

2a. With the implementation of the proposed NPTP projected traffic volumes would
be reduced by about 50 percent on G and H Streets at 2010 General Plan buildout (from 9,500 average daily trips [ADTs] to 4,9(10 ADTs and 14,900 ADTs to
7,400 ADTs, respectively) between 16th Street and 29th Streets. However, with
implementation of the NPTP, the ADTs for J and L Streets between 16th and
29th Streets would be reduced only by a slight amount .: 28,300 ADTs to 25,000
ADTs and 23,200 ADTs to 20,700 ADTs, respectively. Therefore, a decrease in
air emissions could result in the central portion of the Midtown area, but a
potential slight increase in ambient air quality could occur in the southern portion due to the increased traffic. In general, most of the traffic would be circulated outside the Midtown area with the Refined NPTP, thus potentially impacting adjacent areas. .
SACIP61035-51
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l b.

The proposed project is not anticipated to cause any objectionable odors.

2c.

The proposed project is not anticipated to cause alterations in air movement.
moisture, or temperature, or any change in local or regional climate.

3.

Water

3a.

Because nonmarine or freshwater sources exist in the area, the proposed project
would not change currents, or the course or direction of water movements.

3b.

Minor changes in absorption rates, drainage patterns, or the rates and amounts
of surface runoff may occur due to construction of items such as half-street
enclosures and traffic circles. However, such construction activities would not be
substantial enough to cause a significant impact.

3c.

Because the proposed project is not located in a flood plain area, there would
be no impact on the course or flow of flood waters.

3d.

There are no surface waters in the project area that would be affected by the
project.

3e.

See 3d above.

3f.

There would be no alteration of groundwaters in terms of directions or flows
because the proposed project consists of strictly of minor surface improvements
in previously paved areas. Therefore, improvements would not encroach in
subsurface groundwater areas.

3g.

See 3f above.

3h.

The proposed project would have no significant impact upon water supplies.
Some watering may be required to maintain some of the improvements if landscaping is instituted.

3i.

The implementation of the proposed project would not expose people or property to water related hazards such as flooding because the project is not in a
flood plain and would not change drainage patterns to the extent of causing
backups and ponding.

4.

Plant Life

4a. It is possible that construction activities could displace existing street trees, causing a change in diversity of species, or the number of species of plants. According to City policy (General Plan), street trees should not be disturbed and
removed.

4b.

See 4a. above.

4c.

The proposed project would not introduce new species of plants into the area.
or become a barrier to the normal replenishment of existing species. If trees
are removed, they would be replaced in kind.

4d.

There are no agricultural uses within the project area.

5.

Animal Life

5a.

There would be no changes in the diversity of species, or number of any species
of animals as a result of the proposed project. Animal life within the project
area is that normally associated with urban life and would not be impacted by
the institution of the project.

5b.

There are no known unique, rare, or endangered species that would be reduced
as a result of implementation of the proposed project..

5c.

The proposed project would not result in the introduction Of new species of
animals into the area, or result in a barrier to migration of movement of
animals. The proposed project would not disturb the movement of existing
urban species.

5d.

There would be no impact on fish or wildlife habitats.

6.

Noise

6a.

Redistribution of traffic noise could occur with the implementation of the proposed project. It is anticipated that the traffic noise could increase on G and H
streets, even though the amount of traffic would significantly decrease overall
with the implementation of the proposed project. The reason for this is that
those streets currently handle a significant volume of traffic on a free-flow basis.
With the proposed project the flow of traffic:would be restricted requiring
frequent acceleration and deceleration, causing potential significant increases in
automobile engine noise. On J and L Streets, the traffic volumes would
decrease slightly with the proposed project, and would continue to be free-flow
streets with the exception of some new traffic signals. The continuation of freeflow traffic on J and L Streets would keep the noise levels lower than if stop
and go movements would be required. Also, textured crosswalks, which are
designed to alert vehicles as they cross over to slow them down, will be added
and can cause some noise. The combination of the increased traffic, new traffic
signals, and textured crosswalks, could increase the noise levels on H and J
Streets.

6b.

The proposed project could expose people to increased noise levels.

5AC1P6L113531
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7.

Light and Glare
The proposed project would not have impacts relative to light and glare.

8.

Land Use
Because the purpose of the proposed project is intended to slow down traffic
through the Midtown neighborhood, businesses could experience reduced usage
due to the inconvenience of traveling through Midtown.

9.

Natural Resources
During construction, fuel and lumber resources will be used. This impact would
be temporary and minor.

10. Risk of Upset
10a.

The proposed project would not pose any risk of explosion or the release of
hazardous substances in the event of and accident or upset conditions.

10b.

Because the proposed project is designed to impede and divert the flow of traffic, implementation of the proposed project could interfere with an emergency
response plan or an emergency evacuation plan.

11. Population
11a. The proposed project would not physically alter the location, distribution, density, or growth rate of the human population of the area. However, indirect
impacts could occur from diverted traffic. See discussion of impact for land use

(Number 8).

12. Housing
12a. The proposed project would not effect existing housing, or create a demand for

additional housing.
13. Transportation/Circulation
13a. A 1992 analysis was completed to assess the impacts of the proposed NPTP in
the near term. A 2010 analysis was completed with and without the NPTP to

assess impacts of Citywide buildout. Below is a description of these studies'
results.
With implementation of the NPTP, overall traffic volumes on G and H Streets
decrease noticeably. The most effective elements of the NPTP for diverting
SA0'003531
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traffic from G and H Streets appear to be the half-closures at the entries to the
Midtown area (29th/G and 16th/H). Of the volume that diverts from G Street.
the majority shifts to H Street, with a noticeable amount also shifting to F
Street, L Street, and Capitol Avenue. Traffic diverting from H Street shifts to
G. I. J, Capitol, and N Streets. About one-third of the traffic that previously
used H Street eastbound would shift to G Street.
The portion of the westbound traffic that remains on G Street must pass the
proposed half-closure at the intersection of G Street and 29th Street. The
computer model output prepared for the Draft Final Report Evaluation of
Midtown NPTP, shows a diversion path using 29th, H, and 28th Streets that is
used to accomplish this move. In the opposite direction, eastbound traffic on
H Street must divert around the half-closure at the H Street and 16th Street
intersection. This move occurs using 16th, I, and 17th Streets.
Even with these shifts from G Street to H Street during the morning commute
period and H Street to G Street during the evening commute period, both G
and H Streets would experience significant decreases in average daily traffic.
Traffic diversions on other streets in Midtown would slightly increase traffic
volumes on E, K, and P Streets.
In general, intersection traffic operations would deteriorate on J and L Streets
and would improve or not change on G and H Streets. At the intersection of
16th Street and H Street, the LOS improves from E to C because eastbound
traffic volumes decrease on H Street. At the Alhambra and J Street
intersection, the LOS deteriorates from capacity to over capacity.
Although most of the study intersections can accommodate the diverted traffic
without major modifications, the NPTP would increase volumes by about 5
percent on streets other than G and H. Increases would occur on F, K, I, N,
and P Streets and Capitol Avenue.
Operations of additional intersections not studied in this analysis may likely be
negatively affected. These intersections are located along E Street, F Street, I
Street, Capitol Avenue, N Street, and P Street. The magnitude of the impacts
are expected to be less than those shown for J and L Streets, based on the
amount of diversion indicated by the traffic model.
Year 2010 projections were completed by using the traffic model outputs to
adjust the existing peak-hour counts. On average, volumes are expected to
increase by about 20 to 30 percent within the Midtown area and by about 60 to
100 percent around the perimeter between 1992 and 2010 with or without the
NPTP. With this growth, major thoroughfares such as Route 160 and J Street
will experience demand volumes well above the capacity of the roadways.
Projected year 2010 volumes indicate unacceptable operations at most arterialarterial intersections with or without the NPTP. Intersections on 16th and G

SAC/P61/03531
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Streets. 16th and I Streets. and Alhambra and J Streets he on the main
commute routes leading away from downtown employment centers. The
comparable intersections on the inbound commute routes (on 15th. G. and
L Streets) can be expected to experience LOS F conditions in the morning
commute period with or without the Plan. The analysis indicates congested
operations on Capitol Avenue, N and P Streets as well.
Implementation of the NPTP in these conditions would have a notably different
effect than as shown in the 1992 analysis. Since arterials outside of Midtown (J.
N, and P Streets) are already operating at capacity, the traffic that diverts
from G and H Streets would not use J and L Streets, as is the case in the 1992
analysis. Instead, it would divert to longer routes using the freeways to a greater
extent. Caltrans staff have expressed a concern that the freeways may not have
the capacity to accommodate the diverted traffic, and have requested a detailed
analysis of the impacted freeways.
Three prominent diversion patterns appear when conditions with the rsIPTP are
simulated, as follows:
1.

Traffic between downtown and areas to the south such as Elk Grove. that
uses Route 99, Business 80, and G and H Streets without the NPTP
diverts to Route 99, Route 50, and 15th and 16th Streets with the NPTP.

2.

Traffic between downtown and areas to the east such as American River
and Folsom that uses Route 50, Elvas Avenue, and G and H Streets
diverts to Route 50 and 15th and 16th Streets with the NPTP.

3.

Traffic between downtown and areas to the northeast such as Citrus
Heights and Roseville that uses Business 80 and G and H Streets without
the NPTP diverts to Route 160 with the NPTP.

Traffic diversions from G and H Streets with implementation of the NPTP
would be significant. Volumes with the Plan would be about 50 percent of the
volumes without the Plan. On average, volumes on I,. J, and L Streets do not
change significantly with the NPTP. Volumesr on Capitol Avenue, P and
Q Streets would increase by about 10 percent.
A significant negative impact of the NPTP would be apparent where an
intersection operates at LOS C or better without the NPTP and deteriorates to
LOS D or worse with the NPTP, or if conditions are already LOS D or worse
and the V/C ratio increases by 0.02 or more. Significant negative impacts have
been identified at the following intersections:
•
•
•
•
•

SACIP6L035.51

15th St. and .1 St.
15th St. and L St.
16th St. and G St.
Alhambra Blvd. and J St.
Alhambra Blvd. and L St.
6

Potential road striping modifications to mitigate the impacts of the NPTP at
these intersections are the following.
•

15th Street and J Street: Remove parking and restripe the southbound
approach within the existing pavement width to add a left-turn lane. The
mitigated LOS would be LOS C (V/C = 0.74).

•

15th Street and L Street: Remove parking and restripe the southbound
approach within the existing pavement width to add a iight-turn lane.
The mitigated LOS would be LOS B (V/C = 0.69).

•

16th Street and G Street: Remove parking and restripe the northbound
approach within the existing pavement width to add a right-turn lane.
The mitigated LOS would be LOS F (V/C = 1.02). There is no feasible
mitigation to provide LOS C operations. This finding concurs with the
adopted Sacramento General Plan Update FEIR (City of Sacramento,
1989).

•

Alhambra Boulevard and J Street: Recommended modifications to
accommodate the calculate LOS for 1992 include the following:
Increase radii on southwest corner
Remove parking on south side of eastbound approach
Modify intersection to allow for two northbound through lanes
Remove parking on west side on southbound approach and
increase length of two southbound lanes

To accommodate year 2010 volumes, addition of an eastbound right-turn lane would
also be required. To construct this lane, roadway widening and right-of-way acquisition
would be required.
•

Alhambra Boulevard and L Street: Restripe the northbound approach
for a left-turn only and through right-turn lanes. The mitigated LOS
would be LOS C (V/C = 0.73). (Source: Draft Final Report: Evaluation of Midtown Neighborhood Transportation plan—Appendix A).

13b. Implementation of some traffic control measures would affect parking supply.
Parking spaces must be removed to provide adequate travel paths around the
improvements. Parking loss is summarized as follows:
Traffic circles—eight parking spaces eliminated per circle (total of 40
spaces)
SAC/P61.0035.51
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Pedestrian island—six spaces eliminated per island (total of 204 spaces)
Other elements—no loss of parking with current design (0 spaces)
13c.

Regional Transit (RT) indicated that there could be some impact to their
operations given significant traffic volume increases on J Street. In addition.
significant traffic diversion could cause a problem for RT scheduling and route
planning. The above has not been quantified by RT.

13d.

The proposed project would alter present patterns of circulation and movement
of people and goods through the Midtown neighborhood. Impacts in terms of
traffic and noise have been addressed in 6a and 6b and 13a above.

13e.

There would be no impact on waterborne, rail, or air traffic as a result of the
proposed project.

13f.

The proposed project could cause and increase in traffic hazards to motor vehicles and bicyclists by modifying traffic movement through the neighborhood.
Bicycle traffic could become more hazardous, particularly when traversing the
many barriers and changes in street texture resulting from implementation by
the proposed project. However, pedestrian travel safety could be enhanced by
the proposed project because it slow traffic in general throughout the neighborhood.

14. Public Services
14a.

Fire Protection: Because the project would impede traffic speeds and preclude
direct access to certain areas, fire protection response times could be affected by
the proposed project.

14b.

Police Protection: See 14a above.

14c.

Schools: No impact on schools.

14d. Parks and Recreational Facilities: No impact.
14e.

Maintenance of Public Facilities: The proposed project could generate additional maintenance requirements by the City's Public Works Department for the
traffic improvements anticipated in the plan.

14f.

Other Governmental Services: No impact.

15. Energy
15a. The proposed project would use a moderate amount of fuel and energy during
construction and increase fuel consumption as a result of more frequent
acceleration and deceleration.
15b. The proposed project would not require a substantial increase in demand for
existing sources of energy or require the development of new energy sources.

16.

Utilities

16a. The proposed project would not result in a need for a new system, or substantial
alterations to:
•

Power or natural gas: No impact.

•

Communications systems: No impact.

•

Water supply: No impact.

•

Sewer or septic tanks: No impact.

•

Storm-water drainage: the proposed improvements are not substantial in
nature and can be designed to accommodate existing drainage patterns

•

Solid waste disposal: No impact.

17. Human Health
17a.

The proposed project could create an increase in air emissions leading to a
potential health hazard in portions of the Midtown area where frequent stop
and go traffic patterns would be created. Also, significant increases in traffic
volumes could expose people to increased health hazards.

17b.

See 17a above.

18. Aesthetics
Design of the traffic control measures such as street planters and traffic circles
should be appealing and non-offensive.

19. Recreation
The proposed project would have no impact on existing recreational
opportunities.

SAC/P6L1035.51
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20. Cultural Resources
20a.

The proposed project would not result in the destruction or alteration of a prehistoric or historic building, structure, or object. An increase of traffic, however.
would travel past Sutter's Fort, a historic site. .There are other preservation
areas within the Midtown Area that may be affected by an increase or alteration
of traffic volumes and patterns such as Capitol, Washington. Boulevard. New
Era, and Marshall parks; and public buildings such as Memorial Auditorium and
the Convention Center.

20b.

Design of project features should be reviewed by City design staff or boards to
ensure consistency with downtown heritage goals. Of particular concern as
expressed by neighborhood citizens; street trees, heritage trees, and landscape
planters at street corners.

20c.

The proposed project would not affect unique ethnic cultural values if care is
taken by the City's Design Review Board to review and approve the design of
the traffic improvements.
-1
•

20d.

The proposed project would not affect religious or sacred uses within the area.

Potential Environmental Impacts
Based on the evaluation contained within the Initial Study Checklist, potential adverse
environmental impacts could occur in the areas of:
•

Traffic impacts related to increased traffic and changes in circulation
patterns

•

Air quality impacts associated with changes in traffic speeds, volumes,
and circulation patterns

•

Impacts from noise associated with changes in traffic speeds, frequent
acceleration and deceleration, and alternate traffic flow patterns

•

Impacts on public services, particularly fire and police response times for
public safety

•

Impacts on cultural resources, with particular attention to elements that
preserve the heritage of the neighborhood such as street furniture and
planters

•

Impacts on existing plant life, preservation of street trees, and other vegetation of historic or cultural significance such as heritage trees

SAC/P6I/03531
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The above items are remaining potential significant adverse environmental impacts
outside the scope of this Initial study that should be focused upon and addressed in an
Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

List of Preparers
The following is a list of persons at CH2M HILL who prepared or participated in the
preparation of the Initial Study:
Steve Fitzsimons, Traffic Engineer
Jack Lohman, Senior Environmental Planner
Lorraine Poggione, Senior Planner .
Tom Ragland, Transportation Engineer
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Notice of Preparation

DEPARTMENT OF
PLANNING AM) DEVELOPMENT

CITY OF SACRAMENTO
CALIFORNIA

• September 9, 1994

DATE:

Interested Persons

TO:

\
N. I.

FROM:

IV •

Fred Buderi, Environmental Services

SUBJECT: NOTICE OF PREPARATION OF A
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT (EIR)
ADDRESSING THE ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS OF THE PROPOSED
MIDTOWN NEIGHBORHOOD PRESERVATION TRANSPORTATION PLAN
(NPTP).
The City of Sacramento, Environmental Services Section, is the lead agency for the preparation
of an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the implementation of the proposed Midtown
Neighborhood Preservation Transportation Plan in the Midtown neighborhood within the Central
City Community Plan (CCCP) area of the City of Sacramento.
Project Description:
The proposed project consists of a variety of traffic control measures strategically placed at
various location within the Midtown neighborhood. These measures include: traffic signals, new
stop signs, traffic circles, half-street closures, diverters, pedestrian islands, textured crosswalks,
zebra crosswalks (parallel painted stripes), intersection portals (corner bulbs), and modified
traffic lane designations. The following is a generalized description of the type of improvements
proposed for the following streets:
•

C Street between 20th and 29th Streets: Intersection portals at 20th and 27th and C;
zebra crosswalks at 21st, 22nd, and 28th and C; pedestrian islands at 23rd and C; new
stop signs at 25th and C; and a half-street closure at 29th and C.

•

D Street between 18th and 20th Streets: Pedestrian islands it 18th and 23rd and D;
intersection portals at 29th and D.

•

E Street between 16th and 29th Streets: Intersection portals at 16th and E; pedestrian
islands and zebra crosswalks between 17th and 18th and at 23rd and E; and new stop

signs at 18th, 20th, and 21st and E; half-street closures at 20th and 28th and E; and a
traffic circle at 26th and E.
•

F Street between 16th and 29th Streets: Half-street closures at 16th and 25th Streets and
F; pedestrian islands at 17th, 18th, and 23rd Streets and F; intersection portals at 29th
and F; new stop signs at 18th, 24th, and 25th and F; and a traffic circle at 27th and F.

•

G Street between 16th and 29th Streets: Intersection portals at 16th and G; pedestrian
islands at 23rd, 27th, and 28th and G; new stop signs at 19th and 20th on G; a traffic
circle at 25th and G; and a half-street closure at 29th and G.

•

H Street between 16th and 28th Streets: Half-street closures at 16th and 27th Streets and
H; pedestrian islands at 25th, 26th, 27th, and 28th and H; new stop signs at 19th, 20th,
26th, and 27th Streets and H; zebra crosswalk at 23rd; and a traffic circle at 24th and
H.

•

I Street between 17th and 29th Streets: A diverter at 21st and I; pedestrian islands at
27th, and 28th on I; a traffic circle at 24th and I; zebra crosswalks at 23rd, 25th, and
26th on I; new stop signs at 27th and 28th and I; and intersection portals at 29th and I.

•

J Street between 22nd and 29th Streets: Textured crosswalks at all cross street
intersection between 22nd and 29th Streets; new traffic signals at 23rd and 27th and J.

•

K Street between 23rd and 27th Streets: Pedestrian islands at 25th and 26th Streets and
K; zebra crosswalks at 23rd, 24th, and 27th Streets and K; and a new traffic signal at
23rd and K.

•

L Street between 23rd and 27th Streets: Zebra crosswalks at 26th and 27th and L and
new traffic signals at 23rd and 26th Streets and L.

•

New Lane Directions: New lane directions would be employed on Various segments of
C, E, F, G, H, and I Streets.

An Initial Study has been prepared for the project which identified the following areas where
impacts to the environment may be significant: 1)Transportation and Circulation; 2) Air Quality;
3) Noise; 4) Cultural Resources; 5) Public Safety/Emergency Services; 6) Biological Resources.
Based on the Initial Study, the Environmental Services Division Manager has determined that
an Environmental Impact Report (FIR) should be prepared to address the above issues. A
proposed outline of the scope and content for the EIR is included as Attachment C.

Project Alternatives:
The EIR will evaluate three alternatives to the proposed project. The discussion of alternatives
will focus on the potential for eliminating any significant adverse environmental effects or
reducing them to a level of insignificance. The following alternatives have been identified:
Alternative A:

No Project.

The No Project Alternative assumes that the existing street conditions would remain
unchanged. The No Project Alternative is required as part of an EIR.
•

Alternative B:

The Minimum Diversion Alternative (Option 1).

Alternative B would be similar to the Proposed Project with the exception that specific
diversions proposed (e.g. half-street closures) would be minimized. This adjustment to
the project design would allow traffic to continue traveling through the Midtown
neighborhood at a reduced flow compared to existing conditions (see enclosed map).
▪

Alternative C:

The Maximum Diversion Alternative (Option 2).

This alternative is similar to the Proposed Project, except that it adds half-street closures
in the northern half of the Midtown neighborhood to preclude entry and thereby creates
a maximum diversion solution to address through traffic. This alternative will close total
east/west access into the Midtown area at C, D, E, F, and G Streets, and will provide
one-way access to H Street at 16th Street (see enclosed map).
NOP Process:
This Notice of Preparation (NOP) is distributed to inform the public that an EIR will be
prepared for the proposed project, to provide a description of the project, to identify the
probable environmental issues that will be analyzed in the EIR, and to solicit comments on the
scope of the proposed EIR.
Please review the issues identified above and the proposed EIR's focus, scope, and content as
detailed in the following exhibits. Should you feel that additional topics should be addressed in
the FIR. please respond as quickly as possible. but no later than 5:00 p.m.. Tuesday. October
11. 1994 to the following address:
Fred Buderi, Associate Planner
City of Sacramento, Department of Planning & Development
Environmental Services Section
1231 I Street, Room 300
Sacramento, CA 95814
If you have any questions, please call me at (916) 264-7602.

ATTACHMENT A: LOCATION MAP
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ATTACHMENT C
PROPOSED SCOPE OF WORK FOR
MIDTOWN NPTP DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT
The following outline identifies the environmental issues that will be analyzed in the
Midtown NPTP EIR. The area of study will include the Midtown area for the proposed
transportation improvements as described in the NPTP Initial Study, and any adjacent areas of
the City which are potentially affected by the project. The general approach to the impact
analysis will include describing existing conditions, establishing the methodology for the
analysis, determining thresholds of significance, identifying impacts, and identifying feasible
mitigation measures, or methods to avoid significant impacts. Within each environmental section,
the EIR will describe the level of significance of the impacts after applying the proposed
mitigation measures.
Environmental Effects
The EIR will focus on the physical changes to the environment. Economic and social
impacts shall not be treated as significant effects on the environment; however, economic .or
social effects of the project may be used to determine the significance of physical changes caused
by the project (CEQA Guidelines, section 15131). The environmental analysis within the EIR
should include the following general outline for each chapter.
Economic and social impacts shall not be treated as significant effects on the
environment; however, economic or social effects of the project may be used to determine the
significance of physical changes caused by the project (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15131).
A proposed general outline for each of the environmental analysis chapters follows.
Environmental Analysis
1.

Land Use. Zoning and Adopted Plans
The Land Use, Zoning and Adopted Plans section shall:
A. Examine and describe existing land use in the project area. Review appropriate plans
and policies of the City's General Plan, the Central City Community Plan, the Central
City Housing Strategy, the Alhambra Corridor Plan and any other appropriate plans or
policies affecting existing and planned traffic circulation in the study area of the proposed
project and in areas potentially impacted by the project.
B. Identify all major development projects which are existing, approved or planned for
the project area and the Central City area.
C. Assess the relationship of the proposed project and alternatives to the planned

development within the project study area and evaluate the overall effects of the project
on the character of the study area. Assess the compatibility of the proposed project, no
project, and the alternatives with the existing and planned land use pattern in the project
area and areas affected by the project's changes in traffic patterns. This section will
describe the changes in circulation patterns and potential conflicts caused by these
changes on different types of land uses within the project area and in areas affected by
the project.
2.

Transportation and Circulation
The Transportation and Circulation section shall:
A. Document existing operating conditions for intersections, both within the project area
and in adjacent impacted areas, freeway ramps, and nearby freeway sections for the
proposed project and alternatives. Include the relevant transit operating data from the
City of Sacramento, Regional Transit, Ca!trans, and any other appropriate agencies.
Document the existing on-street parking conditions in the project area and in areas
impacted by the project, especially in locations where the proposed project or alternatives
may result in the removal of on-street parking spaces. Identify the methOdology for
determining significant impacts to each of the intersection or roadway conditions to be
examined in the analysis. Review existing traffic modelling information and
identify/recommend the appropriate geographic extent of the . study analysis.
B. Estimate future traffic levels for the year 2010, based upon buildout of the Sacramento
General Plan Update (SGPU), for the street and freeway sections identified above.
C. Estimate the impact of the proposed project and alternatives on the existing conditions
in the project area and in the . other impacted areas described in Section A. above.
Compare the impacts of the proposed project and alternatives with the existing
conditions. Identify intersections and/or roadway segments experiencing significant
impacts.
D. Identify the impacts of the proposed project and the alternatives on the projected 2010
traffic conditions for the project area and for the other impacted areas identified in the
analysis of existing conditions. Identify intersections, streets and/or roadway segments
experiencing significant impacts.
E. Identify impacts of the proposed project and alternatives to the supply of on-street
parking.
F. Identify impacts of the proposed project and alternatives to transit operations,
particularly impacts to scheduling adherence, muting, and traffic conflicts with transit
vehicles.
G. Identify impacts of the proposed project and alternatives to traffic safety. Discuss the
City's method of analyzing accident occurrence on City streets analyzed in the study.

Analyze potential traffic hazards to automobile traffic and bicycle traffic caused by
changes in traffic patterns and volumes, including conflicts between vehicles, bicycles.
and pedestrians.
H. Recommend feasible mitigation measures for any significantly impacted intersections,
freeway ramps, or freeway segments. Identify feasible mitigation measures for
significant impacts to transit operations and traffic safety/vehicle conflicts impacts.
.

Within the framework identified above, the City of Sacramento has identified the following
specific intersections or roadway segments which should be examined in the environmental
document. The following section provides detailed information on street or roadway components
anticipated to be studied in the environmental analysis and the information which should be
included in that analysis. Modelling for some intersections and scenarios has been completed
and is identified in the Final Report - Evaluation of Neighborhood Preservation Transportation
Plan. Only intersections and/or scenarios not included in the NPTP modelling would be
expected to require modelling for the NPTP EIR.
SCOPE OF WORK FOR A TRAFFIC STUDY OF THE
Midtown Neighborhood Preservation Transportation Plan
Background/Modelind:
Traffic modeling was performed for the June 1993, Evaluation of Neighborhood Preservation
Transportation Plan (NPTP) for the following scenarios:
1990 without The Plan
1990 with The flap
2010 without The Plan
2010 with The Plan
2010 with Alternative 1
2010 with Alternative 2
A base network,. loaded network, turn penalty file, setup files and Daily Volume Plots of the
midtown area are available for each of the scenarios. Modeling was performed using the 1992
version of MINUTP.
After completion of the modeling, minor changes were made to the original NPTP and alternatives.
The original elements that result in traffic diversion and circulation impacts were not significantly
changed. Therefore, traffic diversion effectiveness and associated impacts should be
approximately the same as the original elements.
Additional modeling of scenarios under existing conditions will be required. The study area in the
existing model run for 1990 with and without the plan will need to be expanded to include study
intersections south of 0 Street. Additional modeling is also required for 1990 with Alternatives.

Study Intersections (Peak Hour):
15th/F

1 6th/F

(A.M./P.M.)

(A.M./P.M.)

15th/G I
(P.M.)

16th/GI

28th/GI

29th/G"

30th/G"

Alhambra/G'

(A.M./P.M.)

(P.M.)

(A.M./P.M.)

(A.M./P.M.)

(P.M.)

15/H'
(P.M.)
15/1

16th/H1

28th/H1

29th/H"

30th/H'

Alhambra/H '

(A.M./P.M.)

(P.M.)

(P.M.)

(P.M.)

(P.M.)

(A.M./P.M.)

(A.M./P.M.)

16th/1

15th/J'

16/J'

28th/J1

29th/J"

30th/J1.3

Alhambra/J'3' 5

(A.M./P.M.)

(A.M./P.M.)

(P.M.)

(A.M./P.M.)

(P.M.)

(A.M./P.M.)

15th/C

16/C.4

28th/L1

29th/L 1.2

30th/L'2

Alhambra/C.4

(A.M./P.M.)

(A.M./P.M.)

(P.M.)

(A.M./P.M.)

(A.M./P.M.)

(A.M./P.M.)

15/Capitol
(A.M.)

16/Capitol
(A.M.)

Alhambra/
Folsom
(A.M./P.M.)

15/N
(P.M.)
15/P
(P.M.)
15/W
(P.M.)
15/X

16/N
(A.M.)
16/P
(A.M.)
16/W
(A.M.)
16/X

(A.M./P.M.)

(A.M./P.M.)

29th/N2
(P.M.)

30th/N2
(A.M.)

16th and 18th Street intersections: Existing A.M./P.M. peak hour turn movement counts performed in February 1992 for
the FETSIM project is expected to be available from Kittalson and Associates
Existing P.M. peek hour turning movement counts and LOS data available from the June 1993, NPTP Final Report
2 Existing A.M./P.M. peek hour turning movement counts available from the June 1993, Sutter Oncology Center DEIR,
page 6.1-11, Figure 6.1-6; 'Existing Volumes"
3 Existing 1990 A.M./P.M. turning movement counts available from H Street Study prepared by TJKM
Two A.M. turning movement counts,
5

For existing analysis, adjust intersection capacity based on field

Study Scenarios
Existing
Existing With Project
Existing Plus Option 1
Existing Plus Option 2
Future
Future Plus Project
Future Plus Option 1
Future Plus Option 2

review of physical conditions

turn radii. parking)

TASKS:
Task 1.

Intersection Level of Service Analysis

For each of the study intersections during the indicated time period:
Compile Existing Turning Movement Counts"
Develop Existing With Project Turning Movement Projections".'
Develop Existing Plus Option 1 Turning Movement Projections'
Develop Existing Plus Option 2 Turning Movement Projections'
Develop Future Turning Movement Projections"
Develop Future Plus Project Turning Movement Projections"
Develop Future Plus Option 1 Turning Movement Projections2
Develop Future Plus Option 2 Turning Movement Projections'
Calculate LOS'
Identify significant impacts°
Define Mitigations"
Additional modeling required using the NPTP Final Report traffic model (1992 version of MINUTP required)
Existing ADT plots available. The study area in the existing model run for 1990 with and without the plan will need to
be expanded to include study intersections south of 0 Street.
3

P.M. turning movement and LOS calculations available for some intersections in Task 2 from the June 1993 Final NPTP

4 Calculate LOS using Circular 212 Planning Method
5 City Standards of Significance will apply to intersections or street segments and will be defined as occurring when: 1)
The traffic with project for alternatives) degrades peak period LOS from A. B. or to D. E. or F, or, 2) the LOS (without
project) is p. E. or F and project generated traffic increases the peak period Volume to Capacity Ratio (V/C ratio) by 2S2

or 1,1
1w .

a Compare the LOS of the proposed project and alternatives to the no project alternative and identify significant impacts
and feasible mitigations. Evaluate the feasibility of all mitigation measures, including. operational and right-of-way
constraints. Briefly identify and describe those mitigation measures with potential to result in additional significant effects.
7

The study area in the existing model run for 1990 with and without the plan will need to be expanded to include study
intersections south of 0 Street.

Task 2.

Peak Hour Freeway Ramp Level of Service Analysis

Ramp
SB Bus 80/J Street Off-ramp
NB Bus 801J Street On-ramp
SB Bus 80/N Street On-ramp
NB Bus 80/N Street Off-ramp

A.M.
P.M.
P.M.
A.M.

Derive volumes for the indicated ramps and times for all study scenarios from turn movements
prepared in Task 1:
Calculate the Peak Hour ramp LOS using the methodology as outlined in chapter 5 of the
Transportation Research Board's 1985, Highway Capacity Manual, Special Report 209, Table 5-5.
Compare volumes and capacities for each location and scenario. Identify significant impacts
assuming a degradation in the LOS from D or better to E or F represents a significant impact to
freeway ramps. Define potential mitigation measures.

Task 3.

Freeway Weaving Analysis

Collect existing mainline and weaving volumes at the following locations during the indicated
times:

Location
NB Bus 80 between US 50 and N Street
SB Bus 80 between N Street and US 50
WB US 50 between Route 99 and 16th Street
EH US 50 between 16th Street and Route 99

A.M.
P.M.
A.M.
P.M.

For the above indicated locations and times and all study scenarios, develop mainline and weaving
volumes, calculate levels of service, identify significant weaving impacts (as defined by Caltrans),
and define mitigation measures.

Task 4.

On-Street Parking Analysis

Evaluate the utilization of existing parking at critical intersections within the study area. Critical
intersections would primarily be those intersections which will experience a loss of on-street
parking spaces resulting from the installation of traffic improvements within the adjacent
intersections. Analyze impacts to operational LOS caused by removal of on-street parking, and
recommend potential mitigation measures.

3.

Air Ouality
A. Describe the existing air quality environment in the study area. Describe sources
of air emissions for ozone, carbon monoxide, and particulate matter. Identify the
methodology used for determining significant air quality impacts.
B. Estimate ozone precursor emissions (hydrocarbons and oxides and nitrogen) as
they relate to the changes in traffic patterns, volumes, and speeds resulting from the

project and the alternatives. Qualitatively assess the impacts of the NPIP related to
ozone emissions for the Sacramento region, and for the Midtown area in particular.
Discuss the impact of changed travel patterns within and through the project area on
the level of emissions anticipated from projected traffic levels.
C. Utilize CALINE-4 to model carbon monoxide levels under existing plus project
and at future plus project conditions for any intersections identified with significant
impacts in the traffic section. Air quality modeling shall be performed for the
proposed project and each of the alternatives as required and shall reflect traffic
•
volumes, levels of congestion, and carbon monoxide generation associated with the
project and alternatives.
D. Discuss extrapolation of modeling results to other congested intersections in the
study area or other critical intersections.
E. Compare predicted carbon monoxide levels with the State and Federal standards;
identify effects on the Non-Attainment Plan for carbon monoxide; prepare analyses of
the project's relationship and conformity to adopted measures to achieve attainment of
the Federal ambient air quality standards under the Clean Air Act as contained in the
State Implementation Plan. Identify any significant impacts to carbon monoxide
levels.
F. Evaluate the PM-10 vehicular emissions that will result from the changes to traffic
patterns and speeds as generated by the project and the alternatives. Evaluate the
PM-10 generated by the stirring of road dust and dust generated during construction.
Identify significant impacts related to particulate matter emissions.
G. Outline feasible mitigation measures, including alternative transportation mode
features such as transit, which can reduce potential air quality impacts within the
study area and regionally. Develop feasible mitigation measures for air quality
impacts, including those set forth in the Sacramento Air Quality Plan. Discuss the
effectiveness and feasibility of each mitigation measure.

4.

ticliz
A. Describe the existing noise sources and noise levels affecting the study area.
Projections of future noise levels shall be estimated, based upon current and predicted
traffic volumes for streets and highways affected by the proposed project and
alternatives. The predictions of future noise levels shall use the FHWA or HUD
methodologies with CalTrans reference energy levels as the basis for such projections:
B. Identify the impacts of the existing and future noise levels created by the proposed
project and alternatives on the existing uses located along major traffic routes in the

study area. The noise model will be used to predict the worst hour noise levels and
the day-night average.
C. Compare the estimated noise levels with the levels considered acceptable as
established by the City of Sacramento, General Plan in order to determine the
significance of noise impacts to the adjacent uses.
D. Assess the noise levels anticipated by the construction activity for the proposed
structures and determine any potential noise levels in excess of the standards listed in
the City of Sacramento General Plan or Noise Ordinance. Evaluate the impact of this
noise on nearby land uses.
E. Develop feasible mitigation measures for any significant impacts identified in the
noise analysis.

5.

Cultural Resources
A. Describe the existing cultural resources characteristics in the project area,
including listed historic structures and areas sensitive for archaeological resources.
B. Identify impacts to cultural resources in terms of prehistoric resources and historic
resources such as historic structures or preservation areas. Identify impacts to the
established character of the project area and to areas impacted by the project.
C. Describe and analyze the thresholds and criteria for determining significant
impacts to these resources.
D. Identify significant impacts to these historic and/or cultural resources. Identify
feasible mitigation measures to reduce impacts to these resources.

6.

Public Safety/ Emergency Services
A. Describe the existing expected response times for various police and fire
emergency scenarios within the project area. Obtain relevant operations data from the
City of Sacramento Fire Department, Police Department, and other public safety

agencies. Describe expected response times for emergency scenarios for areas outside
the project area, but which require emergency personnel to travel through the project
area. Describe the rules of emergency travel and how the proposed project may
affect vehicles travelling under these rules.
B. Describe the existing conditions regarding vehicle, bicycle, and pedestrian traffic
safety for the project area and areas affected by implementation of the project and

alternatives. Use relevant demographic data to assess conditions for senior citizens,
school children, and other identified sensitive receptors.
C. Describe the methodology used for identifying impacts to public safety and
emergency services.
D. Assess impacts to emergency response times from the proposed project and
alternatives within all areas impacted by the project. Describe the thresholds for
significant impacts to emergency response plans. Assess the impacts on the ability of
emergency vehicles to access, set up, and conduct operations from changes in traffic
volumes on local streets, and from changes in street designs due to construction of
project improvements.
E. Identify significant impacts to emergency response times, to emergency
accessibility through and within the project area, and to emergency accessibility and
operations within the project area. Identify mitigation measures to reduce these
impacts.
F. Assess impacts to pedestrian, bicycle, vehicle safety from the proposed project and
alternatives. Discuss safety effects from installation of the NPTP improvements such
as circles, chokers, diverters, crosswalks, and signals. Discuss the potential for
NPTP features to affect the safety of intersection operations.

7.

Biological Resources

A. Provide a description of the existing setting, including but not limited to, a
description of street tree resources in the project area, based upon best available data.
B. Describe the City's tree preservation policies and the threshold for significant
impacts to tree resources.
C. Determine and quantify, to the extent possible, the impacts of the project and
alternatives on biological resources, including those impacts related to construction
activities. Provide an estimation of potential tree losses and potential endangerment
or damage to existing trees, when relating the City's tree preservation policies to the
proposed project and alternatives.
D. Identify appropriate and feasible mitigation measures for any identified significant
biological resources impacts of the proposed project and alternatives.
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Cit y of Sacramento
September 12. 1994
De p artment of Planning and Development
Environmental Services Division
1231 I Street. Room 301
Sacramento, CA 95814
Attn: Mr. Fred Buderi

Dear Mr. Buderi:

I am res p onding to the recent Draft (EIR) for the Midtown
Neighborhood Preservation-Transportation Plan (NPTP).

As a business owner at 2315 C Street, Sacramento, CA 95816
since 1991, I am greatl y concerned that my interests as
a business person as well as the other six businesses in
the immediate area are NOT BEING ADDRESSED.
The Northwest and Northeast sides of the street of "C° and.
23rd and 24th street have no less than six businesses
operating including mine. The traffic generated by these
six businesses alone warrant at least a stop sign installed
at the corner of 24th and C Streets, if not a traffic signal!
1

As you know, "C" Street is a truck route and has major problems

with s p eeding trucks transversing the street on a minute by
minute basis. No efforts on the part of the Cit y of Sacramento
traffic de p artment have been made to slow the "s p eed of traffic"
on this street. Citations are rarel y issues if at all.
Not only iie—there businesses here but man y large apartment
com p lexes on both sides of "C" Street from 20th street down to
29th street. Children are at risk on a daily basis with the
constant s peeding traffic, especiall y trucks, at all hours of the
da y time and into the evening hours.

ALP INT
2315 - C Street
Sacramento, CA 95816

(916) 446-1000 (Office)
(916)446-1108 (FAX)

• Residential Property Management •
• Investment Sales •

Page 2
Fred Buderi

I seriousl y q uestion the p lan as described in the current draft
as if p ertains to the "C" Street area. There is no business
at 25th and "C" Streets, y et a sto p si g n is p lanned? There is
a small market at 26th and "C" Street, however, no stop sign
is p lanned for that corner?.

I would request that someone from your department take another
look at the traffic problems here on "C Street especially
from 20th street east to 29th. We need far more that ONE
STOP SIGN to eliminate the dangerous truck traffic and speeding
cars.
I intend to work up a p etition which I will circulate to the
various business owners and other p ro p erty owners along "C"
since I feel our concerns have not been met. This petition
will be directed to the local p ublic officials for a better
res p onse to our concerns.
I hope to hear from y our office regarding this matter.
Very truly yours,

LINDA SCHETTER
Owner

cc: Ma y or Serna Councilman Pane
City of Sacramento Traffic Division

,
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AN ELECTRIC SYSTEM SERVING THE HEART OF CALIFORNIA
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September 29, 1994

Fred Buderi, Associate Planner
City of Sacramento, Department of Planning /lc Development
Environmental Services Section
1231 I Street, Room 300
Sacramento, CA 95814

Comments on Notice of Preparation for Midtown Neighborhood Preservation
Transportation Plan
Dear Mr. Buderi,

1

The Sacramento Municipal Utility District (SMUD) appreciates the opportunity to review and
comment on the Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the Midtown Neighborhood Preservation
Transportation Plan. According to the information provided, the project consists of a variety
of traffic control measures placed at various locations within the Midtown neighborhood. At this
time SMUD has no comments on this project.
The SMUD contact for information on electrical facilities in this area is Richard Ramirez at
(916) 732-5758. If you have any questions regarding this letter, please contact me at (916) 7326863.
Sincerely,

g.
*chael L. Braun
Environmental Specialist

File 421.11.
MIDTOWN NEIGHBORHOOD.NOP

cc: R. Ramirez

K. Shorey
P. Frost

MS 57
MS 45
MS 30
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PHONE: (916) 457-2264

FAX: (916) 457-329s

Sacramento Area Council of Governments
3000 "S" Street, Suite 303, Sacramento, California 93816

September 30, 1994
Mr. Fred Buderi, Associate Planner
City of Sacramento, Department of Planning & Development
Environmental Services Section
1231 I Street, Room 300
Sacramento, CA 95814

OCT0 51: - t
ENVIIVNMENTAL SERVICES

Dear Mr. Buderi:
The Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG) appreciates the opportunity to
review the Notice of Preparation of a DEIR for the Proposed Midtown Neighborhood
Preservation Transportation Plan (NPTP). SACOG staff has the following comments.
Transportation projects and improvements throughout SACOG's jurisdiction are included
in SACOG's 1993 Metropolitan Transportation Plan, or MTP (November 1993), for which
a Supplemental EIR was prepared and certified by the SACOG Board of Directors. The
Supplemental EIR for the MTP identified potential impacts which may occur as a result
of construction of transportation facilities included in the plan, and recommended several
mitigation measures by which to avoid or reduce those impacts. The Proposed Midtown
Neighborhood Preservation Transportation Plan should also be incorporated into the
MTP considering its potential impacts on the transportation system in Sacramento. A
list of potential impacts and recommended mitigation measures are provided on the
enclosed checklist, "Potential Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures as identified in
the 1993 Metropolitan Transportation Plan." Many of the items presented on our
checklist have been at least identified in the NOP for the Proposed Midtown
Neighborhood Preservation Transportation Plan. SACOG staff recommends that this list
be considered in writing the DEIR in an effort to facilitate inclusion of the Proposed
Midtown Neighborhood Preservation Transportation Plan into the MTP.
In addition, SACOG staff is concerned with three specific issues:
1) If 1990 is to be used as the base case for analysis, reference to 1990 "with the
Plan" is confusing to the reader. A clearer title might be Existing Conditions with
the Plan. Also, every effort should be made to use the most current data available
for evaluating existing conditions.

Lincoln-Rocklin-Rowville • SACRAMENTO COUNTY:Fotsom-Clatt-bleton-Sacramento City • SUTTER COUNTY:Live Oak-Yuba City •
YOLO COUNTY:Davis-West Saeramento-Winters-Woodland • YUBA COUNTY:Marysville-Wheadand

Mr. Fred Buderi

2

September 30, 1994

2)

Both Tasks 2 and 3 in the NOP seem to make some general assumptions about the
travel patterns along Business 80. SACOG staff suggests that the list of ramps
identified in Task 2 for "Peak Hour Freeway Ramp Level of Service Analysis" be
expanded to include the on- and -off ramps for H Street as well as the on- and offramps for P Street. Also, all of the ramps identified should be analyzed for both AM
and PM LOS in order to accurately portray traffic conditions in the project area.

3)

In Task 3 of the NOP, four freeway segments are identified for freeway weaving
analysis. SACOG staff believes that the northbound and southbound Business 80
links should be extended to include the on- and off-ramps at H Street. These
boundaries define a more precise corridor that could be potentially affected by the
NPTP.

SACOG staff would appreciate the opportunity to review the draft EIR upon its
completion.
Again, thank you for the opportunity to review the Notice of Preparation for the Proposed
Midtown Neighborhood Preservation Transportation Plan. Should you have any
questions or need clarification, please call Ken Hough of my staff at (916) 457-2264.
Sincer ly,

MICHAEL HOFFACKE
Executive Director
MH:FH:bb
Enclosure
cc: Ken Hough, SACOG Planning Manager

sAshared\proiectNenvdocrAtiptixev.Itr

POTENTIAL PROJECT IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES
AS IDENTIFIED IN THE 1993 METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION PLAN SEIR
Name of Proiect

Proposed Midtown Neighborhood Preser- Date of Review Sept. 30, 1994
vation Transportation Plan (NPTP)

Type of Document Notice of Preparation
Impact/Mitigation not applicable to proposed project
X = Impact/Mitigation adequately addressed in the document
• = Impact/Mitigation not adequately addressed in the document; SACOG recommends that
the project proponent include these measures, where appropriate.

NA =

Bold-faced notes throughout the checklist refer

to the subject environmental

document
POPULATION AND HOUSING
1. Impact: Displacement or Relocation of Residences and Businesses
Mitigation:
a. Project-specific environmental reviews should include alternative alignments that
reduce or avoid impacts to nearby residents and businesses.
b. Where project-specific reviews identify displacement or relocation impacts that are
unavoidable, state and federal relocation programs should be used to assist eligible
persons to relocate. In addition, construction schedules should be prepared to allow
adequate time for affected commercial and industrial businesses to find and relocate
to adequate substitute sites.
2.

Impact: Disruption of Neighborhood Character

Mitioation:
a. Individual projects should be designed to minimize long-term community disruption
by maintaining access between residential and community services.
LAND USE
3. Impact Impacts to Sensitive Land Uses
Mitigation:
MI=n•

a. Policies regarding facility development should take into consideration potential impacts to schools, parks, and recreation areas. Mitigation measures could include
creating a landscape corridor when passing through a park, providing landscaped
buffer zones when adjacent to schools, or potentially re-routing planned improvements when approaching a sensitive land use.

1

AIR QUALITY
4. Impact: Fugitive Dust Emissions From Construction
Mitigation:
a. Construction equipment should be monitored so that emissions during operation are
minimized.
b. Construction equipment should use low sulfur fuels.
c. Require trucks to maintain freeboard (i.e. the distance between the top of the load
and the top of the truck bed sides).
d. Access roads onto construction sites should be paved or covered with dust
palliatives when applicable to the proposed project.
WATER RESOURCES
5.

Impact: Deoradation of Existino Vernal Pools

Mitigation:
a. Whenever possible, re-route facilities around existing vernal pools to ensure no net
loss of vernal pool acreage, values, or functions. When this is not feasible, require
off-site mitigation at areas approved as "mitigation banks". As a last resort, require
in-kind compensation for the type and functional value of such pools. Any mitigation
of eliminated vernal pools shall, at a minimum, replace lost acreage on a one-to-one
basis.
6.

Impact: Dearadation of Natural Riparian or Marsh Areas

Mit ig ati o n
a. Whenever cut activities are required for a new or expanded facility, slopes should
be constructed to enhance vegetation growth.
b. Use best management practices for siting, construction and operation of transportation improvements, induding controls to limit toxic chemicals from entering receiving
watigs.

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES
7. Impacts: Potential Degradation of Sensitive Habitats and Potential Adverse Impacts to

Endangered and Threatened Species
Mitigation:
a. Carry out all necessary surveys prior to completion of the permit process for specific
projects to determine the actual project-specific biological and ecological impacts
2

and appropriate mitigation measures, as approved by applicable agencies (e.g.
Army Corps of Engineers, Environmental Protection Agency, California Department
of Fish and Game, Fish and Wildlife Service, and/or National Marine Fishery Service).
b. Require surveys as part of the planning process for all species that are candidate,
proposed or listed under the federal and state Endangered Species Acts, and require adequate mitigation for any development that would have an adverse impact
on listed/candidate species.
CULTURAL AND HISTORIC RESOURCES
8.

Impact: Possible Damage Destruction, or Removal of Unrecorded Cultural Resources

Mitigation:
a. Conduct an archeological field survey if a development area is identified as "sensitive." If the field survey and analysis identify significant cultural resources, apply
appropriate mitigation measures as identified by State Historic Preservation Office
(SHPO) and Appendix K of CEQA.
b. Coordinate and develop appropriate policies and mitigation measures with SHPO,
Native American Heritage Commission, and other appropriate Native American
agencies and Native American groups when Native American burial sites are encountered.
AESTHETICS AND VIEWS
9.

Impact: Disruptions to Important View or Adiacent Landforms. Introduction of New Visual Elements in an Existino and Established Landscape and Impacts on Designated or
Eligible Scenic Highways.

Mitigation:
a. Enhance existing environmental design resources or minimizing displacement of
these resources;
b. Minimize negative proximity effects, such as incompatibilities of physical scale;
c. Minimize negative barrier effects, such as impairment of views or disruption of design continuity.
d. Capitalize on opportunities to spatially unify an area.
e. Recontour adjacent landforrns where affected by corridor improvements to provide a
smooth and gradual transition between modified land forms and existing grade to
avoid the appearance of manufactured grading.
f. Recontour cut and fill slopes where feasible to vary the contour to create a more
natural appearance.
3

g. Use berms and landscaping to screen views of the facility.
h. Select landscaping materials that recognize the opportunities for enhancing slope
land form variation, erosion control, and fire retardation, including natural vegetation
in appropriate locations and densities to fit into the natural setting.
i. Consider spilt-level roadways to conform to terrain, and bridges, structures, or tunnels where appropriate.
J. Consider special structural design provisions (such as bridge type selection) to develop architectural design theme for each corridor.
k. Coordinate between implementing agencies (Caftans, cities, counties) and local jurisdictions to apply design review procedures as appropriate and necessary to minimize adverse effects of new construction.
I. In addition to the measures cited above, planned corridors in largely undisturbed
viewsheds should be considered for State or County Scenic Highway designation in
advance of construction. Potentially eligible new corridors in the MTP include the
following:
" Route 70 (Marysville Bypass),
" Route 70 (from the Marysville Bypass to Butte County Line),
" Route 65 (Lincoln Bypass),
A Scenic Highway designation would help ensure that the facilities' alignment, design, and structures, as well as surrounding new development, would be planned
and constructed with a high priority for scenic values.
UTILMES AND SERVICES
10. Impact: Increased Water Needs Resuttina From Transportation Facility Construction/Maintenance
Mitioation:
a. The use of non-potable water is preferred for mixing construction materials, washing
down surfaces, and wetting down dirt-covered surfaces.

4

Vincent Bezdecheck
NPTP Committee Member
2130 H St.
Sacramento, Ca.
448 4710
Fred Buderi, Associate Planner
City of Sacramento Department of Planning and Development
Environmental Services Section
1231 I St., Room 300
Sacramento, Ca. 95814
Dear Mr. Buderi,
Here is my thought summary on the EIR Study for the NPTP Project
Alternative A is not acceptable. As a member of a family of five I can assure you this is not a
suitable environment. This old neighborhood was not created with the auto in mind and so it is
especially vulnerable to its onslaught The placement of the freeway ramps brings into question
Sacramento's planning motives in the 60's. They seem to have been contemptuous of the
resident's safety and of historical preservation.
Alternative B does not fulfill our Community plan. Circles, chokers, and crosswalks have been
•
shown to be ineffective in reducing traffic.
Alternative C may seem worthy of consideration to traffic movers. However, this plan also does
not meet City goals because E and H Streets are designated Residential where traffic is to be
discouraged.
Crosswalks are controversial. Pedestrian Islands are a useless expense. Money would be better
spent on landscaping other traffic calming features. Circles work better in tandem. Around circles
textured concrete skirts would be attractive and could help thwart graffiti. If the Freeport express is
to end at I Street then I think 22 Street might warrant a circle. Also, the traffic lights on 21 and G
and H could be removed as they precipitate many serious accidents and encourage speeding.
In conclusion the NPTP Plan is an elegant solution to both City and Community Plan goals It will
take the reward out of unnecessary trips through this residential neighborhood during the bulk of
the day, then dining rush hours the Plan's few hurdles will seem a small price to pay to bypass any
threatening gridlock on J - N Streets. The Plan also freely allows the driver access to any point in
our neighborhood, business or residential.
S cerely,
/(LL
mcent Bezdedieck

City of Sacramento
Department of Planning and Development
Environmental Services Section
1231 I Street. Room 300
Sacramento, CA 95814

Cttober 9, 1994.

OCT 1 I 1: I

Mien: Fred Buderi, Associate Planner
ENV17:-ONVINTA1 SERViCES

RE: Notice of Preparation
Midtown Neighborhood Preservation Transportation Plan (NPTP)
I received a copy of the NOP and upon carefully reading it, find serveral features that appear to
be a departure from the information presented at the last public meeting on this subject. As I own a
home on G Street between 20th and 21st Street, several of them effect me direct/y. Overall, the plan gives
me great encouragement that after many years, the neighborhood will gain some measure of protection
against the "freeway" conditions that plague residential streets.
• On the map (Attachment B) and on your Project Description - there is no specific indication that
G and H Streets will become two way streets, is this a given?
. 04 G.
• New stop signs at 19th and 20th Streevare placed at intersections that already are ..,"
by the
cross town train. Traffic already backs up regularly at these intersections. Traffic is aLso
the 20th street stop signs in the north -south direction. I do not mind the slowing down of traffic 7:471
caused by the train ( I have always loved the sound of trains), as the train noise covers up traffic
sounds. The additional car exhaust and noise from can revving np after a stop or screeching to a
halt caused by the two new signs is too large a burden on residents and businesses near these
intersections. Please consider traffic slowing mason other than stop signs at these intersections.
• Cultural Resources- Much of the identified area is contained
within the City designated
cultural resource list and
Preservation Area.. The NOP seems only to contain the generic CEQA
phase and in the City's
does not address the historic information already identified in the scoping
own policies.
I hope that great scrutiny will be given equally to the No Project Alternative. The potential impact of that
alternative is one of increasing accidents, slowing down of emergency response due to traffic back up and
most importantly the wearing away of a quality of life for downtown residents that have invested their
savings and their hope in a livable city.

SMCCItiy,
CMnGIS

Deborah C. Condon
2009 G. St
Sacramento, CA 95814

CADA is a joint
powers authority of
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and the
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Authority
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Fred Buderi
Associate Planner
City of Sacramento
Department of Planning & Development
Environmental Services Section
1231 I St., Room 300
Sacramento, CA 95814

CC!' 1 i1. t
V:VF:(LINMeNTAL SERViCES

Re: Notice of Preparation of Draft EIR for Proposed Midtown
Neighborhood Transportation Plan
Dear Fred:
The following are comments regarding the Notice of Preparation (NOP)
of the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) addressing the proposed
Midtown Neighborhood Transportation Plan dated September 9, 1994.
1.

The Land Use, Zoning and Adopted Plans Section should
include the Merged Downtown Sacramento Redevelopment
Plan; Capitol Area Plan; and R Street Land Use Concept
Plan as additional plans and policies for the areas
potentially impacted by the proposed project.

2.

In Item C. of the Land Use, Zoning and Adopted Plans
Section, the last sentence should also address planned
land uses consistent with adopted plant and policies as set
forth in this section.

3.

The 'areas affected by the proposed project needs to be
identified specifically for each potential impact area.

4.

Under Item H. in the Transportation and Circulation Section,
the term 'roadway segments' should be added to impacted
intersections, freeway ramps, and freeway segments. In
addition, feasible mitigation measures should also address
achievement of land use objectives of the adopted plans
and policies set forth in the Land Use, Zoning, and Adopted
Plans Section.

1230 N Street • Suite 200 • Sacramento, CA 95814 • (916) 322-2114 • FAX (916) 441-1804

Fred Buderi
Re: Draft EIR
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Page 2

5.

The listing of study intersections (peak hour) in the
Transportation and Circulation Section should also include
15th/P (A.M./P.M.); 15th/Q (A.M./P.M.); 16th/P (A.M./P.M.);
and 16th/Q (A.M./P.M.)

6.

In Item B. of the Air Quality Section, the last sentence
should include reference to 'areas potentially impacted by
the proposed project' due to changes in traffic patterns,
volumes, and speeds resulting from the proposed project.

7.

In Item B. of the Noise Section, there should also be
identification of impacts created by the proposed project in
'areas potentially impacted by the proposed project' due to
changes in traffic patterns, volumes, and speeds resulting
from the proposed project.

Please contact me at (916) 322-2114 should you have any questions or
need additional information regarding the comments noted above.
Please continue to include the Capitol Area Development Authority
(CADA) on your distribution list for the proposed Midtown Neighborhood
Transportation Plan. Information should be sent to Andrew J. Plescia,
Deputy Director of Planning and Development, CADA, 1230 N Street,
Suite 200, Sacramento, CA 95814.
Sincerely,

. PLESCIA
..ANDR
.iDeputøirector of Planning & Development

AJP:Icti
cc: Paul Schmidt, MA
Chief Deputy Director

Regional
Transit

I

OCH

Sacramento Regional
Transit District
Public Transit Agency
ono Eau°, Opportunity Employer

Moiling Address:
P.O. Box 2110
Sacramento. CA 95812-2110
Administrative Office:
14(0 29th Street
Sacramento. CA 95816
(916) 321-2800
in* Si. lIgni Raft Stcmon/
Bus X38.50.67.68)

Light Roil Office:
2700 Academy Way
Sacramento, CA 95815
(916)648-8400
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Fred Buderi
Project Manager
CITY OF SACRAMENTO
Environmental Services Division
1231 I Street, Room 301
Sacramento CA 95814
NAME OF DEVELOPMENT: Midtown Neighborhood Preservation
Transportation Plan
CONTROL NUMBER:

N/A

TYPE OF DOCUMENT:

Notice of Preparation of a DEIR

DATE RECEIVED AT RT:

September 21, 1994

STAFF COMMENTS:
Regional Transit (RI) staff has reviewed the Notice of Preparation of a
Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Proposed Midtown
Neighborhood Preservation Transportation Plan (NPTP). We offer the
following comments:
RT currently provides service on F Street via route 34 and on J, L and
Capitol via routes 30, 31, 32, and 36. These routes mainly provide
connecting service between East Sacramento and various downtown
generators and light rail stations. Service is provided 7 days a week from
approximately 6:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m. In addition, several other RT
routes pass briefly through the general vicinity of NPTP study area.
Enclosed is a copy of RVs most recent schedules for the aforementioned
routes.
RT emphasizes its support for a coordinated transportation and traffic
management process which complements the long-range transportation
goals of this region set forth in the City's General Plan and RTs Transit
Master Plan.

Fred Buderi
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RT understands that the traffic control measures which are presented in the NPTP are
designed to discourage through traffic and excessive speeds. However, as we have
commented previously, .RT believes that traffic management strategies must be coupled
with strategies to improve overall mobility throughout all existing and planned land uses.
Transit can play an important role in mitigating the impacts of the conflict between
pedestrians and automobiles in the study area. Specifically, priority treatment of the
transit system in the traffic stream is of particular importance because the benefits from
such policies are shared commonly. These include congestion relief, enhanced mobility
and improved air quality. Improved transit service, in combination with traffic
management strategies, could potentially reduce the volume of trips made by auto while
also reducing auto speeds.
RT has commented extensively on the NPTP during its development. As noted in our
previous correspondence to City staff (copies enclosed), RTs specific concerns focus
on several issues:

•

Significant bus route changes may be required as .part of the plan, which will
restrict the operation of the current RT service on F street. This could result in
slower bus travel times, which would in turn, reduce the convenience of transit
service for many residents, decrease schedule adherence, and increase
operating costs.

•

Increased automobile traffic on J, L streets and Capitol Avenue will have a
negative impact on bus service, including schedule adherence and operational.
safety.

•

Access for midtown residents to . bus service could become more difficult,
especially for elderly and disabled patrons.

Based on these concerns, RT requests that the Transportation and Circulation analysis
section in the DEIR include a thorough discussion on the potential impacts the
proposed NPTP will have upon transit service. Issues such as increased traffic
congestion, reduced schedule adherence, operational safety, ridership and additional
capital and operating costs to RT should be analyzed. The DEIR should examine a
range of all reasonable alternatives and identify transit supportive mitigation measures.

Fred Buderi
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Specifically, the DEIR should address:
1)

The impact of proposed additional stop signs or traffic signals upon transit
operations. As RT has previously noted, traffic stop sign or signal delays can
increase transit travel times. A feasible mitigation measure could include traffic
signals with preemption devices for transit vehicles.

2)

The impact of proposed street configuration changes, including intersection
portals, street half closures, and conversions from two-way to one-way flow. A
feasible mitigation measure could include priority treatment of transit service via
an exclusive traffic lane (perhaps as a "contraflow" lane) for transit vehicles.

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on this Notice of Preparation.
If you have any questions regarding this matter, please contact me at 321-2866 or
Azadeh Doherty, Planner at 321-2860.
Sincerely,

feJ.el,/,__JDA-to
Anthony J. Palmere
Planning Manager
Enclosures
Azadeh Doherty, Planner, RT
c:

sacRamenTo ReGionaL_

TRansiT DISTRICT

MAILING ADDRESS: P.O. BOX 2110 • SACRAMENTO CA 95812 .2110 • 916 321•2800

March 3, 1993
Scot Mende
Senior Planner
CITY OF SACRAMENTO
Department of Planning and Community Development
1231 I Street, Room 300
Sacramento CA 95814

RE: Draft Final Report - Evaluation of Midtown Neighborhood
Preservation Transportation Plan
Dear Mr. Mende:
Regional Transit (RT) appreciates the opportunity to review and
comment on the above referenced document.
Although the overall urban density may be similar in midtown
Sacramento, the historical development of transit service on the
local street network has created travel patterns which are unique
and are well established.
The traffic management and restraint plans which are prepared as
part of the Midtown Neighborhood Preservation Transportation Plan
(MNPTP) request unconditional transit route alignment
modifications. No specific consideration has been given to the
negative impacts these changes may have on transit service quality,
passenger convenience or possible additional operating costs
compelled upon RT. In addition, RT is concerned that traffic
management plans which restrict transit vehicles and reduce transit
accessibility to the neighborhood does not necessarily achieve the
goals set by the MNPTP.
In order to compete with automobile travel time, RT envisions a
grid transit system network in Sacramento which stresses directness
of service and an increase in operating speeds. Any interference
which causes bus delays and passenger inaccessibility only
discourages the usage of public transit and promotes the use of
single occupant vehicles. RT believes that priority treatment of
the transit system in the traffic stream is of particular
importance because the benefits from such policies are commonly
shared in this region. These include improved air quality,
increased mobility and energy conservation.

Scot Mende
CITY OF SACRAMENTO
March 3, 1993
Page 2

For example, reserved transit lanes in combination with parking
management strategies in the Central Business District can
effectively reduce traffic volumes, reduce 'automobile travel speeds
and improve public safety.
RT emphasizes its support for a transportation and traffic
management process which complements the long range transportation
goals of this region set forth in RT's Draft Transit Master Plan.
In addition, RT recognizes that we can no longer afford to
concentrate on the operational problems of one location without
considering the overall mobility, environmental and energy problems
of this region.
If you have any additional questions, please contact Azadeh
Doherty, Planner at 321-2860.
Sincerely,

Debra Jones
Senior Planner
c: Azadeh Doherty, Planner, RT
Thomas K. Ragland, CH2M HILL

1••

saCRamenTo ReGionaLTRansiT DISTRICT •
MAILING ADDRESS: P.O. BOX 2110 • SACRAMENTO CA 95812-2110 • 916 321-2800

August 25, 1992
Scot Mende
Senior Planner
CITY OF SACRAMENTO
Department of Planning & Community Development
1231 I Street, Room 300
Sacramento CA 95814
RE: Midtown Neighborhood Preservation Transportation Plan
Technical Memorandum No. 1
Dear Mr. Mende:
Sacramento Regional Transit District (RT) staff has reviewed the
above referenced document. I apologize for the delay in responding
to your request for comments. RT would like to focus our comments
on "Table 2 - NPTP Potential Improvements".
Table 2 lists several-potential improvements to intersections
located on F, J and L Streets which should be further evaluated for
their impact upon transit operations. For example, where
additional stop signs or traffic signals are proposed as
intersection improvements, the effect of the location of additional
traffic control in relation to bus stops should be analyzed.
Traffic stop sign or signal delays can increase travel times. RT
recommends that the impacts upon operating costs and passenger
convenience be analyzed. We would further recommend that, at a
minimum, any new traffic signals include preemption devices for
transit vehicles.
RT is concerned that the physical improvements which are proposed
for F Street will have an adverse impact upon transit. Route 34,
which serves this corridor, ranks as RT's third highest in average
daily ridership. The intersection portals and street half closures
which are proposed would severely constrain transit operations in
this corridor. In addition, the proposed conversions from two-way
to one-way flow at selected intersections on F Street could also
have an adverse impact upon transit if buses must be rerouted for
one block. RT recommends that a contraf low curb lane for transit
vehicles be evaluated as a mitigatiori for the impact of such
conversions.
•

Scot Mende
August 25, 1992
Page 2

Thank you for the opportunity to comment upon Technical Memorandum
No. 1. We hope that the study will address the issues that we have
included in this letter.
Sincerely,

Y/0-/aAJnAtz
Debra Jones
Senior Planner
c:

Luther Freeman, Director of Planning & Marketing, RT

sacRamenTo ReGIOnaLTRansiT DISTRICT
MAILING ADDRESS: P.O. BOX 2110 • SACRAMENTO CA 95812-2110 • 916 321-2800

October 2, 1992
Scot Mende
Senior Planner
CITY OF SACRAMENTO
Department of Planning & Community Development
1231 I Street, Room 300
Sacramento CA 95814
RE: Midtown Neighborhood Preservation Transportation Plan
Revised Technical Memorandum No. 1 and 2
Dear Mr. Mende:
Sacramento Regional Transit District (RT) staff has reviewed the
above referenced document. We have the following comments:
Key Findinas, page 11
Reference is made to RT bus routes. The information provided is
no' accurate. In the midtown area, RT operates on F, J and L
Streets, not E, H, or I Streets, as referenced in the document.
Please refer to the enclosed map for further information.
RT is concerned with the findings presented in these memoranda,
which suggest that bus routes would be relocated to streets south
of J Street. Route #34, which serves this corridorranks as RT_Is
third highest in_average_daily ridership. It should be noted that
raii Transit provides service as an alternate mode of
transportation for persons in the F Street corridor. Rerouting
buses to a street south of J Street would place these passengers at
some distance from their destination. The inconvenience to these
passengers would be severe in magnitude. Therefore, rerouting RT
bus service is not a feasible solution.
RT would recommend that the consultant assess the operating cost
impacts, schedule adherence impacts, and the inconvenience to
passengers (as measured in increased in-vehicle travel time) of the
proposed traffic improvements, in order to determine feasible
mitigation measures for transit operations.
In addition, RT would like to reiterate several points which should
be considered by the consultant that we presented to you in our
letter of August 25, 1992.
1) RT would like to see an analysis of the effect of the
location of additional traffic control in relation to bus
stops, particularly where additional stop signs or traffic

Scot Mende
CITY OF SACRAMENTO
October 2, 1992
Page 2
signals are proposed as intersection improvements.
2) RT recommends that, at a minimum, any new traffic signals
include preemption devices for transit vehicles.
3) RT is concerned that the intersection portals and street
half closures in the F Street corridor will have an adverse
impact upon transit. In addition, the proposed conversions
from two-way to one-way flow at selected intersections on F
Street could also have an adverse impact upon transit if buses
must be rerouted. RT recommends that a contraf low curb lane
for transit vehicles be evaluated as a mitigation for the
impact of such conversions.
Thank you for the opportunity to comment upon these revised
Technical Memoranda. We are pleased to participate in this
project, and will be happy to work with you and the consultant to
develop traffic solutions that can work cooperatively with transit.
14,

Sincerely,

Debra Jones
Senior Planner
c: Luther Freeman, Director of
Thomas K. Ragland, CH2M HILL

•

Planning &

Marketing, RT

Oti

•

CHARLES E. SHOEMAKER
CHARLES O. GREENLAW
P.O. Box 2141
Sacramento. CA 95812
(9161 457-1813; 457-6022
October 9, 1994

CIVIVINVINIAL SERV iCES

NOTICE TO:
Mr. Fred Buderi
Associate Planner, Environmental Services Section
City of Sacramento, Department of Planning and Development
1231 I Street, Room 300
Sacramento, California 95814
Mr. William Edgar
City Manager
City of Sacramento
915 T Street
Sacramento, CA 95814
Mayor and City Council
City of Sacramento
ATTN: Ms. Valerie Burrowes
City Clerk
915 I Street, 3rd Floor
Sacramento, CA 95814
AND NOTICE TO: All interested persons, including any contractor,
consultant, preparer, or other person hired, retained, employed, or
otherwise engaged by The City of Sacramento to prepare or assist in
the preparation of an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) on the
Midtown, Neighborhood Preservation, Transportation Plan (NPTP)
SUBJECT: FAILURE OF THE NOTICE OF PREPARATION (HOP) OF A DRAFT
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT (EIR) DATED SEPTEMBER 9, 1994
411CLUDWAND PROVIDE FOR THE STUDY OF SPECIFIC AND
/FLAIL!' PERSONS AND NEIGHBORHOODS OUTSIDE THE PROPOSED
ARZ&A OR "PROJECT AREA" AND WHICH ARE IMPACTED BY

ZIGRIOIROOD PRESERVATION TRANSPORTATION PLAN (NPTP)
IC,DIVERSIOM PROJECT.
The undersigned in response to the subject hot ice of
preparation submit the following comments that 'call attention to
the presently inadequate EIR scope and set forth examples of
additional features of study indispensable to a proper report.

I. STATEMENTS OF PRINCIPLE
The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires
that an Environmental Impact report (EIR) discover and evaluate
negative environmental impacts which are a consequence of the
project. Positive impacts, however, are taken for granted.
It is well established that consequential negative impacts
occur in locations at some distance from where a diversion project's
works of construction are actually sited. Such negative impacts
indeed may primarily occur in locations different than those
locations intended to be benefitted by the project.
As an example, a dam is erected to divert river water into a
new canal system to irrigate and benefit heretofore arid land. The
land and existing irrigation system downstream from the diversion
Site will receive no construction as part of this project and
therefore is excluded from the designated "project area". Certainly
these downstream locations will be impacted by loss of the diverted
water. Failure to discover and evaluate all such impacts in the
downstream locations would defeat the purpose of the project EIR.
In another example, the other way around: A diversion dam
and short canal is erected to divert unwanted river flow so that
downstream waterways and properties are spared the disadvantages of
high water. But the diverted water is now discharged onto lands that
are not prepared for nor protected from the impacts of this new
inundation. No works of construction to protect these heretofore
unflooded lands are intended. Therefore this newly impacted
territory is excluded from the designated "project area". Again,
failure to discover and evaluate impacts of diverted water outside
the designated "project area" defeats the purpose of the project EIR.
In these two river examples, besides the interests of
affected property and inhabitants, there is also the well-recognized
interest held by the fish and other wildlife to which the river
itself is a habitat and a route of migration between breeding grounds
and feeding grounds---which usually are outside the "project area".
Projects involving the obstruction and diversion of rivers therefore
must always include a study of impacts on those who need the waterway
as an essential means of travel.

II. THIS TRAFFIC DIVERSION PROJECT
The instant Neighborhood Preservation project (NPTP)
similarly has the primary purpose of causing a major diversion, not
of river water as in the examples, but the diversion of existing
vehicular traffic flow away from a certain designated neighborhood.
This diversion is to be accomplished by constructing physical
barriers and flow-impeding works at the boundaries of and within the
neighborhood to be benefitted. This neighborhood has been designated
the "project area". The diversions to be constructed in Midtown will
obstruct the passage of those whose daily lives take them from East
Sacramento, outside the "project area," to Downtown, on the opposite
side of the "project area," and back again.

-7-

The NPTP p roject is openly based on the belief that existing
vehicular traffic flows negativel y impact the "project area"
neighborhood and on the belief that diversion of such flows is
therefore beneficial. To the extent that such beliefs are valid, it
follows that diversion of traffic flows into adjoining neighborhoods
outside the "project area" causes correspondingly harmful impacts to
those places.
The fact that unwanted traffic diverted from one location
simply reappears as unwanted traffic in another location has already
been accepted by the courts with regard to diversion of traffic from
the main street running through this very "project area:"
"To the extent that traffic is rerouted
from H Street, it must be routed onto another
street or highway. ... Every resident on a city
street would be happier if traffic were sent
to someone else's neighborhood."
...

Friends of H Street v City of Sacramento
[October 21, 1993] 20 Cal App, 4th 152, 158.
(Review denied by Supreme Court on 1-20-94) .

III. DISCUSSION OF SPECIFIC INADEQUACIES
The focus and scope of environmental impact studies for the
NPTP as set forth in the City's Notice of Preparation of Draft EIR
dated September 9, 1994 remains entirely inadequate.
First, the
focus is misdirected toward the intentionally benefitted Midtown
"project area" where the so-called "improvements" are to be
constructed. Instead, focus and scope should be directed primarily
at the adjoining neighborhoods identified in the map labeled
"ATTACHMENT A: LOCATION MAP" which wrongfully limits the "study area"
to the Central City.
These adjoining neighborhoods include those shown on
"ATTACHMENT A: LOCATION MAP" as: South Natomas, North Sacramento,
Arden-Arcade, East Sacramento, East Broadway, and Land Park. Of
these, East Sacramento, which closely adjoins the improperly limited
Central City-"Study Area," appears to be the most heavily impacted,
both by impacts due to diverted traffic and by impacts to the
traveling public whose presently safe and efficient routes of travel
are to be denied them.
In particular, residents and business owners in East
Sacramento since 1990 have repeatedly voiced their concerns to the
City of Sacramento regarding the adverse affects of the traffic
diversion features of the NPTP.
Reports of Deakin, Harvey, and
Skabardonis in 1991, K. D. Anderson Transportation Engineers later in
1991, and CH2M Hill in 1993, all identified numerous impacts on
surrounding neighborhoods that would result from the traffic
diversions of the NPTP.

And on May 5 , 1994, Mr. Charles 0. Greenlaw notified the
City of Sacramento by letter of deficiencies in the focus, scope, and
content of the subject EIR as given in the initial Draft Request for
Proposal dated April 27, 1994. [That letter with its enclosures is
hereby fully incorporated by reference into this response to the
subject Notice of Preparation of EIR . dated September 9, 1994.)
While there have been some nominal adjustments in the scope
of the EIR since that draft RFP of April 27, 1994, there still
remains the failure to extend the "study area" beyond the Central
City "project area" so as to specifically and expressly include by
name and boundary all the surrounding impacted areas and persons
already well-known to be affected. As it now stands, the focus and
scope of the EIR treats these surrounding impacted areas and the
people who circulate on the streets therein as unimportant.
In 1993 the City of Sacramento examined environmental
impacts associated with its Downtown Master Control System Project, a
traffic circulation project encompassing the same "project area" as
in this NPTP. A Negative Declaration was issued by Carol L. Branan,
Environmental Services Manager. Page 4 of that declaration under
"Introduction" stated that "One of the goals stated in the City
General Plan is to create a street system which will ensure the safe
and efficient movement of people and goods within and through
communities and to other areas in the City and region." This City
declaration went on to explain how these City General Plan objectives
are upheld by the Master Signal project.
In contrast, the Neighborhood Preservation Transportation
Plan is on its face totally inconsistent and counterproductive to
the City General Plan goal set forth above. As with the fish and
wildlife whose migratory needs are impacted by obstructions and
diversions of waterways, the movement of people and goods within and
through 'communities and to other areas in the City and region are
impacted by this project's intent to obstruct and divert traffic.
The full extent of such impacts on drivers and others who use the
streets must be specifically studied and made a prominent part of the
EIR. The EIR,'at present, glaringly omits consideration of the
•
circulating public.

The City of Sacramento itself has conceded; in its August
10, 1994 presentation of the new Central City Transportation
Strategic Plan, that the existing Central City and General Plans are
inadequate to- reconcile transportation needs with neighborhood
preservation: "... these plans do not provide the focused
transportation analysis necessary to balance future mobility needs
with ... neighborhood preservation in the Central City Area." This
statement shows that the EIR must consider All impacts to the
circulation system as a result of this Neighborhood Preservation
project and not be limited as in Attachment C to the Notice of
Preparation of a Draft EIR, dated September 9, 1994.
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IV. CONCLUSION
Despite alread y knowing of the potential adverse impacts of
the NPTP on those outside the so-called "project area", the City of
Sacramento nevertheless prepared a Notice of Preparation of a Draft
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) which fails to specifically include
such impacted persons and neighborhoods as part of its necessary
environmental study. This failure is not only shocking but unless
corrected will constitute a violation of the California Environmental
Quality Act [CEQA.]

DATED:

0 4—C "-C( /19F4l
BY:

,

.41/ 1.1.446s

CHARLES E. HOEMAKER

CHARLES 0. GREENLAW

/

STATE OF CALIFORNIA — THE RESOURCE3 AODICT

POT WILSON. Gover,.

DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION
802 'N' Street
Sacramento, Calif. 95814

OC T 1
Fred Buderi, Associate Planner
City of Sacramento, Department of Planning &
Environmental Services Section
1231 I Street Room 300
Sacramento CA 95814

DERWTVETT1*

SERViCES

October 13, 1994
Dear Mr. Buderi,
The Draft Midtown Neighborhood Preservation Transportation
Plan identifies traffic control changes adjacent to two State
Historic Parks in the midtown Sacramento area.
L Street between 23rd and 27th streets. Zebra crosswalk at 26th
and 27th and L and a new traffic signal at 23rd and L.
These additions are on a street bordering Sutter's Fort State
Historic Park. The California Department of Parks and Recreation
supports all three of these additions.
I am, however, requesting

notification

of any modifications

to this particular portion of the plan. Recently a bus stop was
moved from the west side of 26th and L to the east side of 26th and
L, at the request of a new housing development. While this move
did not prove a problem to our operation, and we would have
supported it, I am concerned that this move was accomplished
without prior notification of this office. This change resulted in
a loss of parking for park visitors. Parking continues to be a
concern for our service delivery, and any further impacts on
parking availability around Sutter's Fort State Historic Park and

the California State Indian Museum in all probability will not be
acceptable to us.
I Street Between 16th and 29th Streets. Half-street closures at
16th and_Vri. Streets and H.
The ltif-street closure at 16th and H is adjacent to the
Governor's Mansion State Historic Park. The California Department
of Parks and Recreation supports this closure as long as there is
no change in the bus parking and public parking which is provided
in front of the Mansion on H Street. This parking is critical to
the daily visitor services at the Governor's Mansion State Historic
Park.

II
II
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this plan. Please
add my name and address to your mailing list for further updates.
Thank you!
Sincerely,

(64022.
cqueline Ball
Park Superintendent
Gold Rush Historic Sites
802 "N" Street
Sacramento, CA, 95814
cc: Ron Brean
Bob Basura
John Zillig
Mike Tucker

1

1

STATE OF CALIFORNIA — BUSINESS, TRANSPORTATION AND ROUSING AGENCY

PETE WILSON, Govern

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
DISTRICT 3, SACRAMENTO
P. O. BOX 942874-MS 41
SACRAMENTO, CA 94274-0001
TOO (916) 741-4509
FAX (916) 323-7669
Telephone (916) 327-3859

October 20, 1994

FSAC178
Midtown Neighborhood Preservation
Transportation Plan
NOP
03-SAC-5/16/51

Mr. Fred Buderi
Associate Planner
City of Sacramento
Department of Planning and Development
Environmental Services Section
1231 I Street, Room 300
Sacramento, CA 95814
Dear Mr. Buderi:
Caltrans has reviewed the Notice of Preparation for a Draft
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) on the Midtown Neighborhood Preservation
Transportation Plan and we have the following comments:
•

The altering of traffic flow on G and H Streets will divert traffic to
other, already congested roadways, including State Route (SR) 51
(Business 80), SR 160, SR 50 and Interstate 5. This will lead to higher
levels of traffic congestion, create safety problems and higher air
quality impacts than currently occur.

•

The traffic analysis for the DEIR should include a review of the impacts
from and to the following projects:

•

•

SP Railyard and Richards SPA
"Capitol Towers Project
7 R Street Corridor Redevelopment Plan
. - Exposition Boulevard extension to SR 160
•Attorney General Office
Federal Court Building

Additional ramps to those mentioned in the HOP which should be evaluated
are:
Westbound SR 50 at 16th Street for the AM peak hour
Westbound SR 51 (Business 80) /SR 50 merge, with weave to 16th
off for the AM peak hour.

Mr. Fred Buderi
October 20, 1994
Page 2

•

Use caution if peak hour mainline volumes are derived from Annual
Average Daily Traffic (AADT). Mainline peak hour volumes should reflect
current peak hour field counts.

•

The following are significant impacts which will need to be addressed
for each location:
Any degradation in existing mainline LOS for the following freeway
segments: SR 50 (from the 1-5 Interchange to SR 51), SR 51 (from
the SR 50 Interchange to the American River Bridge), and SR 160
(the 15th, 16th Street and the freeway) segments.
Off-ramps with queues that extend (back-up) onto the freeway
through lanes for the freeway sections mentioned above.
Possible impacts to I-5 should be addressed. If none exist, state
this in the DEIR.

•

All feasible mitigation measures should be considered including the
following:
Ramp metering at all freeway onramps within and in close proximity
to the Midtown NPTP area.
IVHS technology such as changeable message signs and surveillance
equipment that can identify areas of severe congestion and suggest
alternative routes to the driving public.

•

Successful evaluation of traffic impacts for this project will require
proper application of HCM methodology. Enclosed is a summary of
appropriate procedures and their location in the 1985 Highway Capacity
Manual.

•

Other impacts that should be addressed:
Changes in traffic patterns will impact noise levels at different
locations. This impact may be significant and should be examined.
Air quality impacts will take place. The changes in traffic patterns
and the placement of traffic control devices in some areas may cause
"hot spots" for carbon monoxide. A location of specific concern is the
addition of stop signs near Washington School.

•

Any work required within Caltrans right of way will require an
encroachment permit. This work should be specifically included in the
DEIR or additional environmental work may be required prior to any
permit being issued by Caltrans. For questions or assistance regarding
encroachment permits, please contact Bill Smith at (916) 741-4408.

Mr. Fred Buderi.
October 20, 1994
Page 3

•

We will arrange a meeting with representatives from the City of
Sacramento, your city's traffic consultant, and Caltrans to discuss some
of these issues.
Please send us a copy of the DEIR when it becomes available.
If you have any questions, please call Tom Meyers at (916) 323-0543.
Sincerely,

(37:-4,14.4
JEFFREY PULVERMAN, Chief
Office of Transportation Planning Metropolitan
Enclosure

PVT WILSON. Gamma.

STAY! O CAUFORNIA—STATE AND CON6UM191 SEIP4103 AGENCY

DEPARTMENT OF GENERAL SERVICES
OR Of PROJECT DEVELOPMENT AND MANAGEMENT
400 R STREET, SUITE 5100
SACRAMENTO, CA 95114

October 25, 1994

Mr. Fred Buderi, Associate Planner
City of Sacramento, Department of Planning 8 Development
Environmental Services Section
1231 1 Street, Room 300
Sacramento, CA 95814
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Dear Mr. Buderi:
This letter is in response to the Notice of Preparation (NOP) of a Draft Environmental Impact Report
(DEIR) addressing the Environmental Effects of the Proposed Midtown Neighborhood Preservation
Transportation Plan. Please excuse the delay in sending this response to your office. The
Department of General Services is interested in the Midtown Neighborhood Preservation
Transportation Plan because the proposed traffic control study boundaries are in dose proximity to
the statutorily designated Capitol Area (bounded by L, R, 5th and 17th Streets).
The Department of 'General Services is responsible for administration of the Capitol Area Plan
(CAP), and manages development of state office facilities within area boundaries. Enclosed is a
copy of the 1993 CAP assessment that may be helpful in your analysis. Because the potential
exists for elements of the CAP to be affected by the components of the proposed Midtown
Neighborhood Preservation Transportation Plan, it is of mutual interest to the State and City to
continue to coordinate planning efforts and development activities. Department of General Services
staff can be of assistance by providing information for the study on transportation and state
employee commute patterns in the Capitol Area vicinity. We would appreciate being kept informed
on the progress of this project
Please include this office on the distribution list for further notifications, environmental impact reports
and planning documents. If you have any questions, contact Anne Garbeff, Senior Planner, at
3248432.

Sincerely,

fidtA
Robert A. Slap
Project Development Unit
Enclosures
FtAS:RT:ma

WHERE WE'VE BEEN — WHERE WE ARE — WHERE WERE GOING

March 22, 1993
Scott Mende
1231 I Street. Room 301
Sacramento CA 95814
Dear Scott,
The Historic Boulevard Park Committee was created to research, promote and strengthen the identity of
Boulevard Park in order to preserve and protect the area and its homes for the enjoyment of present and
future generations. Recently we have begun an effort to nominate the original subdivision as a National
Register District. While the area already is a city designated preservation area, listing in the National
Register will recognize Boulevard Park as a place of national significance.
As the environmental process is begun for the Neighborhood Preservation Traffic Plans, we would like
to inform you that the because Boulevard Park is a locally designated preservation area, plans affecting
historic resources in the area are subject to the protections provided by the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA). Our successful nomination to the National Register will emphasize this point. We

request that a full environmental review of all project alternatives, including no project, be performed
relating how traffic volume and noise will affect the historic character of the district.
Recently, we have begun to establish some guidelines for sidewalk replacement. We made a presentation
to the Design Review Board on Wednesday. March 17, 1993, where we expressed a concern about the
way in which the city has been replacing sidewalks, especially at the street corners. We showed how
some of the original planters in the area have been covered over with concrete. Our preference would be
to have replacement corners that include planters as originally designed.
We have similar concerns about the designs for the proposed traffic devices in the Neighborhood
Preservation Traffic Plans. The drawings in the latest report indicate that open areas are to be filled with
concrete. We would prefer to see the original planters retained, since they will enhance the overall
streetscape. Before the plans are finalized, please reconsider having more planter space at the street
corners.
We would further request that all of the designs for the new traffic control devices be submitted for
review of the Design Review Board. As we homeowners in preservation districts are required to submit
our home improvement plans for Design Review, the city should be having the NPTP reviewed by this
board as well. Inadvertently bypassing the Design Review process could be used in a legal challenge
against the implementation of this plan.

Sincerely,

e *-- Co air, Historic Boulevard Park Committee
Edward J. Co
cc: Richard Hastings, Preservation Director
Dennis Tsuboi, Chair, Design Review Board
Historic Boulevard Park Committee, em Edward J. Cox, 2118 E Street, Sacramento, California, 95816 (916) 442-7407

ARCHITECT
Edward J. Cox
2118 E Street
Sacramento
California
9581 6
(916)442-7407

3/22/93
Scott Mende
1231 I Street, Room 301
Sacramento, CA 95814
RE: Comments for the Report on the Midtown Neighborhood Preservation
Traffic Plan
Dear Scott,
I just recently read the February,1993 report on the Neighborhood
Preservation Traffic Plan (NPTP), and have prepared a number of
comments. Overall, I am very concerned about the thoroughness of this
report. With all of the potential for legal challenges that surround traffic in this
part of the city, I feel the city cannot afford to make any mistakes, and that
every effort should be made to keep this report objective and factual.
The following comments refer to specific pages as printed in the report:
Figure 1
This map is NOT the plan that was presented to the public on September 14,
1992. Locations 13 and 26 should be intersection portals, not the half
closures as indicated.
Page ES-7
The input from Midtown listed on this page does not include the positive
feedback from the community about the plan. There are many people who
feel this plan is a good thing. Since the topic is called 'input', and not
'criticism', this discussion should include both positive and negative points
of view. Please note that on page 5-1, there is a discussion of "strong
support" regarding the view of midtown residents.
Another point of view that is missing from this discussion is the concern from
the community on how long we have had to wait to get this plan
implemented. As indicated on page ES-1, we have been working on this for
10 years!

3/22/93
The third bullet point discusses the fire department's concern for mobility of
trucks. Why is this even an issue, when the parenthetical note afterwards
indicates this to be a moot point?
How can Caltrans know there is a significant negative impact from this plan
when page ES-5 states that such impacts were not qualitatively analyzed
for this report.' Caltrans is speculating these effects, and isn't using
quantifiable data. Speculation should not be a basis for recommending
alternative 1, as was done on ES-10. With or without the NPTP, Table 5-2
clearly indicates that 16th Street is expected to have excessive volume, so
why should this be such a big deal to Caltrans? The projected numbers are
so close that it wouldn't make any difference. The issue that Caltrans ought
to be concerned about is the continued urban sprawl without aggressive
promotion of alternative transportation.
Page ES-10
The first point under "Required Actions..." indicates that business owners
must have the use of residential streets to access their business. What ever
happened to the midtawn resident's right to having less disturbing traffic
caused by businesses? What kind of land use was here first anyway?
Point number 3, the word should be in not 'ism.
Page ES-11
The one-way blocks can cause a longer response time, but this shouldn't
mean that they should be completely eliminated at all costs. There should be
a discussion about acceptable increases in response time based on
statistical data, not speculation. I am concerned that this has been
overlooked, even when I verbally brought this up at the September, '92
workshop.
Perhaps a comparison to high density neighborhoods that inherently have
diversions, like Campus Commons ought to be made. What is the average
response time for Campus Commons? What would the response time in
Midtown if the NPTP were implemented? How does that compare to
response times we have today?
Page 1-3
"City staff will provide the environmental assessment based on the findings
of this study.' I would hope that some of the so-called 'findings' will be
based on fact and not speculation. Note the discussions on page 4-3 calls
for more analysis. Also please see my discussion on page 4-11 below.
Page 3-7
Please clarify how having an unwarranted stop sign will deteriorate safety
and LOS.
Page 4-7

2

3/22/93
If your objective is to create a plan that provides for an "adequate response
time`, this ought to be quantified and the proposed conditions simulated.
There is more speculation than objectivity pertaining to police and fire
concerns.
Page 4-8
How can we know how to quantify police concerns, when there is no
standard to measure the significance of their concerns? If we used their
ideal situation, they would want unlimited access (i.e. an empty parking lot).
The fact is that the police are part of the solution to enforcing our laws.
Another part is the self-governing aspect of a community that is allowed to
develop its own self respect—a by-product of making livable residential
communities free from oppressive traffic.
There is nothing here indicating the fire department's concern over the oneway blocks as was claimed on pages ES-7, ES-10 and ES-11. How did the
executive summary come to this conclusion when there is no indication of
this concern on page 4-8.
Page 4-10
If "PT concerns are valid", then why is it stated on page 3-16 the "Impact to
RI operations on J Street are not expected to be significant", `The potential
extent of impact on PT operations on these streets can not be precisely
determined
and "rerouting.. .would not be expected to result in problems
related to schedule adherence.'
Page 4-11
The statements on this page are not "findings', they are opinions without
basis in fact. We should not base an environmental analysis on opinions
when it is possible to ascertain facts. Such action could otherwise be legally
challenged.
Thank you for your time.
Sincerely,

ei&
Edward J. Cox, Architect
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Scoping Meeting Minutes

MEETING NOTES (revised 6/22/95)

CialHILL

PROJECT:

Sacramento Midtown NPTP

SUBJECT:

Community Meeting regarding EIR & public involvement

MEETING
DATE:

May 31, 1995

LOCATION:

Ethel McLeod Senior Center
915 27th Street, Sacramento

PANEL:

Fred Buderi/City of Sacramento
Gary Ziegenfuss/City of Sacramento
Steve Cohn/City Council
Lorraine Poggione/CH2M HILL
Bonnie Nixon/Public Affairs Management

ATTENDEES: See attached list

The NPTP EIR community meeting #1 was held as an open forum to address the concerns
and hear suggestions from the citizens in the project area. The 80-100 in attendance included
residents, City staff, and business owners.
Introduction - Steve Cohn
At the introduction of the project, Councilmember Steve Cohn suggested that the participants
keep their comments constructive and solution-related.
For the NPTP project, several City departments are coordinating closely to keep the EIR and
project moving.
City Council has addressed the C Street closure at Blue Diamond and did not approve the
street closure. The Blue Diamond street closure issue will be resolved as a separate project.
There will be one more community meeting at the end of October 1995.
Sacramento has been experiencing a noticeable steady increase in traffic over the last 15
years.
Introduction - Bonnie Nixon (Facilitator)
Bonnie asked the group of participants how they heard of the meeting. Some responses
included posted ads, radio, Sacramento Bee, and door-to-door notices. The purpose, agenda,
and guidelines of the meeting (as described in the attached presentation guide) were
explained.

MEETING NOTES
Page 2
June 26, 1995

History of the NPTP Project - Gary Ziegenfuss
Gary outlined the history of the project as described in the attached presentation guide.
Introduction - Fred Buderi
Fred made it clear that if anyone has questions about the EIR, or the project in general. to feel
free to call him or any of the project team.
In 1993, the initial EIR was initiated, and in 1994, the selection procedure. Fred outlined the
EIR schedule. It was noted that the Public Review (under Task 3) would solicit comments.
The responses to those comments will be incorporated in the Final EIR.
Fred introduced the CH2M HILL team.
Presentation - Lorraine Poggione
Lorraine outlined the project description and geographic boundaries of the project site and
study area. As the scope of the EIR was being presented, several questions from the
participants were asked.
Q: How would the signal timing on J Street be affected?

A: Signal timing on J Street was identified as mitigation during development of the
Refined NPTP and will be carried forward to the EIR.
Q: What would be the affect of traffic noise and/or new signal installations on historic

structures?
A: This will be addressed in the EIR.
Q: What will be the result of traffic circulation near schools and children's crossings?
A: The EIR will look into that.
Q: Will existing signals remain or be moved?

A: There will be no changes to existing signals.
At this point, Alternative A and Alternative B were displayed on the overhead.
Lorraine outlined the study methodology of existing traffic/circulation: roadway, transit, and
bikeway.
Q: Where will there be new bikeways, and how will existing ones be affected?
A: The current bikeways on G and H Streets will remain.

MEETING NOTES
Page 3
June 26, 1995

Q: How large an area is the demand for change relative to the project area?
• A: (Steve Fitzsimons) The area of demand is basically the study area, which is a larger
area than the project area.
At this point, Bonnie invited the panel to answer questions commonly asked, as outlined in
the meeting program guide.
ifi) the Proposed Project?
Q1 : Is there an opportunity to change or mod
A: (Fred Buderi) The purpose of this EIR is to analyze the effects of the agreed plan.
Revisions could occur, e.g., if an impact is significant, mitigation measures can modify
the plan. There must be a specific problem or effect to determine mitigation measures.
Another example is that when the EIR process is complete and the City Council may
decide to modify the proposed NPTP by adding or deleting features that are currently
proposed.
Q: What result would occur if several changes to the project were made?
A: (Fred) More environmental analysis may have to be done.
Q2: How and when is public input being incorporated during the EIR process?
A: (Bonnie) The formal process is open, like this meeting tonight. Also, the Final EIR
community meeting in October 1995. Comments are always welcome. There's also
the 45-day review period of the DEIR in which comments can be made.
Q: Is the Community Meetintin Task 4 before or after the Statement of Findings?
There seems to be an inconsistency in the schedule chart.
A: Before.
Q: Will there be changes made to the project only if they are significant and
approved by the City? What about small, seemingly insignificant, changes? How
can the public have an effect?
A: Write the specifics down and send them to the City of Sacramento.
Q: Please clarify the meaning of the rectangular boxes on the schedule; the legend
does not list them.
A: The rectangular boxes represent the duration of the task item.
Q: Is there anything in the plan to relieve the anxiety pedestrians experience when
crossing 29th and 30th Street along J Street?
A: (Steve Fitzsimons) Althotigh there are measures being taken for pedestrians to
feel more comfortable crossing streets in the Midtown area, these two specific
intersections were not addressed.

MEETING NOTES
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June 26, 1995

Q: What if the measures taken will not significantly accomplish the intended result
after completion? What can be done? (The emphasis of the question appeared to
be that the Refined NPTP as it appears now does not fully reflect the proponents'
intentions, and therefore the questioner wanted to know if additional changes
could be made.)
A: (Fred) One alternative was to increase the traffic diversion and use other types of
diversions to reduce speed & flow problems.
A: (Lorraine) By approval of the proposed project, that means the project objectives
are met.
Q: Will the EIR be discussing the less significant and the beneficial impacts?
A: Yes. The summary table of the EIR will reflect that. (Point of clarification—the
City does not utilize terminology to classify "beneficial impacts," however discussion
of such benefits will occur in other locations of the EIR)
Q3: Although the studies are not yet completed, what could be the impacts associated with
implementing the NPTP?
A: (Steve Fitzsimons) [On traffic circulation] One impact could be diverting traffic from
G and H Streets, which are main arterials in and out of downtown and midtown.
A: (Roger Whitaker) [On noise] The impact on noise throughout the project area will be
based on the traffic, and the noise study will cover 30 locations. The anticipated
impacts will be based on the results of a computer-generated model which will show
existing and future noise levels.
A: (Lorraine Poggione) [On air quality] An analysis of air quality will be done as a guide.

for anticipated impacts.
Q: Regarding traffic origin and destination data, did anyone record license plate
numbers?
A: No.
[Q4 was not addressed due to time constraints.] Will all of the new and proposed
development that is or will be occurring downtown be factored into the studies being done
for the NPTP EIR?
A: Yes, it's all in the model.
Q5: In terms of traffic, air, and noise, will the studies look beyond the Midtown study
boundary? If so, where?
A: The study areas will be identified. Please see Fred Buderi for maps which will be made
prior to completing the analyses.

MEETING NOTES
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June 26, 1995

Q6: Is the EIR looking at quality of life" issues associated with implementing the project?
A: [Although not addressed at the meeting, the response is the following.]
Yes. The SACMET model which will be used for traffic has factored-in all
development that could occur in Sacramento by the year 2010.
Q7: What are the project benefits?
A: The project benefits are described as: reduced volumes & speeds and improving public
safety.
Q8: Is the NPTP project being revised to address Blue Diamond's street closure?
A: (Fred Buderi) No. The project is not being revised to address C Street closure.
Q: Is the NPTP EIR budget being reduced to address the Blue Diamond traffic work?
A: No. New funding & hours are being added to the NPTP EIR scope & hours.
Q: Will there be any revisions to the schedule?
A: (Fred) There will be no revision to the schedule.
Q: (Gail Ervin, Sacramento Housing & Redevelopment Agency consultant) What
kind of EIR document will there be for the C Street Closure project?
A: EIR or Negative Declaration.
Q: What is the amount the City has spent to-date on the NPTP EIR?
A: (Fred) I'm not sure. The contract amount to prepare the NPTP EIR is $94,000.
Q: What will be the cost of implementation? Does the City have funding?
A: Yes and no. There has been funding set aside for this project.
A: (Fran Halbalcicen) Large sums of funding are provided through Measure A.
Comment: The timing along 16th Street and 29th Street should be looked at.
Q: What about Emergency Services under Question 3? Can we cover that?
A: (Lorraine) Analysis will check the emergency services routes and how emergency
vehicles will maneuver. Fire personnel have run simulations and have satisfactorily
executed a course with similar traffic control devices.
Regarding demographics, the time it takes for our senior citizens to cross streets is
greater than that for youth. Has there been any consideration to this situation? And
what of children crossing at schools and playgrounds?
A: (Lorraine) We will look into those.

MEETING NOTES
Page 6
June 26, 1995

Q: How much traffic is expected on the arterials vs. the local streets? Are there a
definition for this?
A: (Lorraine) There's a definition in the General Plan and the Community Plan for level
of service, but there is nothing that discusses quality of life related to traffic.
A: (Steve Brown) No definition exists in terms of "environmental" capacity which tends
to refer to something less than a street's "design .' capacity. The City departments will
be meeting with the City attorney's office to discuss whether a definition can be
developed..
Comment: Caltrans and the City are working to achieve opposite goals. Caltrans is trying to
get traffic off the freeway and onto the streets, while the City is trying to do the
opposite. Please work closely with Caltrans
Q: Will the EIR address the problem of the City working with cross-purposes, i.e. the
creation of additional parking garages to generate dollars?
A: (Fred) In a typical EIR, the question of the project being consistent with the City's
intentions is addressed. This project may address this topic if it relates to the Capital
Improvement Plan (CIP), etc. However, there are other city, county, and state programs
that encourage the use of commute alternatives.
Q: Regarding Central Business District (CBD) build-out, do the project alternatives
address this for the year 2010?
A: Yes. (Refer to response to Question 4.)
Q: Are the proposed truck routes different from the existing?
A: (Steve Fitzsimons) The truck routes will be left unchanged.
Comment: We need a plan that deals with transportation issues.

Please Join Us for a Community Meeting Regarding the Midtown

Neighborhood Preservation
Transportation Plan (NPTP)
4. Hosted By,A
City of Sacramento
• Planning Services Division
• Neighborhood Services
Department Area 1

Wednesday, May 31, 1995
7:00-9:00 P.M.
Ethel MacLeod Hart Multipurpose Senior Center
Room: Redwood West, 915 27th Street
4. Discussion Topics
• Purpose of the Environmental
• Impact Report (EIR)
• Status and scope of EIR
• Additional input on scope
• Public involvement process
This is the first of two planned Community Meetings
with the consultant. CH2M HILL, during preparation of the EIR.
Please plan to attend if you are interested
in participating in finalizing the scope of the EIR.
For more information, please contact: Fred Buderi, 264-7602

NEIGHBORHOOD PRESERVATION
TRANSPORTATION PLAN (NPTP)
COMMUNITY MEETING
MAY 31, 1995
7:00-9:00 pm

7:00-7:20
I.

Welcome

IL

Introduction

Steve Cohn, City Council District 3
Bonnie Nixon, Facilitator

Purpose of Meeting
Review Agenda
Meeting Guidelines
III.

Project Background

Gary Ziegenfuss, Neighborhood
Services Department Area 1
Fred Buderi

Introduce City Staff and Consultant Team

7:20-8:00
IV.

Presentation

Lorraine Poggione, CH2M HILL

Project Description.

CH2M HILL

Scope of EIR.

CH2M HILL

Answers to Commonly Asked Questions (see attached)

CH2M HILL

8:00-9:00
V.

Facilitated Discussion

Bonnie Nixon, Facilitator
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TRAFFIC DATA

44
i

Y...thiee"I*PIPVIDNID.II/NIY.IIIMMAiW.e..:9"'a"'L""a'

4
....mirerergortownwnrrirrel.. a
......."..1:11.1. 14.11”44w....
.
P.411110 n41.4.0.11100

*,

7'
t.

1
),
•:•1
f

I

:t

.....

tt

0,1431310.8wey,,a'a

_0

ti
i

..

.

..........,

\

1

/
i

i

f

•41111411114
tr.
•

(pa

p 13 Mit t St

I.
OJECT SITE
„

NO SCALE

LEGEND
FREEWAYS

L.J)

EXPRESSWAYS
ARTERIALS
MINOR ARTERIALS

FIGURE C-1
MAJOR STREET PLAN
SOURCE: CITY OF SACRAMENTO GENERAL PLAN
116543.AABB

NPTP EIR
CMAHILL

f.1

FILL OPEN AREAS W/CONC
SIDEWALK, TYP. EXCEPT AS
REO'D FOR EXISTING TREES
AND/OR UTILITIES

REMOVE EXIST AC RAMP
8 CURB AS RUM TO
CONSTRUCT NEW 15' RADIUS
CUBB-13-5'.__MMLIALG.ELEXCEPT
AT CURB RAMP, TYP EA CORNER

6" SW (SEE NOTE 2)-

4" I

ANGLE PT. TYP, SEE NOTE 1

^

D.°

lho

CONSTRUCT CURB TO
tSS EXt3TtNO DI,
EXISTING LANDSCAPE AREA, TYP
EXISTING SIDEWALK, TYP

EXHIBIT C-2
ALTERNATIVE DESIGN FOR TRAFFIC CIRCLE
NPTP EIR

1111116541IIIRB AIM Milli' 1101

SIC MN =II'

NEM MI 'MI Mr MIMI . Sill MI' III'

OfM14111.
-

'lila

MIN

Ns so me en am sou am mar um au mi . am.
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Near-Term Scenarios
PP&BDG
AC
AA
AB

Pp
Intersection
15th Street/H Street
15th Street/J Street
15th Street/L Street
15th Street/N Street
15th Street/P Street
15th Street/W Street
15th Street/X Street
16th Street/G Street
16th Street/H Street
16th Street/I Street
16th Street/J Street
16th Street/Capitol Avenue
16th Street/W Street
16th Street/X Street
28th Street/H Street
29th Street/G Street
29th Street/J Street
29th Street/N Street
30th Street/N Street
Alhambra Boulevard/J Street
Alhambra Boulevard/L Street
Alhambra BP/Capitol Av/Folsom BP
'TOTAL COSTS
Notes:
1. Shading indicates no mitigations are required.
2. '• indicates no feasible mitigations are available.
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Appendix D

NOISE DATA

Receiver
R1/M1
R2/M2
R3/M3
R5
R6
R7
R8
R9
R10
R11
R12
R13
R14
R15
R16
R17
R18
R19
R20
R21
R22
R23
R24
R25
R26
R27
R29
R30
R31
R32
R33
R34
R35
R36
R37
R38
R39
.R40

1

Calculated Existing Peak Hour Led and Day/Night Ldn
Peak-Hour Day/Night
Peak-Hour Day/Night
Ldn
Leq
Receiver
Land
Use
Ldn
Led
76
75
R41/M4
Park
70
70
69
70
R42/M5
Park
70
71
71
71
R43/M6
Residential
70
71
72
71
R44
Industrial
72
65
71
71
R45
Commercial
74
67
67
67
R46
Commercial
81
74
72
72
R47
Commercial
76
71
72
72
R48
Industrial
72
67
73
72
R49
Residential
72
68
70
70
R50
Industrial
72
67
72
72
R51
Industrial
71
65
73
73
R52
Industrial
72
68
72
72
R53
Commercial
73
70
73
72
R54
Commercial
75
75
72
R55
73
Commercial
73
69
71
72
R56
Commercial
73
70
71
73
R58
Commercial
72
72
73
73
R59
Commercial
73
73
71
72
R60
Commercial
72
72
73
74
R61
Industrial
67
68
72
73
R62
Industrial
63
69
71
72
R63
Residential •
65
70
70
72
R64
Residential
67
71
68
72
R65
Residential
68
72
69
73
R66
Residential
69
73
69
R67
73
Commercial
67
68
68
68
R69
Commercial
64
66
68
68
R70
Residential
67
69
68
68
R71
Residential
69
69
69
69
R72
Residential
68
69
71
72
R73
Residential
69
70
71
70
R74
Residential
69
70
72
R75
70
Residential
68
70
75
R76
75
Residential
68
69
75
R77
75
Commercial
65
67
75
R78
75
Commercial
67
72
75
R79
75
Residential
72
68
74
74
R80
Residential
72
69

Land Use
Commercial
Residential
Residential
Commercial
Commercial
Residential
Residential
Residential
Commercial
Residential
Residential
Commercial
Commercial
Commercial
Commercial
Residential
Commercial
Commercial
Commercial
Residential
Residential
Residential
Commercial
Commercial
Residential
Residential
Commercial
Commercial
Commercial
Residential
Residential
Commercial
Commercial
Commercial
Commercial
Commercial
Commercial
Commercial

II

Receiver
R81/M8
R82/M9
R83/M10
R84/M11
R85/M14
R86/M15
R88/M17
R89/M21
R90/M22
R91/M23
R92/M25
R93/M28
R94
R95
R96
R97
R98
R99
R100
R101
R102
R103
R104
R105
R106
R107
R108
R109
R110
R111
R112
R113
R114
R115
R116
R117
R118
R119
R120

Calculated Existing Peak Hour Leq and Day/Night Ldn
Peak-Hour Day/Night
Peak-Hour Day/Night
Ldn
Leq
Receiver
Ldn
Land Use
Leq
73 .
72
R121/M12
Residential
67
66
72
70
R122/M13
Residential
72
69
73
72
R123/M18
Residential
70
70
77
77
R1241M19
Residential
72
71
72
71
R125/M20
Residential
68
64
72
70
R126/M24
•
72
Residential
70
77
76
R127/M26
Residential
69
69
72
70
R128/M27
Park
69
68
76
76
R129/M29
Residential
72'
70
71
75
R130
Residential
69
68
71
65
R131
Residential
76
75
70
68
R132
Residential
75
74
74
64
R133
Residential
63 .
62
69
72
R134
Residential
62
61
69
67
R135
Residential
64
63
68
67
R136
Residential
68
64
68
65
R137
Residential
69
68
69
66
R138
Residential
65
63
71
65
R139
Residential
64
62
69
70
R141
Residential
67
64
73
67
R142
Residential
69
68
69
72
R143'
Residential
64
61
75
66
R145
Residential
65
63
70
73
R146
Residential
66
64
70
R147
69
Residential
69
67
71
69
R148
Residential
69
• 68
72
68
R149
Residential
69
68
76 69
R150
Residential
67
65
74
75
R151
Residential
66
69
73
73
R152
Residential
70
70
71
71
R153
Commercial
73
72
71
R154
69
Commercial
74
73
72
69
R155
Commercial
73
72
71
71
R156
Commercial
73
72
71
R157
69
Commercial
74
73
70
70
R159
Commercial
71
70
76
68
R160/M30
Commercial
70
69
Commercial
71
70
81
77
Maximum
Commercial
71
71
62
61
Minimum
. 71
70
Average

•

Land Use
Commercial
Residential
Residential
Residential
Residential.
Commercial
Residential
Commercial
Residential
Commercial
Residential
Residential
Commercial
Commercial
Residential
Commercial
Residential
Commercial
Commercial
Residential
Commercial
Commercial
Commercial
Residential
Residential
Residential
Commercial
Commercial
Commercial
Commercial
Commercial
Commercial
Commercial
Commercial
Commercial
Commercial
Commercial

1

Receiver
Title

R1/M1
R2/M2
R3/M3
R5
R6
R7
R8
R9
R10
R11
R12
R13
R14
R15
R16
R17
R18
R19
R20
R21
R22
R23
R24
R25
R26
R27
R29
R30
R31
R32
R33
R34
R35
R36
R37
R38
R39
R40
R41/M4
R42/M5
F143/M6
R44
R45
R46
R47
R48
R49
R50
R51
R52
R53
R54
R55

Estimated Ldn for Existing Condition, Proposed Project, and Alternatives A. B & C
Change From Change From Change From Change From
2010
2010
2010
2010
1995
No Build Proposed Alternative Alternative 1995 to 2010 2010 NoBuild 2010 NoBuild 2010 NoBuild
Existing
to Alt. A
to Alt. B
Existing
to Proposed
B
Conditions Alternative
Project
A
(dB)
(dB)
(dB)
(dB)
(dB)
(dB)
(dB)
(dB)
(dB)
1
74
74
74
73
3
70
-1
70
1
0
71
71
71
70
-1
0
72
73
72
2
73
70
1
75
3
76
76
75
72
3
1
78
77
78
78
74
1
84
84
84
84
81
0
79
3
79
79
79
76
1
75
3
75
76
75
72
75
0
3
75
75
75
72
1
75
75
76
3
72
75
1
74
3
74
71
74
74
1
3
76
76
76
75
72
3
0
76
76
76
76
73
-1
1
-2
75
74
0
76
73
75
0
75
75
3
73
76
76
77
0
76
77
76
73
3
-1
74
0
75
75
75
0
72
3
0
73
76
76
76
3
76
1
72
76
76
76
76
3
1
1
70
67
69
69
69
2
66
65
2
0
63
66
65
69
4
0
-1
68
69
69
65
1
-1
-1
67
68
67
68
67
-1
69
2
0
-1
70
70
70
68
-1
-1
71
69
-2
69
2
69
70
-1
0
67
70
70
69
70
3
69
70
0
64
69
5
1
69
-1
70
3
-1
69
67
69
-2
69
4
73
71
71
71
-2
-2
-2
69
67
69
70
1
-1
1
68
69
3
-1
-1
72
71
70
69
70
-2
71
71
72
0
-1
1
69
70
2
71
-1
68
69
71
-1
70
2
-1
70
68
2
-1
-1
69
69
68
70
5
65
70
69
69
-1
3
67
70
71
70
-1
70
75
75
75
72
75
3
75
72
76
75
75
3
78
76
79
79
79
3
73
73
72
69
72
74
71
74
74
74
4
72
76
0
76
76
76
71
75
75
75
4
0
75
67
69
69
69
0
69
2
72
76
76
76
76
0
3
0
72
3
76
76
76
76
0 •
0
76
76
76
76
73
3
0
70
73
73
73
73
4
0
72
76
76
76
76
0
3
0
0
75
75
76
73
76
0
3
-1
-1
72
76
76
76
76
4
0
73
77
77
77
77
3
0
72
76
76
76
76
4
0

II
Estimated Ldn for Existing Condition, Proposed Project, and Alternatives A, B & C
2010
Change From Change From Change From Change From
2010
2010
1995
2010
Existing No Build Proposed Alternative Alternative 1995 to 2010 2010 NoBuild 2010 NoBuild 2010 NoBuild
to Proposed
to Alt. A
B
Existing
to Alt. B
Conditions Alternative Project
A
(dB)
(dB)
(dB)
(dB)
(dB)
(dB)
(dB)
(dB)
(dB)
74
0
0
74
3
0
74
74
71
R56
-1
-1
73
72
3
74
73
-1
71
R58
0
77
3
0
0
77
77
R59
73
77
75
4
0
0
75
0
75
75
71
R60
0
0
76
76
3
0
76
76
R61
73
0
3 •
0
0
76
76
76
75
72
R62
75
4
75
0
0
0
75
75
71
R63
74
3
1
74
74
0
0
74
R64
70
0
4
0
0
68
72
72
72
72
R65
-1
-1
4
0
72
72
72
69
73
R66
0
4
0
0
72
72
72
73
69
R67
1
1
0
68
71
72
3
72
72
R69
1
0
0
71
72
71
71
2
68
R70
1
0
0
71
•
71
71
71
2
R71
68
1
0
0
71
71
71
2
70
69
R72
1
1
1
1
73
73
73
73
71
R73
1
0
74
0
74
74
74
2
71
R74
1
0
0
75
75
74
75
2
R75
72
0
0
0
75
75
0
75
75
R76
75
0
0
0
75
0
75
75
75
R77
75
0
0
0
1
76
75
76
76
76
R78
0
0
0
76
1
76
76
76
R79
75
0
0
0
76
76
76
2
74
76
R80
-2
-3
-2
71
5
70
67
73
70
R81/M8
-2
5
-3
-2
77
74
75
74
R821M9
72
-1
-2
-3
70
3
70
71
73
R83/M10
70
-1
-2
73
75
74
75
3
-2
72
R841M11
0
0
71
1
69
2
69
R85/M14
68
69
-4
-2
-2
74
2
72
72
70
R861M15
72
-1
-2
70
69
-2
71
2
R88/M17
69
69
0
71
71
71
2
0
0
71
69
R89/M21
-1
-1
73
74
73
3
-1
74
72
R90/M22 J
-1
-1
70
71
0
R911M23 j
69
71
70
2
1
1
0
1
77
78
78
R921M25 J
76
77
1
-1
75
1
0
R93/M28 j
75
76
76
76
-1
66
5
-2
-2
65
65
R94
67
63
1
0
64
0
64
65
2
64
A95
62
1
2
0
67
2
68
68
64
67
R96
J
-2
0
0
70
67
2
69
69
R97
68
-1
0
-2
70
2
71
70
72
69
R98
-1
0
1
0
66
66
66
66
R99
65
-1
1
'1
1
65
66
66
64
66
R100
J
-2
-1
0
1
66
68
67
R101
67
68
-2
-1
0
2
69
71
70
71
R102
69
1
1
1
1
66
65
65
64
64
R103 1
0
1
1
2
66
67
68
67
R104
65
1
0
1
0
1
67
68
68
67
66
R105
-3
-1
-1
2
68
70
70
71
69
R106
-2
-1
0
2
70
69
69
70
69
R107
-1
1
-1
2
70
72
71
71
69
R108
0
1
1
0
68
68
67
•
68
68
R109
-1
1
0 .. •
0
70
69
R110
70
70
69
71
2
72
71
R111
70
72

II

Receiver
Title

II

1

R136
R137
R138
R139
R141
R142
R143
R145
R146
R147
R148
R149
R150
R151
R152
R153
R154
R155
R156
R157
R159
R160/M30
Maximum
Minimum
Average

l Condition
Estimated Ldn for Existg
2010
2010
2010
1995
Existing No Build Proposed Alternative Alt
A
Conditions Alternative Project
dB
dB
dB
dB
73
73
73
73
75
75
75
74
74
74
74
73
74
74
74
73
75
74
75
74
71
71
71
71
70
71
70
70
71
71
72
71
72
71
73
71
75
75
75
73
76
77
76
72
75
75
74
73
79
79
79
77
74
74
72
74
74
74
72
73
79
77
79
78
74
74
72
74
79
78
78
76
73
73
'73
71
72
72
71
72
71
71
71
70
74
74
74
74
71
71
71
69
71
71
71
69
71
72
71
68
71
71
69
68
71
71
71
69
73
73
71
73
70
70
70
69
74
74
74
73
72
71
72
69
76
76
76
75
72
70
71
72
71
71
71
70
72
71
71
72
74
75
72
74
76
76
77
76
76
76
76
75
74
74
74
73
72
71
72
72
73
72
71
72
74
74
73
72
72
72
71
72
73
73
71
73
72
71
70
72
77
77
78
76
81
84
84
84
64
62
64
65
73
71
73
73

• Pro osed Pro'ect. and Alternatives A, B & C
Change From Change From Change From
2010
emative 1995 to 2010 2010 NoBuild 2010 NoBuild
to Alt. A
to Proposed
Existing
dB)
dB
dB
dB
0
73
0
75
74
0
0
73
74
0
-1
70
-1
69
-1
70
-2
70
0
75
1
77
-1
73
79
-1
75
0
74
0
-1
78
74
0
-1
79
0
73
0
73
0
72
0
74
71
0
71
1
71
0
71
2
-1
71
73
0
0
70
74
0
-1
72
76
0
72
0
71
0
1
72
74
0
76
76
0
0
74
-1
-1
1
73
0
0
73
1
0
0
74
1
0
0
1
73
0
0
0
73
2
0
0
72
2
0
-1
-1
78
2
5
84
2
2
-3
64
0
-2
0
73
2
0

Change From
2010 NoBuild
to Alt. B
dB)
0
0
0
-1
-1
-1
-2
-2
-2
0
0
-2
0
0
0
-1
0
0
0
1
1
0
0
0
0
2
0
0
0
0
0
0
1
1
1
0
0
0
0
0
0
1
0
0
0
2
-4
0

Receiver
Title

R1/M1
R2/M2
R3/M3
R5
R6
R7
R8
R9
R10
R11
R12
R13
R14
R15
R16
R17
R18
R19
R20
R21
R22
R23
R24
R25
R26
R27
R29
R30
R31
R32
R33
R34
R35
R36
R37
R38
R39
R40
R41/M4
R42/M5
R43/M6
R44
R45
R46
R47
R48
R49
R50
R51
R52
R53
R54
R55
R56
_R58

-,..
Estimated Peak-Hour Leo for Existing Condition, P oposed Projec , and Alternatives A. B 8 C
2010
2010
Change From Change From Change From Change From
1995
2010
2010
Existing
No Build Proposed Alternative Alternative 1995 to 2010 2010 NoBuild 2010 NoBuild 2010 NoBuild
to Alt. A
to Alt. B
to Proposed
Project
A
B
Existing
Conditions Alternative
(dB) (dB)
(dB)
(dB)
(dB)
(dB)
(dB)
(dB)
(dB)
0
0
-2
70
72
2
70
72
72
0
0
73
71
-2
71
2
73
73
-1
71
-3
0
2
71
73
73
72
0
1
70
2
68
69
2
68
65
1
0
71
2
2
70
72
70
67
1
0
2
2
78
76
76
78
74
0
73
74
73
1
0
73
2
71
1
0
1
2
70
69
70
67
69
1
0
2
1
71
70
71
68
70
1
0
1
70
2
69
70
67
69
1
1
0
2
68
68
67
67
65
1
0
2
0
70
70
70
71
68
0
1
0
2
70
72
72
72
73
-1
0
2
0
76
77
75
76
76
-1
-1
0
2
71
71
71
71
69
-1
-1
0
72
72
72
2
70
72
-1
0
74
74
-2
72
74
2
72
73
-2
0
0
75
2
75
75
73
-3
0
0
72
75
75
3
72
75
0
0
70
-2
70
68
70
2
68
-3
0
0
69
72
72
2
72
69
-3
0
0
70
73
2
70
73
73
-2
0
0
71
73
71
73
2
73
-1
0
-3
74
72
74
74
2
72
0
0
74
-2
75
72
74
2
73
0
0
70
2
-2
70
68
70
68
0
0
68
68
2
-2
66
68
66
0
0
71
71
2
-2
71
69
69
0
71
71
-1
0
2
71
70
69
0
-1
0
71
70
71
71
2
69
-1
71
0
71
2
-3
69
70
72
-1
-3
0
71
71
2
72
69
70
-1
70
72
0
70
71
70
2
-2
71
0
0
69
71
70
71
2
-2
-2
0
69
67
69
67
69
2
74
74
74
2
-3
0
72
72
0
71
2
. 1
70
71
70
68
0
70
-1 .
71
71
2
69
70
1
77
1
-1
0
75
76
75
76
1
-1
0
72
2
70
71
71
72
1
-1
-1
73
1
71
71
71
72
73
74
0
73
2
0
71
73
1
0
73
1
0
72
71
72
72
0
0
2
0
69
69
69
69
67
0
1
0
73
74
73
72
73
1
0
1
0
73
73
74
72
73
1
0
1
73
74
0 73
72
73
1
0
0
71
0
70
71
70
70
1
0
0
73
74
2
73
72
73
0
-1
0
1
74
73
74
73
74
1
0
0
73
74
2
73
72
73
1
0
73
74
1
75
0
74
72
1
0
73
73
74
0
0
73
73
1
0
73
74
2
0
73
72
73
0
-1
2
. 74
74
75
73
73
1

Receiver
Title

1

R59
R60
R61
R62
R63
R64
R65
R66
R67
R69
R70
R71
R72
R73
R74
R75
R76
R77
R78
R79
R80
R81/M8
R821M9
R83/M10
R84/M11
R85/M14
R86/M15
R88/M17
R89/M21
R90/M22
R91/M23
R92/M25
R93/M28
R94
R95
R96
R97
R98
R99
R100
R101
R102
R103
R104
R105
R106
R107
R108
R109
R110
R111
R112
R113
R114
R115

Estimated Peak-Hour Leg for Existing Condition, P oposed Project, and Alternatives A, B & C
Change From Change From Change From Change From
2010
2010
2010
2010
1995
No Build Proposed Alternative Alternative 1995 to 2010 2010 NoBuild 2010 NoBuild 2010 NoBuild
Existing
to Alt. A
to Att. B
to Proposed
A
B
Existing
Conditions Alternative Project
(dB)
(dB)
(dB)
(dB)
(dB)
(dB)
(dB)
(dB)
(dB)
1
-1
-1
75
74
2
75
74
73
1
-1
-1
73
74
2
74
72
72
-1
-1
o
75
76
2
75
74
76
1
-1
-1
74 '
75
2
74
75
73
-1
1
-1
74
73
73
2
74
72
1
75
-1
0
74
2
74
73
72
-1
1
2
-2
72
74
73
72
72
-1
-1
75
0
74
2
75
73
73
-1
-1
1
75
74
2
75
74
73
0
1
-1
2
70
71
70
69
68
1
-1
0
1
69
70
69
69
68
0
-1
-1
1
69
68
69
68
68
0
o
71
o
71
70
2
70
69
o
o
0
73
74
2
73
74
72
-1
-1
0
70
0
70.
70
70
69
1
-1
1
o
72
70
71
71
70
0
1
o
o
76
75
75
75
75
1
o
0
75
0
75
76
75
75
1
0
0
0
76
76
76
76
75
0
0
1
0
76
76
76
76
75
1
0
0
76
0
75
75
74
75
o
o
-2
68
2
68
66
68
66
-3
-3
5
-1
71
71
72
73
69
-1
1
-2
-3
71
70
72
69
70
o
0
2
o
73
73
73
71
73
1
-1
-1
o
64
64
65
64
65
-1
1
-3
-2
71
69
68
69
70
1
-1
-2
-2
68
70
68
69
69
-1 .
-2
2
-2
68
70
68
69
68
-3
4
-2
71
-3
74
72
70
70
-1
-1
-1
69.
2
70
69
70
68
1
1
1
77
o
76
76
76
75
1
-1
74
0
-1
74
74
74
74
2
-2
o
0
63
63
61
63
62
-2
o
62
• 2
0
62
61
63
61
-1
-1
ea
64
2
-2
65
63
63
-4
5
-1
-4
65
64
69
68
65
70
2
0
0
0
70
70
70
68
1
-1
-1
64
64
o
63
64
63
-1
1
o
63
0
64
63
62—
63
-3
4
-1
-3
67
67
64
64
64
1
70
1
o
70
70
70
o
68
1
-1
61
0
-1
62
61
61
61
1
-1
64
63
-1
-1
63
63
63
-1
-1
64
1
-1
64
65
64
65
67
1
-2
67
66
67
-1
-2
68
1
70
68
-2 •
-1
68
68
69
-2
70
70
70
70
1
o
o
68
o
66
1
-1
-1
66
66
66
o
65
4
-1
-3
70
69
67
67
-3
66
71
70
72
'
71
1
1
.
71
o
o
72
72
1
72
o
72
72
o
o
74
1
73
74
74
74
0
0
73
73
1
-1
o
72
73
73
o
73
1
-1
72
72
73
72
0
-1

Receiver
Title

R116
R117
R118
R119
R120
R1211M12
R122/M13
R123/M18
R124/M19
R125/M20
R126/M24
R127/M26
R128/M27
R129/M29
R160/M30
R130
R131
R132
R133
R134
R135
R136
R137
R138
R139
R141
R142
R143
R145
R146
R147
R148
R149
R150
R151
R152 _
R1.53 __ _
R154 _
R155
R156
R157
.
R159
Maximum
Minimum
Average

Estimated Peak-Hour Leq for Existing Condition, P oposed Project and Alternatives A. B & C
2010
2010
Change From Change From Change From Change From
2010
2010
1995
No Build Proposed Alternative Alternative 1995 to 2010 2010 NoBuild 2010 NoBuild 2010 NoBuild
Existing
to Alt. B
A
to Alt. A
Existing
to Proposed
Conditions Alternative Project
B
(dB)
(dB)
(dB)
(dB)
(dB)
(dB)
(dB)
(dB)
(dB)
0
0
1
73
73
73
73
73
0
-1
1
1
70
71
70
70
70
-1
1
-1
1
70
69
71
-1
69
69
-1
1
71
70
0
70
72
70
-1
71
73
2
71
72
71
1
0
0
0
73
0
73
73
2
72
. 73
0
. 72
71
71
-1
-1
70
72
2
0
73
74
0
73
73
1
1
72
0
77
78
78
0
0
78
78
2
0
73
0
74
73
74
3
-1
0
71
-1
72
71
-1
-1
70
72
72
2
76
0
77
77
1
0
0
77
77
-1
70
72
71
70
72
2
0
-2
76
76
77
0
76
76
1
0
0
75
76
75
75
1
0
76
0
0
65
69
69
67
4
-3
-2
-1
66
68
69
69
69
67.
2
0
0
-2
64
67
3
-1
68
65
67
0
-2
72
75
75
72
72
3
0
-3
-3
-1
67
68
68
68
68
2
0
• 0
67
69
72
-1
3
69
68
2
0
65
69
69
65
4
66
0
-3
-3
66
68
68
-1
68
67
2
0
0
69
4
65
69
66
67
0
-3
-2
70
72
71
71
71
2
0
-1
0
67
69
69
71
1
-1
68
0
2
72
75
74
72
72
3
0
-3
-3
66
69
67
68
3
-2
-2
69
0
73
75
74
74
1
75
0
-1
-1
71
70
71
0
69
70
2
-1
-1
1
70
70
70
69
-1
-1
69
0
68
71
3
71
68
69
-3
-2
0
73
72
4
-1
-4
69
69
70
-2
74
74
74
74
74
1
0
0
0
73
74
74
74
1
-1
73
-1
0
1
71
72
0
0
0
72
72
72
1
71
-1
70
70
70
0
0
69
71
71 '
1
69
71
70
-1
0
0
71
73
72
73
-1
73
2 •
0
0
71
70
71
1
-1
69
70
0
0
71
71
71
70
71
2
-1
0
0
-1
70
70
68
69
3
0
-2
68
77
78
78
78
78
5
2
2
3
-4
61
-4
0
-3
61
62
61
61
-1
0
71
71
71
71
2
0
70

1
1

Appendix E

CULTURAL RESOURCE •
OVERVIEW

CULTURAL RESOURCE OVERVIEW
FOR THE MIDTOWN NEIGHBORHOOD
PRESERVATION PLAN AREA,
CITY OF SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA

Prepared by
Melinda A. Peak
Peak & Associates, Inc.
8167A Belvedere Avenue
Sacramento, California 95826
(916) 452-4435

Prepared for
CH2MHill
2485 Natomas Park Drive, Suite 600
Sacramento, California 95833

August 30, 1995
Job #94-134

INTRODUCTION

The proposed project consists of a variety of traffic control measures strategically placed
at various locations within the midtown neighborhood. These measures include: traffic signals.
new stop signs, traffic circles, half-street closures, diverters, pedestrian islands, textured
crosswalks, zebra crosswalks (parallel painted stripes), intersection portals (corner bulbs), and
modified traffic lane designations. The following is a generalized description of the type of
improvements proposed for the following streets. The improvements are illustrated on Map 1.
and general location on Map 2.
Since 1991, The City of Sacramento and the Midtown Neighborhood Advisory
Committee have been working together to develop a plan to preserve the neighborhood's
residential character related to traffic operations. There are pockets of land uses inconsistent
with residential uses and the neighborhood is located between regional transportation facilities
on its borders and major employers in downtown Sacramento. The current City of Sacramento
General Plan Circulation element and current street operations reflect that various streets through
Midtown. including Capitol, J, 15th, and 16th streets, have become major arterials. The
Refined NPTP is designed to reduce and slow down traffic levels on the affected streets and
maintain traffic in Midtown at local street capacities through introduction of the traffic control
devices previously described.

CULTURAL BACKGROUND

Prehistory
The Central Valley region was among the first in the state to attract intensive fieldwork,
and research has continued to the present day. This has resulted in a substantial accumulation
of data. In the early decades of the 1900s. E.J. Dawson explored numerous sites near Stockton
and Lodi, later collaborating with W.E. Schenck (Schenck and Dawson 1929). By 1933, the
focus of work was directed to the Cosumnes locality, where survey and excavation were
conducted by the Sacramento Junior College (Lillard and Purves 1936). Excavation data, in
particular from the stratified Windmiller site (CA-Sac-107), suggested two temporally distinct
cultural traditions. Later work at other mounds by Sacramento Junior College and the University
of California, Berkeley, enabled the investigators to identify a third cultural tradition,
intermediate between the previously postulated Early and Late Horizons. The three-horizon
sequence, based on discrete changes in ornamental artifacts and mortuary practices, as well as
on observed differences in soils within sites (Lillard, Heizer and Fenenga 1939), was later
refined by Beardsley (1954). An expanded definition of artifacts diagnostic of each time period
was developed, and its application extended to parts of the central California coast. Traits held
in common allow the application of this system within certain limits of time and space to other
areas of prehistoric central California.
1
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The Windmiller Culture (Early Horizon) is characterized by ventrally-extended burials
(some dorsal extensions are known), with westerly orientation of heads: a high percentage of
burials with grave goods: frequent presence of red ocher in graves; large projectile points, of
which 60 percent are of materials other than obsidian; rectangular Haliotis beads; OliveIla shell
beads (types Ala and L); rare use of bone; some use of baked clay objects: and well-fashioned
charmstones, usually perforated.
The Cosumnes Culture (Middle Horizon) displays considerable changes from the
preceding cultural expression. The burial mode is predominately flexed, with variable cardinal
orientation and some cremations present. There is a lower percentage of burials with grave
goods, and ocher staining is common in graves. OliveIla beads of types C1. F and G
predominate, and there is abundant use of green Haliotis sp. rather than red Haliotis sp. Other
characteristic artifacts include perforated and canid teeth: asymmetrical and "fishtail"
charmstones, usually unperforated; cobble mortars and evidence of wooden mortars: extensive
sue of bone for tools and ornaments; large projectile points, with considerable use of rock other
than obsidian; and use of baked clay.
Hotchkiss Culture (Late Horizon) -- The burial pattern retains the use of the flexed mode.
and there is wide spread evidence of cremation, lesser use of red ocher, heavy use of baked
clay, Olivella beads of Types E and M. extensive use of Haliotis ornaments of many elaborate
shapes and forms, shaped mortars and cylindrical pestles, bird-bone tubes with elaborate
geometric designs, clam shell disc beads, small projectile points indicative of the introduction
of the bow and arrow.. flanged tubular pipes of steatite and schist. and use of magnesite. (The
above adapted . from Moratto 1984:181-183). The characteristics noted are not all-inclusive, but
cover the more important traits.
The chronology associated with this cultural succession has been revised on several
occasions and there is also regional variation. An extensive re-examination by Ragir (1972)
made use of the large number of radiocarbon dates available by that time. The beginning of
Windmiller (at least the mature expression--there is evidence of earlier beginnings) was dated
at about 2000 B.C.. much later than estimates by most earlier investigators. Ragir also found
an overlap between Windmiller and Cosumnes. In different geographic areas, these cultures
appear to have coexisted for about a thousand years. The transition to Hotchkiss is much more
clearly marked, coinciding with the introduction of the bow and arrow at about A.D. 500. but
even so. there is persistence of the earlier culture for another 500 years or so in some localities.
The problems of dealing with this complex chronological and geographic situation have
led to revisions in the Central California Taxonomic System (the Early, Middle and Late
Horizon system) in order to provide a more flexible system. The above trait lists would now
be considered characteristics of the Windmiller, Berkeley and Augustine Patterns, respectively,
in the Cosumnes District. The concept of pattern, a general adaptive pattern that may be found
over a large area and is independent of chronology, allows discussion of these trait associations
without implying a linear progression or specific time span.
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Ethnology

The project area lies in the territory held at the time of contact by the Nisenan. The
Nisenan. or Southern Maidu, occupied the upper drainages and the adjacent ridges of the Yuba.
the north, middle, and south forks of the American, and at least the upper north side of the
Cosumnes River. The eastern limit of the territory is conventionally believed to extend to the
crest of the Sierra. The Nisenan in the valley proper occupied some area west of the lower
reaches of the Feather River (Wilson and Towne 1978).
The Nisenan linguistically are grouped with the Northern Maidu and Konkow within the
Penutian family (Riddell 1978:387). Kroeber distinguished three dialects within the larger
territory occupied by the Nisenan, but Riddell indicated more distinctions are possible. Wilson
and Towne (1978) distinguished several "centers" presumably linguistic and social groupings..
The Nisenan were socially integrated at the village or community group level (Wilson
and Towne 1978), with the group participating in the decision-making process. The villages
would range in size from 15 to 25 people to, at least in the Valley Nisenan, villages over 500
people (Kroeber 1925:821). A very large settlement consisted of a major village and associated
smaller camps, whether general or specialized in nature. A headman, respected by all, residing
in the major village had the authority to call upon the smaller associated groups in times of need.
although the smaller groups did not have to always obey.
The villages for the Hill Nisenan were located on ridges and flats along the major streams
and rivers within their territory. The satellite encampments and villages were probably located
on the smaller water courses surrounding or nearby the major village.
The Nisenan, as with other Sierran groups. moved into the higher elevations during the
hot summer months. The main activity was the collecting of pine nuts and numerous other
species of nuts, roots, and berries. This was done primarily by women and children. The
foraging groups in a locale could range from small, extended family groups, composed of a
woman, her immediate female kin, and their adolescent children to whole villages (Wilson and
Towne 1978:389). The men spent most of their time hunting or fishing for a wide variety of
fish and animals. Hunting was noted as often involving communal drives, with the best archers
of the village posted to do the killing (Wilson and Towne 1978:389). Individual hunters made
extensive use of decoys and imitative sounds.
Most Nisenan never left the territory used by their own village group. However, there
were, in most large villages, at least some individuals who engaged in rather extensive trade
with several valley groups as well as Sierra groups, such as the Washoe. The Hill Nisenan

probably acquired obsidian and basketry from the east, in exchange for acorns from the Washoe
(Davis 1974:38; Freed 1966:78), but it is presently unclear whether they were visited by the
Washoe or they visited the Washoe or both. Presumably, the exchange network functioned in
the summer and fall.
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History
In 1839, John, Sutter approached Juan Bautista Alvarado. the Mexican governor, with a
proposal to establish a community in Upper California. Alvarado, realizing the benefits of an
inland settlement in the north, accepted the proposal, awarding Sutter a land grant for his New
Helvetia colony. Knowing his best link to the supply center at Yerba Buena was by water. Sutter
chose land near the American and Sacramento rivers for his settlement (Wright 1960: 30).
Sutter's Fort served as headquarters for the Swiss emigrant's operations. Sutter planted
wheat, and raised cattle and horses, using the labor of the native Nisenan and Plains Miwok
people. The Midtown area was part' of Sutter's enclosure, and was planted primarily to wheat.
Sutter's dreams of an empire were cut short by the January 1848 discovery of gold at the site
of Sutter's mill in Coloma. Sutter's lands were rapidly overrun by thousands of newcomers,
seeking their fortunes. The embarcadero became a trading center, with supplies shipped from
San Francisco, and sold . to the miners departing for the foothills.
The City of Sacramento was first platted out from the embarcadero in 1848 by John
Sutter's son who had arrived in California in August 1848. By the fall of 1849. the population
had increased from a handful at the Fort to over 2.000. By October, the debt-ridden father had
transferred the title to all of his land holdings and much of his personal property to his son to
avoid attachment by the courts. The younger Sutter began to lay out lots on the land between
the Fort and the Sacramento River. He hired Captain William Warner, an Army topographical
engineer to survey the tract and to assist in working out the general plan. In 1849, the plan was
further extended and resurveyed by Charles Coote (Map 3). Sutter's Fort. a few of the blocks
along the River. and the 100 foot width of M Street were the only elements not conforming
within the vast rectangular network of straight 80 foot wide streets and 20 foot wide alleys (Reps
1979:209).
Sacramento's location at the confluence of two rivers led to problems of flooding. In
1850. prior to the City's levee building project; a violent southeast storm struck the Sacramento
area. Within several hours after the rains hit, water poured over the slough on 1 Street between
First and Third. Several days later, the water stretched into Sacramento as far as one mile from
the waterfront.
Within two weeks after the floodwaters subsided, surveyors began work on establishing
the location of a levee system to protect the City from future floods. The levee began at the
high ground near Sutterville, ran west to the east bank of the Sacramento River, north to the
mouth of the American River and east to high ground within the City (Wright 1960:73).
The new wall proved inadequate when, in March 1852, high water breached the levee
and flooded Sacramento once again. This time the damage was more severe. The water rushing
through the breach destroyed several homes and a bridge at the foot of Third Street before it
flooded the entire city. At its peak the floodwaters covered all avenues south of J Street and east
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MAP 3

of Third. They remained in this flooded state for four days before the waters subsided (Wright
1960:69).
Initial development of the City occurred along the waterfront and extended out along J
Street about as far as Seventh Street. By 1852, more substantial development had occurred on
I, J, K, and L Streets, with other buildings scattered south and east. Sutter's Fort had already
fallen into decay (Map 4).
To improve transportation from the waterfront during winter, the City converted J Street
into an all-weather road. J Street, running through the heart of Sacramento's business district.
was the key artery to early transportation and once improved it would provide a way to move
goods to higher ground during winter. Property owners from Front to Twelfth Streets along
the length of J Street graded and planked their section, and the City continued it from Twelfth
to the city limits (Wright 1960:69).
The City also started a project to complete the levee encirclement of the main inhabited
portion of Sacramento. The new levee began at R Street and the Sacramento River, ran along
R Street to just below Sixteenth, and then followed Burn's Slough in a northeasterly direction.
Meeting M Street at about Twenty-fourth Street. the new levee continued past the high ground
at Sutter's Fort to a meeting at Thirty-first and A Streets with the levee built up on A Street
(Briennes 1979:12).
Finally, the City decided to raise the level of several city streets. With funds raised
through assessments against property owners whose property sat along the streets targeted for
elevation, municipal crews began filling J and K Streets from Front to Eighth and the numbered
cross streets from Eighth to Front. Property owners on I Street continued filling their street
from the levee on Sixth to the public square four blocks east. The final cost of the street project
was a little over $250,000 (Briennes 1979:12).
The massive improvements to the levees and the raising of the streets proved effective
for approximately seven years. Towards the end of 1861 melting snow swelled the waters of
the American River to a height last seen during the flood of 1852. The high waters washed out
bridges along its length before breaching the levee. As the water poured through the break in
the levee, it rushed down Burn's Slough and formed a lake along the levee in Sacramento's
southeast quarter. As this lake expanded, it broke through the levee wall that encircled the city,
causing the worst flood in Sacramento's history (Briennes 1979:14-15).
A flood in January 1862 soon followed the 1861 catastrophe. This time the waters broke
through the newly repaired levee along the American River. These waters, even higher than the
floodwaters of December, caused even more damage to the still recovering city. As two feet
of water spread throughout the southern part of the City, businessmen prepared for more
flooding by building platforms to keep their goods dry. The last of the standing water within
the city limits did not evaporate until August 1862 (Briennes 1979:15-16).
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As the City served as the transportation and supply center for many miners in the gold
rush years, overland transportation industries developed to move goods out to the gold mining
districts. In 1849 James Birch, an early prospector, opened the first stage and freight line from
the Sacramento waterfront to Mormon Island (Severson 1973:167). In addition to Birch's
California Stage Company, several express companies also established business on the
Sacramento waterfront.
Charles Lincoln Wilson was the first man to act on the idea of a railroad to serve
Sacramento. In 1852, he incorporated the Sacramento Valley Railroad (SVRR), the first railroad
west of the Rockies, and began planning for its construction. Still in the planning stage. in
1854, Wilson travelled to the East Coast to find an engineer willing to move to California and
design his railroad. He found his man in Theodore Judah, a young engineer who dreamed of
a transcontinental railroad and saw the SVRR as an opportunity to explore the possibilities of
finding a passable rail route through the Sierras while improving his skills in railroad planning
and design (Severson 1973: 171).
Upon his return to California in 1855, Wilson began building his railroad. At the start
of construction California faced a financial panic in which Wilson lost most of his investors.
forcing him to limit the first phase of construction to Folsom. Seven months and over $1
million later Wilson completed the line. Service began on February 20, 1856. when the first
train rolled into Folsom (Severson 1973: 171).
The completion of the SVRR allowed Theodore Judah to work on his dream of a
transcontinental railroad. Finding his own investors, including Collis P. Huntington. Mark
Hopkins. Charles Crocker. and Leland Stanford, the Sacramento businessmen who would later
become the Big Four, Judah began surveying a route over the Sierras. In 1863, after several
conflicts with the Big Four. Judah headed back to the East Coast where he died of yellow fever
(Severson 1973: 178).
Pushing on without Judah, the Big Four received a federal contract to complete the
western half of the transcontinental railroad. By April 1864, the Big Four's Central Pacific
Railroad (CPRR) stretched from Sacramento's waterfront 18 miles east to Roseville, linking
another area to waterfront shipping. Five years later the CPRR joined the Union Pacific
Railroad in Promontory, Utah, linking California to the east by rail (Severson 1973: 179-181).
In the late 1860s, the California Transportation Company formed in response to farmers'
complaints that steamships did not stop between Benicia and Sacramento, forcing them to truck
their goods by wagon to Sacramento for distribution. While the overland mode of transportation
had been sufficient for grains, when farmers switched to more perishable crops such as citrus
and deciduous fruits, wagon transportation became inefficient. The rough, lengthy wagon trip
bruised and spoiled the farm products while the quicker, smoother trip by river provided a more
profitable turnaround time by delivering an undamaged product to market faster than overland
shipping. Finding its niche in the crowded shipping market of the Sacramento River, the
California Transportation Company proved successful for its owners.
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The 1870 birds-eye view of the City by Augustus Koch includes the Midtown area in the
background of the view of the City (Severson 1973; Reps 1979). Development is sparse. with
many lots open, and several blocks appear to be partially inundated. Apparently. the decline
in mining had slowed growth in the City of Sacramento.
One major feature apparent in the 1870 lithograph and early maps is the Agricultural
Park, from B to H Street, and from 15th to 23rd Street (Maps 5, 6, 7 and 8). This land.
including the streets within its boundaries, had been given to the Agricultural Society in 1862
for grounds for the State Fair. A brick wall was built to enclose the area. On this site were the
race track, stables, and stock exhibits. Other displays of the Fair were located at a Pavilion on
the Capitol grounds at 15th and N streets. The California State Fair grounds were later moved
to the much larger site on Stockton Boulevard, and in 1907, the streets were re-opened and
Boulevard Park laid out on the grounds of the Agricultural Park (Map 9; Wooldridge 1931:115116).
Twelve blocks had been set aside in the original City plan for public squares, with two
of these blocks in the study area (21-22-14, 27-28-14) and four immediately adjacent (21-22-BC. 27-28-B-C, 15-16-B-C. and 15-16-I-J). Marshall Park now occupies the 27-28-I-J block:
three parks lie in the B-C street corridor, and the Memorial Auditorium sits on the 15-16-I-J
block.
In 1889. the City proposed opening 27th Street from K to L, which would have
necessitated the demolition of the remnant of Sutter's Fort. The citizens rallied their financial
support for the preservation of the site, and it was acquired by the Native Sons of the Golden
West, and later passed to the State's ownership. Restoration of the site began in 1891
(Wooldridge 1931).
In 1890. construction began on the first electric street railway, with a line that ran out
J Street to 28th, then turned southward to Y Street, terminating at the newly opened Oak Park
amusement park. East Park (now McKinley Park) was also developed by the railway company
as an attraction for the City dwellers.
The era of the electric railway brought a number of new rail lines into Sacramento in the
1900s to early 1910s. with connections between the railway systems and the local electric
streetcar system. The routes such as the Northern Electric and the Oakland, Antioch, & Eastern
provided fast passenger service between Sacramento and the Bay Area, as well as service to the
northern Sacramento Valley cities such as Chico.
Railway lines transected the District, with the Northern Electric Freight line on C Street
from the 18-19 block to 31st, then following 31st southward: . and several lines of the Sacramento
Electric. Gas, and Railway Company: an east-west route on J Street, a route following G Street
eastward with a southward jog on 19th Street to switch the line to continue easterly along H
street to McKinley Park, with both of these lines intersecting with a line south along 28th from
H Street; and the City streetcar line north-south within the 19-20 block (Map 9).
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The City of Sacramento had grown in population only about 5,000 per decade from 1850
to 1890. Between 1900 and 1930, the rate of growth accelerated to 20,000 every decade. The
first suburban development had occurred at Oak Park, annexed to the City in 1911. The City
prospered. and growth continued to force the development of lands outside the old City boundary
(Historic Environment Consultants 1981). Map 9 shows the build-up of the Midtown area by
1911

1

The final change that to some degree defined the Midtown district was the construction
of the W-X Freeway in the 1950s (Maps 10, 11 and 12). Neighborhoods to the east of the
freeway were cut off, and now tend to be identified with the East Sacramento district.

STUDY METHODS AND RESULTS

A records search was conducted in-person at the North Central Information Center of the
California Historical Resources Information System by Robert Gerry. The only recorded
prehistoric site is CA-SAC-34, under Sutter's Fort. Very few cultural resource studies have been
conducted within the study area, consisting of surveys of the two rail lines in 1982 (Wiant and
O'Connor), and excavations at Sutter's Fort on CA-SAC-34 (Olsen 1961) and the site of the east
adobe in the adjacent block (Peak & Associates, Inc. 1983). A copy of the current "Directory
of Properties in the Historic Property Data File for Sacramento County" was obtained. The
City's "Official Register Containing Structures of Architectural or Historical Significance"
(revised October 6. 1983) was also consulted.

Table 1
Historic Properties
Address (All Streets)
514 17th

1

City Ranking (if known)
*

520 17th
715 17th

PRIORITY STRUCTURE

815 17th

PRIORITY STRUCTURE

505 18th

PRIORITY STRUCTURE

509 18th

PRIORITY STRUCTURE

615 18th
617 18th

*
PRIORITY STRUCTURE
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Table 1
Historic Properties
Address (All Streets)
621 18th

PRIORITY STRUCTURE

712 18th

PRIORITY STRUCTURE

714 18th

PRIORITY STRUCTURE

818 18th

PRIORITY STRUCTURE

820 18th

PRIORITY STRUCTURE

509 19th

PRIORITY STRUCTURE

517 19th

PRIORITY STRUCTURE

701 19th

I.

*

.

705 19th

PRIORITY STRUCTURE

709 19th

PRIORITY STRUCTURE

601 20th

PRIORITY STRUCTURE

816 20th

PRIORITY STRUCTURE

501 21st

PRIORITY STRUCTURE

508 21st

PRIORITY STRUCTURE

531 21st

PRIORITY STRUCTURE

608 21st

PRIORITY STRUCTURE

612 21st

PRIORITY STRUCTURE

626 21st

PRIORITY STRUCTURE

715 21st

PRIORITY STRUCTURE

724 21st

PRIORITY STRUCTURE

725 21st

PRIORITY STRUCTURE

809 21st

PRIORITY STRUCTURE

814 21st
505 22nd
514 22nd

Other Status

City Ranking (if known)

*
PRIORITY STRUCTURE
*
21

-

.

Table 1
Historic Properties
Address (All Streets)

City Ranking (if known)

515 22nd

PRIORITY STRUCTURE

617 22nd

PRIORITY STRUCTURE

618 22nd

PRIORITY STRUCTURE

627 22nd

PRIORITY STRUCTURE

700 22nd

PRIORITY STRUCTURE

711 22nd

PRIORITY STRUCTURE

717 22nd

PRIORITY STRUCTURE

817 22nd

PRIORITY STRUCTURE

1115 22nd

PRIORITY STRUCTURE

1116 22nd

*

1121 22nd

PRIORITY STRUCTURE

600 23rd

PRIORITY STRUCTURE

621 23rd

PRIORITY STRUCTURE

625 23rd

PRIORITY STRUCTURE

1006 23rd

PRIORITY STRUCTURE

610 24th

PRIORITY STRUCTURE

815 24th

PRIORITY STRUCTURE

814 25th

PRIORITY STRUCTURE

1108 25th

PRIORITY STRUCTURE

1114 25th

PRIORITY STRUCTURE

1116 25th

PRIORITY STRUCTURE

1017 26th

PRIORITY STRUCTURE

1019 26th

PRIORITY STRUCTURE

1112 26th

ESSENTIAL STRUCTURE

912 27th

Other Status

_PRIORITY STRUCTURE
22

•

1

1

1

Table 1
Historic Properties
Address (All Streets)
1012 27th

PRIORITY STRUCTURE

1015 27th

PRIORITY STRUCTURE

511 28th

PRIORITY STRUCTURE

901 28th

PRIORITY STRUCTURE

903 28th

PRIORITY STRUCTURE

1800C

*

1828C

*

2019 D

PRIORITY STRUCTURE

2022 D

PRIORITY STRUCTURE

1604 E

PRIORITY STRUCTURE

1701 E

•

1904E

PRIORITY STRUCTURE
*

1909 E

PRIORITY STRUCTURE

1912E

*

1915 E

PRIORITY STRUCTURE

1917 E

PRIORITY STRUCTURE

2015 E

PRIORITY STRUCTURE

2112 E

PRIORITY STRUCTURE

1 219 E

PRIORITY STRUCTURE

2403 E

PRIORITY STRUCTURE

2625 E
1625 F

Other Status

City Ranking (if known)

'

PRIORITY STRUCTURE
*

1630 F

PRIORITY STRUCTURE

1700 F

PRIORITY STRUCTURE

1706 F

PRIORITY STRUCTURE
23

.

Table 1
Historic Properties
Address (All Streets)
_1710 F
1712F
1714 F

City Ranking (if known)

Other Status

PRIORITY STRUCTURE
*
PRIORITY STRUCTURE

1716F

*

1726F

*

1730 F

PRIORITY STRUCTURE

1801 F

PRIORITY STRUCTURE

1807 F

PRIORITY STRUCTURE

1811 F

PRIORITY STRUCTURE

1815 F

PRIORITY STRUCTURE

1815 F

PRIORITY STRUCTURE

1818 F

PRIORITY STRUCTURE

1824 F

PRIORITY STRUCTURE

1830 F

PRIORITY STRUCTURE

1904 F

PRIORITY STRUCTURE

2019 F

PRIORITY STRUCTURE

2100 F

PRIORITY STRUCTURE

2111 F

PRIORITY STRUCTURE

2112 F

PRIORITY STRUCTURE

2131 F

PRIORITY STRUCTURE

2301 F

PRIORITY STRUCTURE

2508 F

PRIORITY STRUCTURE

2728 F

PRIORITY STRUCTURE

1723 G

PRIORITY STRUCTURE

1807 G

PRIORITY STRUCTURE
24
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1

1
1

Table 1
Historic Properties
City Ranking (if known)

Address (All Streets)
1822 G

ESSENTIAL STRUCTURE

1826 G

PRIORITY STRUCTURE

1905 G

PRIORITY STRUCTURE

2001 G

PRIORITY STRUCTURE

2101 G

PRIORITY STRUCTURE

2120 G

PRIORITY STRUCTURE

2331 G

PRIORITY STRUCTURE

2414 G

PRIORITY STRUCTURE

2418 G

PRIORITY STRUCTURE

2431 G

•

PRIORITY STRUCTURE

2531 G

PRIORITY STRUCTURE

2620 G

PRIORITY STRUCTURE

2628 G

PRIORITY STRUCTURE

2718 G

ESSENTIAL STRUCTURE

1616 H

PRIORITY STRUCTURE

1717 H

PRIORITY STRUCTURE

1812H

Other Status

*

1826 H

PRIORITY STRUCTURE

1827 H

PRIORITY STRUCTURE

1828 H

PRIORITY STRUCTURE

1900 H

ESSENTIAL STRUCTURE

1906 H

PRIORITY STRUCTURE

2001 H

PRIORITY STRUCTURE

2015 H

PRIORITY STRUCTURE

2030 H

PRIORITY STRUCTURE
25
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Table 1
Historic Properties
,

Address (All Streets)

City Ranking (if known)

1927 I

PRIORITY STRUCTURE

2011 1

PRIORITY STRUCTURE

2100 I

PRIORITY STRUCTURE

2101 1

PRIORITY STRUCTURE

21111

PRIORITY STRUCTURE

2125 I

PRIORITY STRUCTURE

22101

*

2213 1

PRIORITY STRUCTURE

2300 I

PRIORITY STRUCTURE

2329 I

PRIORITY STRUCTURE

2400 I

PRIORITY STRUCTURE

2401 I

PRIORITY STRUCTURE

2402 I

'

1

PRIORITY STRUCTURE

2404 I

PRIORITY STRUCTURE

2405 I

PRIORITY STRUCTURE

2416 I

PRIORITY STRUCTURE

2417 I

PRIORITY STRUCTURE

24201

Other Status

*

2501 I

PRIORITY STRUCTURE

2505 I

PRIORITY STRUCTURE

2610 I

PRIORITY STRUCTURE

2614 I

PRIORITY STRUCTURE

2620 I

PRIORITY STRUCTURE

2630 I

ESSENTIAL/PRIORITY
STRUCTURE

.

26

11

Table 1
Historic Properties
City Ranking (if known)

Address (All Streets)

28281

.

*

2100 J

PRIORITY STRUCTURE

2109J

.

'

2310 J

.

PRIORITY STRUCTURE

2406 J

PRIORITY STRUCTURE

2610 J

PRIORITY STRUCTURE
.

PRIORITY STRUCTURE

2620 J

PRIORITY STRUCTURE

2626 J

PRIORITY STRUCTURE

2627 J

PRIORITY STRUCTURE

2730 J

PRIORITY STRUCTURE

2131 K

PRIORITY STRUCTURE

2228 K

PRIORITY STRUCTURE

2231 K

PRIORITY STRUCTURE

2326 K

PRIORITY STRUCTURE

2330 K

PRIORITY STRUCTURE

2430 K

PRIORITY STRUCTURE

2618 K

1

*
*

2123J

2616 J

Other Status

*

SHL 991

2719 K

ESSENTIAL STRUCTURE

NRHP; SPHI-SAC-015

L Street

NOT APPLICABLE

SHL 745

2101 L

PRIORITY STRUCTURE

2109 L

PRIORITY STRUCTURE

2129 L

PRIORITY STRUCTURE

2307 L

ESSENTIAL STRUCTURE
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Table 1
Historic Properties
Address (All Streets)

City Ranking (if known)

2401 L

, PRIORITY STRUCTURE

2431 L

PRIORITY STRUCTURE

2517 L

PRIORITY STRUCTURE

2525 L

PRIORITY STRUCTURE

2527 L

PRIORITY STRUCTURE

2701 L

ESSENTIAL STRUCTURE

Other Status

SHL 525

* = Not on 1983 list, City status unknown, and listed in current OHP directory
SHL = State Historic Landmark
NRHP = National Register of Historic Places
SPHI = State Point of Historic Interest

IMPACTS

Although the alteration in the traffic patterns from the present to the patterns projected
by the plan is a change to the setting of the resources, it will not constitute a significant impact.
There will be no direct physical imapct to any structures. Visual impacts appear to be minimal.
The current street and traffic patterning of the Midtown area is far different from the plan
laid out by Sutter in 1848-1849, and far different from the traffic patterning of the late 1800searly 1900s dates, the date of construction for most of the structures of recognized significance
in the district. In fact, the traffic patterns had changed by the date of the City surveys that listed
the structures. This would suggest that a change in the setting of the structures from the original
to that at the time of the survey did not diminish the importance of the resources. Therefore,
further changes to this aspect of integrity would not appear to constitute an impact.
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CEQA STATEMENT OF FINDINGS OF FACT AND STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS
FOR THE
NEIGHBORHOOD PRESERVATION TRANSPORTATION PLAN
The City Council of the City of Sacramento does hereby find, determine, and resolve as follows:
I. CEOA FINDINGS
1.

The City Council finds that the Final Environmental Impact Report for the Neighborhood Preservation
Transportation Plan (herein FUR) which consists of the Draft Environmental Impact Report (November
1995), the Final Environmental Impact Report/Response to Comments (April 1996), and the Additional
Information and Analysis (May 1996) collectively known as the "MR', has been completed in accordance
with the requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the State CEQA
and the Sacramento Local Environmental Procedures.

2.

The City Council certifies that the EIR was prepared, published, circulated and reviewed in accordance
with the requirements of CEQA, the State CEQA Guidelines and the Sacramento Local Environmental
Procedures, and constitutes an adequate, accurate, objective and complete Environmental Impact Report
in accordance with the requirements of CEQA, the State CEQA Guidelines and the Sacramento Local
Environmental Procedures.

3.

The City Council finds that the EIR reflects the independent judgement of the City and certifies that the
Elk has been presented to it and that the City Council has reviewed it and considered the information
contained therein prior to acting on the proposed project.

4.

The City Council hereby adopts the attached Findings of Fact and Statement of Overriding Considerations
and a Mitigation Reporting Plan to require all reasonably feasible mitigation measures be implemented.

ILTROCEDDRAL FINDINGS
1.

In 1989, the City Council initiated the Midtown Neighborhood Preservation Transportation Plan (NPTP)
study, which was completed in July in 1991. In November 1991, the City Council directed the Department
of Planning and Development to follow the recommendations of the Midtown Neighborhood Advisory
Committee by moving the Midtown NPTP from the conceptual stage to the preliminary engineering and
environmental review stage. In June 1993, a report was prepared, Evaluation of Neighborhood
Preservation Transportation Plan, that evaluated a refined NPTP project and alternatives. In May 1993,
an Initial Study was prepared to scope the contents of an Elk. In November 1994 preparation of the Draft
the NPTP EIR began and was completed and published in November 1995.

2.

The City of Sacramento caused an Environmental Impact Report (EIR") on the Project to be prepared
pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act, Public Resources Code, Section 21000 et mi.
(CEQA), the CEQA Guidelines, Cade of California Regulations, Title XIV, Section 15000 Id mg., and
the City of Sacramento environmental guidelines.

3.

A Notice of Preparation of the draft Elk was filed with the Office of Planning and Research on September
9, 1994.

4.

Copies of the Thrift Elk were distributed to the State Clearinghouse, to those public agencies which have
jurisdiction by law with respect to the Project, and to other interested parties and agencies. The comments
of such persons and agencies were sought.

5. The Draft EIR was circulated for public comment on November 16, 1995 for a 60-day review period which
expired on January 16, 1996. Comments on the Draft EIR were received during this period, which
included two comment hearings.
6. The Draft EIR was then supplemented with additional information to address potential project design
changes to the Staff Recommended Project. The analysis is referred to as 'Additional Information and
Analysis, May 1996. • This additional technical information and environmental analysis did not identify any
new significant adverse impacts and no previously identified significant impacts experienced a substantial
increase in their severity. The additional technical and environmental analysis completed was presented
to the City Council.
7. Following notice duly and regularly given as required by law, and all interested parties expressing a desire
to comment thereon or object thereto having been heard, the Final EIR, comments and responses, and
additional information and analysis, thereto having been considered, the City Council makes the following
determinations:

8.

A.

The EIR consists of the Draft EIR, Final EIR responses to comments and Additional Information
and Analysis.

B.

The FJR was prepared and completed in compliance with CEQA.

C.

The EIR has been presented to the City Council which reviewed and considered the information
therein prior to acting on the Neighborhood Preservation Transportation Plan project.

D.

The EIR reflects the independent judgement of the City Council.

The following information is incorporated by reference and made part of the record supporting these
findings:
A. The Draft EIR, Final EIR, and Additional Information and Analysis, and all documents relied
upon are incorporated by reference including, but not limited to (also see Section 11.0 of the Draft
Em):
•
•
•

City of Sacramento General Plan. City of Sacramento, January, 1988
draft Environmental Impact Report City of Sacramento General Plan Updatg, City of
Sacramento, March, 1987
City of Sacramento. Zoning Ordinance, July 18, 1994
citisLlierimcsizittinagtmenlignatignimn, 1994
Illalincllill_lillllillWaluelsoullimilitallmAacrimento.i.lrhanikaimilon,
February 18, 1987

•

gindinsrs

•
•

Sacramento Metropolitan Air Ouality Management District, 1994
of Fact/Statement of Overriding Considerations for the Land Use Planning

Policy Within the 100-Year Floodplain in the City and County of Sacramento, City of
Sacramento, February 6, 1990
rindines of Fact and Statement of Overriding Considerations for the Adoption of tho
18211100MLS12lleitilfaSsslak, City of Sacramento, 1988
Central City Community Ng, City of Sacramento, May 1980.
Albsolia_Canisillatlialkatirlilliticlillo. March 1991.
nogign Review Guidelines PIng, July 1990.
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B.

The Mitigation Reporting Plan dated April, 1996.

C.

Testimony, documentary evidence and all correspondence submitted or delivered to the City in
connection with the Planning Commission hearing on this project and associated EIR on April 18,
1996 or otherwise relating to this project or the E.

D.

Testimony, documentary evidence and all correspondence submitted or delivered to the City in
connection with the City Council hearing on this project and associated ElR on May 21, 1996 or
otherwise relating to this project or the E1R.

E.

All staff reports, memoranda, maps, letters, minutes of meetings and other documents relied upon
or prepared by City staff relating to the project including but not limited to City of Sacramento
General Plan and the draft and final Environmental Impact Report for the City of Sacramento
General Plan Update.
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FINDINGS OF FACT AND STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS REGARDING THE
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT FOR THE NEIGHBORHOOD PRESERVATION
TRANSPORTATION PLAN
The Environmental Impact Report for the Neighborhood Preservation Transportation Plan (NPTP, EIR), prepared
in compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), evaluates the potentially significant and
significant adverse environmental impacts that could result from adoption of the project or alternatives to the project.
Because the E1R indicates the implementation of the project (or project alternatives) would result in certain
unavoidable adverse impacts, the City is required under CEQA, and the State and City guidelines adopted pursuant
thereto, to make certain findings with respect to these impacts. The required findings appear in the following
sections of this document. This document lists all identified potentially significant and significant impacts of the
project. Each of the potentially significant or significant impacts that cannot be reduced to a less-than-significant
level by the adoption of feasible mitigation measures or feasible alternatives are considered acceptable by the City
Council based on a determination that the benefits of the project (listed in the Statement of Overriding
Considerations, Section V) outweigh the risks of the potentially significant environmental effects of the project.
A.

SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS WHICH CAN BE AVOIDED

Finding - As authorized by Public Resources Code Section 21081 and Title 14, California Administrative
Code Sections 15091, 15092, and 15093, the City finds that changes or alterations have been required. in,
or incorporated into, the Project which mitigate or avoid the significant environmental impacts listed below,
as identified in the E1R.
These findings are supported by substantial evidence in the record of proceedings before the City as stated
below.
1.

Transportation and Circulation (5.2-2 Near-Term Intersection Level of Service)
a.

§inlif128111.111)2821
The proposed project would result in significant impacts to the following
intersection:

5.2-2.1
b.

16th/I Street: Level of Service (LOS) C to D in the p.m. peak hour
Enill../11110721L2LEIIIIIIII

The significant effects listed above will be reduced to a less than significant level with the
following mitigation:
5.2-2.1:
2.

Restripe the eastbound approach for 1-shared left through and 3-through lanes.
The result is LOS C.

Transportation and Circulation (5.2-7 Future Intersection Level of Service)
a.

Signii121111WIREI
The proposed project would result in significant impacts to the following
intenections:
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5.2-7.1
5.2-7.2
5.2-7.3
5.2-7.6
5.2-7.10
b.

15th/11 Street: LOS C to D in the p.m. peek hour
15th/L Street: LOS B to D in the p.m. peak hour •
15th/N Street: LOS C to D in the p.m. peak hour
16th/Capitol: LOS C to D in the a.m. peak hour
Alhambra Boulevard/L Street: LOS D to E in the a.m. peak hour
Facts in Support of Finding
The significant effects listed above will be reduced to leas-than-significant levels with the
following mitigation measures:

5.2-7.1

15th/H Street: Restripe the eastbound approach for 1-Through and 2-Right Turn
lanes. The result is LOS C, less than significant.

5.2-7.2

15th/L Street: Restripe the southbound approach for 3-Through and 1-Right
Turn lane. The result is LOS C, less than significant.

5.2-7.3

15th/N Street: Restripe the southbound approach for 1-Left Turn and 3-Through
lanes. The result is LOS C, less than significant.

5.2-7.6

16th/Capitol: Restripe the northbotmd approach for 3-Through and 1-Right Turn
lane. The result is LOS D, less than significant.

5.2-7.10 Alhambra Boulevard/L Street: Restripe exclusive northbound left turn lane to
shared left-through. Restrict parting and provide two northbound through lanes
for 100 feet north of the intersection. The result is LOS B, less than significant.
3.

Cultural Resources (5.5-2 Construction Impacts on Historic/Cultural Resources)
a.

SildlifiglakUngi

5.5-2 Archaeological sites usually consist of both surface and subsurface components, with
evidence beneath the surface often more extensive than that visible above. Within the
project site are luunerves structures of architectural or historical significance including
Sutter's Fort. There is one prehistoric site under Sutter's Fort. It is likely that additional
resources rennin undiscovered. Archaeological sites, features, or artifacts that may
remain from prehistoric activity include village sites, structures, middens, mortars and
pestles, arrowheads, grinding stones, knives, pipes, and hand implements.
Excavation, trenching, pipe installation, and other earth-disturbing activities could
adversely affect archaeological resources, but it is whitely given the location of the sites
(within existing streets) that will require excavation and other earth-disturbing activities.
Impacts to historical resources as a result of gromdthaking from construction activities
are not anticipated to occur. The combination of die disemai away from a historical
resource, as well as the minimal amount of groundshaking that can be anticipated as a
result of implementation of the Proposed Project or alternatives, will ensure that historic
structures are not disturbed by the vibration from construction activities.
Because the project is limited to City streets and the cultural resources are located
primarily on lots outside the City street area, the construction of the Proposed Project or
alternatives would not disturb these cultural resources and therefore the impact is less than
significant.
5

A screening-level visual survey was performed to determine the presence of granite curbs
or original sidewalks in the project site. The City considers these features historic
artifacts and important features of early street design reflecting a certain historic character
to some areas in the Central City. Although no granite curbs or sidewalks were found,
their presence cannot be ruled out. If these features are damaged, it could result in a
significant impact.
b.

pacts in Support of Finding
The significant impact listed above will be reduced to a less-than-significant level with the
following mitigation measure:
5.5-2 Although granite curbs and sidewalks were not identified during the site survey,
if granite curbs, sidewalks, or other important street design features are found,
care will be taken during construction to carefully remove them and then replace
them in the same location to the extent feasible.

4.

Biological (5.7-1 Tree Resources)
a.

Significant 'mac(

5.7-1 Short-term impacts to existing street tree resources could result from construction of the
Proposed Project. However, no trees will be removed. Some trees could be damaged
accidentally from construction activities and the movement/operation of heavy equipment.
Tree health could be indirectly affected by accidental spillage of construction materials
(solvent, excess asphalt, fuel oils).
Installation of stop signs and traffic signals may require pruning of existing street trees.
Root cutting of street trees may be necessary at intersections with handicap access or curb
and gutter construction. These impacts are potentially significant but implementing the
mitigation measures below will ensure protection of City Street Trees during
construction.
b.
The significant impact listed above will be reduced to a less-than-significant level with
the following mitigation measure:
5.7-1 Beat Management Practices (BMPs) should be applied at all times during the construction
phase of the project. BMPs might include worker education about cautious work
practices and placement of protective barriers between trees and equipment (fencing,
booms).
Before City Street Trees are pruned, a permit will be obtained from the City. The
contractor will acquire the services of a certified ISA Arborist before performing the
work.
All work potentially affecting City Street Trees will be coordinated with the City
Arborist.
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Construction plans for placement of traffic signal poles or signs will be submitted to the
City Arborist for review prior to construction to determine if pruning, root cutting, or
other street tree damage will be necessary.
During curb and gutter construction, if any tree roots greater than 2 inches in diameter
are found, the City Arborist will supervise the cutting.

B.

SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS WHICH CANNOT BE AVOIDED
Finding-The City finds that, where feasible, the changes or alterations which have been required in, or
incorporated into, the Project will reduce the significant environmental impacts as listed above. However,
specific economic, social, or other considerations make infeasible mitigation measures or project alternatives
to reduce the following impacts to a less-than-significant level. This finding is supported by evidence in
the record of the proceeding before the City including the Draft and Final EIR prepared for this project.
All available, reasonably feasible mitigation measures identified in the EIR are employed to reduce the
magnitude of the impacts, even if the reduction is not to a less-than-significant level. Also incorporated
by reference into this section are the findings of fact stated in Section M. that reject the no project
alternative for having greater negative effects than the proposed project and failing to achieve the basic
objectives of the project.
1.

Transportation and Circulation (5.2-2 Near-Term Intersection Level of Service)
a.

Significant Impact
The proposed project would result in a significant impact to the following intersections:
5.2-2.2
5.2-2.3

b-

30th/N Street: LOS C to D in the p.m. peak hour
Alhambra Boulevarda Street: LOS D to worse LOS D in the p.m peak
hour

Eackialiuseatsfliasling
No feasible mitigation measures are available to mitigate these impacts to less-thansignificant levels, therefore these impacts are considered to be significant and unavoidable
as follows:
5.2-2.2 . The MR defined mitigations as feasible if they do not require property
take or roadway improvements that extend beyond the existing curb
dimension of that roadway. As a result of this definition of feasible, there
are no feasible mitigation measures for this impact because such property
take or the construction of roadway improvements beyond the existing
curb lime (widening of the intersection) would be required.
5.2-2.3 Restripe the northbound approach for 1-shared through left and 1-shared
through-right lane. This would partially mitigate the impact, but not
to less-than-significant levels. Widening of the intersection would be
required to fully mitigate this impact. The result is LOS D, a
significant and unavoidable impact.
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2.

Transportation and Circulation (5.2-3 Near-Term Freeway Weave Sections)

a.

Significant !unmet
5.2-3 Under the Proposed Project, some of the traffic accessing Business 80 from the E Street,

H Street, and I Street ramps would be shifted to the N Street and P Street ramps. In the
southbound weave section between H Street and P Street, this shift pattern would reduce
the H Street on-ramp volume, but it also would increase the P Street off-ramp volume.
The net effect would be a worsening of the LOS of the weave section from LOS D to
LOS E in the PM peak hour.
b.

Facts in Support of Finding
No feasible mitigation measures are available to mitigate this impact to a less-than-significant
level, therefore this impact is considered to be significant and unavoidable as follows:
5.2-3 There are no feasible mitigation measures related to improving the LOS on Business 80

for the weave section between the H and P ramps, without significantly modifying (i.e.
widening) Business 80. These Modifications are within the jurisdiction of the State
Department of Transportation.
3.

Transportation and Circulation (5.2-5 Parking)

a.

Significant Impact
5.2-5.1 The maximum potential number of on-street spaces affected is 129. Although a formal

parking survey was not conducted, observations during field visits indicated that most of
the parking spaces are well utilized. The City does not currently recognize a standard
of significance for loss of on-street parking. The potential loss, however, is a potentially
significant impact.
b.

F.ESLilLS1192a2Lfilldialg
The significant effect listed above will be reduced, but not to a less-than-significant level by the
following mitigation measures:
5.2-5.1

Reducing the size of the proposed traffic circles could reduce the loss of parking
per circle from 16 to 8 spaces. The total parking loss would be reduced.

5.2-5.2 Redesigning the traffic circle features to reduce the number of on-street parking
spaces removed would lama the impact of parking removal. A potential new
design of the traffic circles would include a circle with a very small radius
combined with 8 intersection portals. This design would likely result in no loss
of parking at intersections with traffic circles, and an equivalent effectiveness
at reducing vehicle speeds. Since the number of affected parking spaces related
to traffic circles is 60, this redesign would reduce the parking loss by almost half.
This measure would also eliminate loss of parking near the businesses at 24th/I
Street. A sketch of the proposed new traffic circle design is included in Appendix
C of the Draft BlR. Other redesigns of the traffic circles that failed to cause
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,
,

drivers to deviate from their path were rejected since they would not accomplish
the objective of reducing traffic speeds.
Redesign the traffic circle features to reduce, to the extent feasible, the amount
of on-street parking loss, while maintaining the planned travel speed at the level
as currently intended in the NPTP (20 mph for comfortable travel around an
circle). This redesign would reduce the radius of the circle and add intersection
portals to eliminate or reduce loss of on-street parking spaces.
Incorporation of this mitigation measure into the project design will reduce the
magnitude of the parking impacts. The final level of any impact on traffic
conditions is speculative and uncertain since the exact timing and levels of parking
demand are not known. In addition, the City has no adopted policy or technical
measure by which to conclude whether this mitigation measure will reduce the
parking loss impact to less than significant levels. This impact issue is therefore
acknowledged as one of controversy, and, for the purposes of this analysis, the
impact remains potentially significant and unavoidable.
4.

Transportation and Circulation (5.2-7 Future Intersection Level of Service)
a.

IsaificanUngag
5.2-7.4 15th/X Street: There are no feasible mitigations. The result is
LOS D, a significant unavoidable impact in the AM peak hour.
5.2-7.5 16th/6 Street: There are no feasible mitigations. The result is
LOS F, a significant unavoidable impact in the AM & PM peak
hour.
5.2-7.7 29th/N Street There are no feasible mitigations. The result is
LOS E, a significant unavoidable impact in the PM peak hour.
5.2-7.8 30th/N Street There are no feasible mitigations. The result is
LOS E, a significant unavoidable impact in the AM peak hour.
5.2-7.9 Alhambra Roulevard/J Street: Restripe the northbound approach for
1-Shared Through-Left and 1-shared Through-Right lane. The result
is LOS D in the a.m. and LOS F in the p.m., a significant
unavoidable impact.

b.

Ehatainivramteflinding

There are no feasible mitigation measures to reduce these impacts as follows:
5.2-7.4,5,7,8,9: The EIR identified mitigations as feasible if they do not require the
taking of property or roadway improvements that extend beyond the existing curb
dimension of that roadway. As a result of this definition of feasible, there are no feasible
mitigation measures to reduce these impacts to less than significant.
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5.

Public Safety/Emergency Services (5.6-1 Emergency Response Routes, Times, Operations-Police
Service)
a.

Unif12101.181181S1
5.6-1 Under the Proposed Project, there would be no effect on the operation or the
ability of the SPD to perform its duties because large pieces of equipment are
not generally needed. Impacts related to mutes and operations are less than
significant. However, under the Proposed Project, the median response time may
be affected because increased impediments in the roadway have the potential to
increase emergency response times. However, it would be speculative to attempt
to quantify how much the Proposed Project could increase police response times
since there are no known or identified formulas or procedures for estimating this.
The best approach would be to monitor the impacts using real conditions. It is
reasonable to believe that the Proposed Project could increase response time
because access and use on many roadways in Midtown would be made more
difficult by constraining and slowing traffic flows (i.e., intersection portals),
reducing street capacity (i.e., restriping G and H Streets to two lanes), and
precluding through traffic (i.e. the half-street closure). The effects of an increase
in response time may be more pronounced in areas outside Midtown ifs patrol
unit has to travel through Midtown to reach an emergency situation. Increased
response time can also be considered an imintentional secondary effect. One of
the purposes of the NPTP is to improve public safety, which may not be the case
if increased response time is a result of the Proposed Project.
Although response time may increase, it would be speculative to attempt to
quantify the impact of the NPTP on police response time because there is no
reliable predictable pattern of response routes or of emergency events. However,
to accurately monitor and reduce the potential effects of the Proposed Project,
a recommended mitigation measure is provided under Mitigation. For the
purposes of this ER, the Proposed Project is considered to have a potentially
significant effect on response time.

b.

Facts in Support of Finding
The significant effect listed above will be reduced, but not to a less-than-significant level, with the
following mitigation measures:
5.6-1 Install the Proposed Project with temporary and movable traffic diversion elements to
serve as diverters, half-street closures, and traffic circles. Response times will be
monitored to determine the effect of the proposed traffic elements on police response
times. Install traffic signal pre-emption for emergency vehicles on the major east-west
streets between 16th Street and Business 80. This mitigation measure will reduce the
impacts to response times, but the final level of the resulting impact remains undetermined. For this project, this impact is considered to be reduced, but remains potentially
significant and unavoidable.

10

6.

Public SafetylEmergency Services (5.6-2 Emergency Response Routes,Times-Fire
Service)
With implementation of the Proposed Project, routes, response times could be affected by the
Proposed Project.
EgnifiginLima
5.6-2 Routes. Although there is not a designated travel route for fire-fighting vehicles, certain
streets and routes are easier and safer to travel, depending on the time of day and destination. Of particular usefulness to fire-fighting vehicles are the three-lane, one-way streets
in Midtown, providing more space and options for operating and maneuvering their
vehicles through traffic. Restriping of G and H Streets to two-way streets will create
additional challenges for SCFD drivers who already have multiple responsibilities and
burdens (i.e., unpredictable behavior of drivers and pedestrians when they hear or see
emergency vehicles approaching) while traveling to emergencies. In addition, the added
constraint of half-street closures, the cliverter, and intersection portals may require
vehicles to take an alternate route, which in effect, could increase response times. The
impact on routes would be considered potentially significant.
Response Time. The SCFD informal response time goal is 4 minutes. As in the discussion above for police service, it would be speculative to quantify whether the Proposed
Project would increase SCFD response times by seconds or minutes, although it is
reasonable to believe some increase could occur. The City does not currently have an
adopted significance threshold by which to judge specific impacts on fire response times.
In this case, a determination of this effect is not possible due to the speculative and
uncertain methods for attempting to predict this effect. To accurately monitor and reduce
the potential effects of the Proposed Project, a recommended mitigation measure is
provided under Mitigation. This issue remains an item of concern regarding this project,
and, for the purposes of this EIR, this impact is considered to be potentially significant.
Impacts to routes and response times would be potentially significant.

b.

Facts in Support of Finding

The significant effects listed above will be reduced, but not to a less-than-significant level, by the
following mitigation measures:
Emergency Response Routes, Times, and Operations - Fire Service
5.6-2
Install the Proposed Project with temporary and movable traffic diversion elements to
•
serve as diverters, half-street closures, and traffic circles. Response times will be
namitmed to determine the effect of the proposed traffic elements on fire service
response times. If fire service response time increases, the Proposed Project could be
adjusted to maintain overall response goals.
•

Design the dividers to allow for emergency service truck passage.

•

Install signal pre-emption devices for emergeocy vehicles on major east-west streets
between 16th Street and 13u2iness 80.
This mitigation measure will reduce the impacts to response times, but the final level of the
resulting impact remains undetermined. This impact is considered to be reduced, but, for the
purposes of this project, remains potentially significant and unavoidable.
11.

This E1R evaluates three alternatives to the Proposed Project. Alternative A is the Maximum Diversion Alternative,
Alternative B is the Minimum Diversion Alternative, and Alternative C is the No Project Alternative. The
alternatives are described below:
•

Maximum Diversion—Alternative A: This alternative is similar to the Proposed Project, with
additional half-street closures at the west and east sides of the Midtown neighborhood to preclude
entry, thereby creating a maximum diversion. One of the major effects of the half-street closures
would be to preclude two-way access on C, D, E, F, and G Streets, at 16th and 29th Streets.

•

Minimum Diversion—Alternative B: This alternative would be similar to the Proposed Project
except that diversions (e.g., half-street closures) would be minimized. The overall effect of this
alternative is to reduce traffic flows and speeds, but to a lesser extent than proposed for the
project.

•

No Project—Alternafive C: This alternative would not change existing traffic volumes and
patterns on the streets.

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126 (dX2) state "...if the environmentally superior alternative is the no project
alternative, the EIR shall also identify an environmentally superior alternative among the other alternatives.'
In reviewing the Proposed Project and alternatives, the Proposed Project is identified as the Environmentally
Superior Alternative, including when compared to the No Project alternative. The &Cum:mil in determining
this was to assess how the type and placement of traffic control measures would fulfill the objectives of the Proposed
Project. The alternatives studied include Alternative A—Maximum Diversion, Alternative B—Minimum Diversion,
and Alternative C—No Project. As described in Chapter 3, Project Description, the objectives of the Proposed Project focus on reducing traffic volumes, reducing speeds, and improving public safety. As the basis for this EIR
analysis, the Neighborhood Preservation nsmarportation Plan Evaluation Report prepared by CH2M HILL (June
1993) was used because it addressed the effectiveness and intent of each traffic control measure (i.e., half-street
closures and reducing the capacity of a roadway are most effective for diverting traffic volumes while traffic circles
are most effective at reducing speeds). The Evaluation report further addresses how the increased and/or decreased
use of such elements is directly related to traffic volumes, speeds, and safety.
The Evaluation report concluded that the Proposed Project represents a compromise between the Maximum
Diversion Alternative (which more closely meets the objectives by reducing volumes and speeds and improving
safety but causes greater traffic impacts outside the Midtown project site) and the Minimum Diversion Alternative
(which is less effective at meeting the objectives, but creates fewer traffic impacts outside the Midtown project site).
The information gained from the Evaluation report was used in developing the scope and approach of the Em
analysis.
The imagRuggii was to measure the Proposed Project and alternatives, including the No Project, against the
same environmental subject areas. The environmental areas assessed in this Em include transportation and
circulation, air qufity, noise, cultural resources, public safety/emergency services, and biological resources.
Impacts to the environmental areas (some areas of traffic, air, noise, cultural resources, public safety/emergency
services, and biological resources) would generally not occur under the No Project because no activity would be
undertaken. As for air quality, impacts in the near-term (i.e., 1997 when the project would be implemented) would
be slightly better under the No project because construction of the elements (causing dust-PM 10) would not occur
and diversion of traffic (causing i slight increase in vehicle miles traveled and therefore increased ozone precursors
and CO) would not occur (refer to Air Quality section, Table 5.3-4). As for noise, the No Project would not have
12

impacts because there would be construction noise. The potential impact of encountering cultural or historic
resources, such as granite curbs, would not occur because sidewalks and curbs would not be disturbed. The
potential effects of increased response times from police and fire would also not occur since there would be no
obstructions to emergency vehicle access. As for biological resources, the potential impact of encroaching upon
tree root systems would also not occur because there would not be subsurface excavation. In conclusion, the No
Project Alternative (Alternative C) for the environmental areas (excepting intersection level of service) could have
less impact than the Proposed Project and Alternatives A and B.
Impacts related to all environmental areas except for portions of the transportation and circulation analysis were
relatively the same for the Proposed Project and Alternatives A and B. That is, impacts were generally less than
significant, significant with mitigation, or significant and unavoidable for the Proposed Project and Alternatives A
and B for traffic (street segments, freeways, transit, parking, and bikeways), air quality, noise, cultural resources,
public safety/emergency services, and biological resources. The main area of difference between the Proposed
Project, Alternatives A and B, and No Project (Alternative C) is the outcome of the level of service intersection
analysis, which is described in more detail below.
The analysis of level of service at intersections in the transportation and circulation section did not have the
equivalent outcomes between the Proposed Project and Alternatives A and B as the other environmental areas
described above. In addition, the analysis indicates that the No Project Alternative actually has more impacts than
the Proposed Project. This is described in more detail below.
As described in Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation, the Proposed Project has about the same impact on
intersection level of service in the near-term (1997) and future (year 2010) for the intersections studied in this ER
(refer to Tables 5.2-2 and 5.2-6) as the No Project and has less impact than the other alternatives. The Proposed
Project also achieves the objectives of reducing volumes and speeds and improving pedestrian safety. Below is a
summary of the data from the Draft and Final EIR.
Number of Intersections Studied with Significant Impacts
,

Locations Violating Standard
Near-Tenn

Long-Term

Significant IMISCi

NEREDEIR

31

lo

2

Alternative A

10

17

1,4

Alternative B

6

12

¢

Alternative C

4

14

Q

Proposed Project

Una=
14

a
a.
_

4

Note: Refer to Tables 5.2-1 and 5.2-6 for identification of these intersections.
Because of the Proposed Project's minimal effect (after mitigation in some cases) on the environmental areas of
traffic, air quality, noire, cultural resources, public safety/ emergency services, and biological resources, the
Proposed Project woukl be the environmentally superior alternative. The results of the air quality analysis in the
DEIR (DER (h.5.3) showed that the Proposed Project will reduce the daily emissions of ozone precursors and
particulate matter in the cumulative scenario when compared to the No Project alternative. The Proposed Project
achieves the greatest reduction of these emissions when compared to the other alternatives.
The number of intersections exceeding City Standard under the Proposed Project and the No Project for the nearterm are approximately equal, although there is only one commonly impacted intersection (Alhambra/J Streets).
The Proposed Project would result in the following intersections exceeding City standards:
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•
•
•
•
•

16th/J Streets (LOS D/PM peak hour)
30th/N Streets (LOS D/AM peak hour)
Alhambra/I Streets (LOS D/PM peak hour)
16th/F (LOS D/PM peak hour)
16th/Capitol (LOS D/PM peak hour)

And the No Project would result in the following intersections exceeding City standards:
•
•
•
•

16thif Streets (LOS F/PM peak hour)
16th/H Streets (LOS E/PM peak hour)
16th/Capitol Streets (LOS D/PM peak hour)
Alhambra/1 Streets (LOS D/PM peak hour)

A similar relationship occurs between the Proposed Project and the No Project in the future, except that a greater
number of intersections will exceed City standard with the No Project when compared with the Proposed Project.
That is, 10 intersections would be impacted under the Proposed Project and 14 intersections would violate City
Standard under the No Project. Five of the intersections impacted under the Proposed Project would also be
impacted under the No Project. In the cumulative analysis, each of the other alternatives (A & B) result in a greater
number of intersections with significant impacts than with the Proposed Project.
The diversion diagrams in Section 5.2 of the Draft EIR show that traffic diverted from Midtown does not equally
shift to adjacent roadways. That is, traffic seems to shift in a more diagonal manner, which has the effect of
"spreading the impact around to more street segments and intersections. Because of this, the Proposed Project
actually affects fewer intersections than the other project alternatives.
In summary, implexnentation of the NPTP project has an opportunity to create the framework and process to allow
future transportation projects simibx to this to occur throughout the city.
1.

hicamiggAltenEgin

Under the No Project Alternative, the proposed project would not be constructed. The project site
would continue to remain in its current state.
Finding
Specific economic, social, or other considerations make infeasible the No Project alternative
Identified in the NPTP EIR in that:
Under the No Project alternative, the City's goals and policies as set forth in the Sacramento
General Plan Update (SOPU) and Central City Commimity Plan (CCCP), with regard to protecting
residential neighborhoods (SGPU), ensuring the street system is safe and efficient (SGPU),
directing traffic away from the central city (SGPU), conserving viable residential neighborhoods
bon encroachment of excessive vehicular traffic (CCCP), improving bicycle and pedestrian safety
(CCCP), and discouraging through traffic on residential streets (CCCP) would not be promoted.
Selection of the No-Project Alternative would not attain the basic objectives of the Project which
are to reduce traffic volumes and speeds and improve safety in Midtown. 'The No-Project
Alternative would not give the City an opportunity to install the temporary features of the project
and allow a trial period to assess the actual affect of the project and make appropriate adjustments
to the project.

f.
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The No Project alternative will, in the near term, have fewer impacts than the Proposed Project,
but will not achieve the project goals. In the cumulative (long term) scenario, the No Project
alternative will result in greater impacts than the Proposed Project, as set forth above. Significant
effects of the Proposed Project are acceptable when compared to the No Project alternative.
2.

Maximum Diversion
This alternative is similar to the Proposed Project, with additional half-street closures at the west
and east sides of the Midtown neighborhood to preclude entry, thereby creating a maximum
diversion. One of the major effects of the half-street closures would be to minimize two-way
access on C, D, E, F, and 0 Streets, at 16th and 29th Streets.
Finding
Specific economic, social, or other considerations make infeasible the Maximum Diversion
alternative in that:
The Maximum Diversion alternative would better achieve the project objective of reducing traffic
volumes since this alternative is more effective at diverting traffic trips from the Midtown
residential streets to other streets outside the Midtown area. However, there is little added value
in diverting more traffic trips to other areas, when compared to the additional environmental
effects that would be caused by the Maximum . Diversion alternative.
The Maximum Diversion impacts are greater than under the Proposed Project as indicated above,
both in the near term and cumulative scenarios.

3.
This alternative would be similar to the Proposed Project except that diversions (e.g., half-street
closures) would be minimized. The overall effect of this alternative is to primarily reduce traffic
speeds. This alternative would reduce traffic flows, but to a lesser extent than proposed for the
project.
finding
Specific economic, social, or other considerations make infeasible the Minimum Diversion
alternative in that:
Under the Minimum Diversion alternative there would be greater impacts to intersections (in terms
of level of service) for both the near and future conditions when compared to the project. In
addition, because the diversion of traffic is less effective under this alternative, the objectives of
the project are not met as closely as under the proposed project.
The Minimum Diversion impacts are greater than the Proposed Project as indicated above, for both
the near term and cumulative scenarios.
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As required by CEQA, the EIR evaluates the growth inducing impacts of the proposed project and the cumulative
impacts of the proposed project (See, CEQA Guidelines H15126 and 15130). These growth inducing and
cumulative impacts, together with appropriate mitigation measures and findings, are set forth in Section IV.
A.

GROWTH INDUCING IMPACTS.

The growth inducing potential of a project is generally considered to have a significant impact if the project
has the potential to either induce growth or create the capacity for growth above and beyond the levels
permitted by the public planning policies or anticipated by public or independent projects. However, a
project's growth inducing potential does not automatically result in growth. Growth at the local level is
fundamentally controlled by the land use policies of local jurisdictions. Accordingly, the growth pressure
is transformed into actual growth only by the actions of elected decision makers.
Under CEQA, growth inducement may not be considered necessarily a detrimental, beneficial or
insignificant consequence (CEQA Guidelines 115126). Induced growth is considered a significant impact
only if it directly or indirectly affects the ability of local agencies to provide needed public services, or if
it can be demonstrated that the potential growth in some other way significantly effects the environment.
The Proposed Project does not entail development or land use changes that would directly or indirectly
induce additional growth nor does it require redesignation of City Streets. In addition, the Proposed
Project is consistent with the Sacramento General Plan Update and the Central City Community Plan and
would not induce growth. Therefore, based upon the EIR and the entire record before the City, the City
finds that no significant growth inducing impacts will result from implementation of the NPTP.
B.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS
According to CEQA, 'Cumulative impacts refers to two or more individual effects which, when considered
together, are considerable or which compound or increase other environmental impacts (Guidelines,
Section 15355). CEQA requires that cumulative impacts be discussed when they are significant
(Guidelines, Section 15130, subd.[aD. This section summarizes those significant cumulative impacts
associated with development and operation of the Proposed Project. Each impact is discussed detail in the
respective sections of Chapter 5 of the Draft EIR, Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation.
Significant Cumulative Impacts
Significant cumulative impacts were identified for traffic only. Noise and air impacts were found not to
be cumulative or significant and mavoidable.
The assumptions used for the cumulative analysis are based on the City of Sacramento General Plan Update
for 2010. Included in the assumptions are land use and circulation projects that are either approved or
expected to occur in the reasonable near future.
Listed below are the significant cumulative traffic impacts that will result from long-range cumulative
development without applying mitigation:
15th/H Street: LOS C to D in the p.m. peak hour (5.2-7.1)
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15th/L Street: LOS B to D in the p.m. peak hour (5.2-7.2)
15th/N Street: LOS C to D in the p.m. peak hour (5.2-7.3)
15th/X Street: LOS D to worse D in the a.m. peak hour (5.2-7.4)
16th/G Street: LOS D to F in the a.m. peak hour and LOS F to worse LOS F in the p.m.
peak hour (5.2-7.5)
16th/Capitol Avenue: LOS C to D in the a.m. peak hour (5.2-7.6)
29th/N Street: LOS C to E in the p.m. peak hour (5.2-7.7)
30th/N Street: LOS E to worse LOS E in the a.m. peak hour (5.2-7.8)
Alhambra Boulevard/J Street LOS D to worse D in the a.m. peak hour (5.2-7.9)
Alhambra Boulevard/L Street: LOS D to E in the a.m peak hour (5.2-7.10)
Finding

Five of the ten impacts cannot be mitigated to less-than-aignificant levels with feasible measures (Impacts
5.2-7.4,5,7,8,9). As discussed earlier in this document, feasible is defined as not having to take property
or require roadway improvements that would extend beyond the existing curb dimension for that roadway.
For the purposes of this EIR, each of the above unmitigated impacts would require take of property that
could potentially affect businesses and other commercial uses by either removing all or some of the
property and/or structures which house the business. The environmental, economic, social, and other
benefits of the proposed project override any remaining specific or cumulative impacts of the proposed
project as more fully set forth in the Statement of Overriding Considerations.
Mitigation
The Mitigation Measures adopted with respect to traffic intersection level of service as discussed above
(Section Ill) are hereby incorporated by reference and specifically found to mitigate the level of service
impacts of the proposed project to the extent feasible.
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Notwithstanding disclosure of the significant impacts and the accompanying mitigation, the City has determined
pursuant to Section 15093 of the CEQA Guidelines that the benefits of the project outweigh the adverse impacts,
and the proposed project shall be approved. Substantial evidence is included in the record which demonstrates that
implementation of the proposed project will have beneficial as well as potential adverse impacts relating to
environmental considerations.
With reference to the above findings and in recognition of those facts which are included in the record, the City
has determined that the proposed project would contribute to environmental impacts which are considered significant
and adverse, as disclosed in the ElR prepared for the proposed project.
The City specifically finds, and therefore makes this Statement of Overriding Considerations, that as a part of the
process of obtaining project approval, all significant effects on the environment with implementation of the proposed
project have been eliminated or substantially lessened where feasible. Furthermore, the City has determined that
any remaining significant effects on the environment found to be unavoidable are acceptable due to the overriding
considerations described below:
A.

The proposed project will reduce traffic volumes and speeds on residential streets.

B.

The proposed project will improve safety to pedestrians and bicyclists in the Midtown area.

C.

The proposed project will support the General Plan and Central City Community Plan Goals
and policies related to providing efficient transportation systems, protecting residential
neighborhoods from excessive traffic, and reducing traffic speeds and volumes on residential
streets.

D.

The proposed project will support die City's intent to study and implement feasible
transportation projects that enhance public safety and circulation, and to implement traffic
calming efforts on a City-wide basis.

E.

The proposed project will support the City's theme of neighborhood revitalization.

F.

The proposed project incorporates monitoring and citizen review to ensure the protection of
public safety.

G.

The proposed project represents the results of an intensive public planning process.

H.

The proposed project will enhance the City's efforts to promote downtown development while
protecting adjacent residential areas from the effects of that development.

I.

The proposed project will protect the character of the Midtown area in a manner that protects
and fulfills the potential for businesses and residences in the neighborhood.

Conclusion:
Based upon these public safety, circulation and environmental considerations, the City has determined that
any environmental detriment caused by the proposed project has been minimized to the extent feasible, and
that where not feasible, has been outweighed and counterbalanced by the significant economic, fiscal,
social, environmental and land use benefits to be generated to the City. The City therefore concludes that
with all the envirmunental trade-offs of the proposed project taken into account, its implementation will
represent a net positive impact on the City.
18
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Section I
Introduction
A.

California Environmental Quality Act Process

The City of Sacramento released a Draft Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR) for the
Neighborhood Preservation Transportation Plan (NPTP) for public review and comment
on November 16, 1995. The 60-day review period for the Draft EIR (SCH #94092022)
began on November 16, 1995, and ended on January 16, 1996. The City of Sacramento
received 29 comment letters (refer to attached list). During the 60-day review period, two
public meetings were held to accept comment on the ElR. The meetings were held on
January 10, 1996 and January 13, 1996.

11
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•
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The Draft EIR for the NPTP and this document entitled Responses to Comments, together
constitute the Final EIR for the proposed project. The Final EIR is an informational document prepared by the Lead Agency (the City of Sacramento) that must be considered by
the decisionmaking bodies of the Lead Agency before taking an action on the proposed
project. The Lead Agency must certify that the Final EIR adequately discloses the environmental effects . of the proposed project and has been completed in conformance with
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), and that the decisionmaking bodies independently reviewed and considered the information contained in the DR. The Final EIR
must also be considered . by "Responsible Agencies," which are public agencies that have
discretionary approval authority over the project. A Responsible Agency must consider
the environmental effects of the project as shown in the EIR, prior to approving any portion of the project over which it has authority.
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines (Section 15132) specify the
following:
"The Final E1R shall consist of:
(a)
(b)
(c)
(d)
(e)

The Draft EIR or a revision of the draft.
Comments and recommendations received on the Draft EIR.
A list of persons, organizations, and r _blic agencies commenting on the
Draft EIR.
The response of the Lead Agency to significant environmental points raised
in the review and consultation process.
Any other information added by the Lead Agency."

This Response to Comments document contains the list of commenters, comments from
public agencies and the general public, and appropriate responses by the Lead Agency to
significant environmental points raised in those comments.

SAC/116543/009.WP5
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B.

Organization of This Document

This Responses to Comments document contains information in response to the issues
raised during the public comment period. The Draft EIR document and this Responses to
Comments document, constitute the Final EIR. This document is organized as follows:
Section I introduces the reader to the requirements of a Final EIR and to the organization
of this Responses to Comments document. Section I also contains the summary of the
process for accepting public comments and for responding to the comments that were
raised during the public review period.
Section II contains the comment letters received on the Draft EIR. Each comment letter
that was submitted is reproduced in this section.
Section ifi contains the responses to the comment letters. •
Section IV contains the verbal comments received on January 10, 1996 and January 13,
1996, at public meetings.
Section V contains the responses to verbal comments.
Section VI. contains a list of the revisions (Errata), to the text of the EIR that were noted
in the response to comments. In addition, Section VI includes corrections to minor errors
in the EJR text. The first pages of the Errata section is the summary table, as amended,
from this Final E.
C.

Public Participation and Review

The City of Sacramento notified all responsible and trustee agencies and interested groups,
organizations, and individuals that a Draft E1R had been completed for the proposed project. The City also used several methods to solicit input during the review period of the
Draft EIR. The following is a list of actions taken during the preparation, distribution,
and review, of the Draft EIR.

.

1.

Notice of Preparation (N("D) was flied with the State Clearinghouse on
September 9, 1994.

2.

The NOP was distributed by the City, of Sacramento to all responsible and
trustee agencies and interested groups, organizations, and individuals.
Copies of the NOP, distribution list, and comments were included in the
Draft EIR Appendices.

3.

A community and scoping meeting on the EIR was held on May 31, 1996,
at the Hart Senior Center.

4.

A Notice of Completion (NOC) and copies of the Draft EIR were filed with
the State Clearinghouse on November 15, 1995. A copy of the NOC and

SAC/116543/009.WP5
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the State Clearinghouse distribution list is available for review and
inspection at the City of Sacramento, Department of Planning and Development, Environmental Services Division, 1231 I Street, Room 300,
Sacramento, California 95814.
5.

An extended public review period of 60 days for the Draft EIR began on
'November 16, 1995, and ended on January 16, 1996.

6.

A Letter of Availability was distributed to all responsible and trustee
agencies and interested groups, organizations, and individuals on November 16, 1995. The Letter of Availability stated that the City of Sacramento
had completed the Draft UR and that copies were available at the City of
Sacramento, Department of Planning and Development, Environmental
Services Division, 1231 I Street, Room 300, Sacramento, California 95814.
The letter also indicated that the public review period for the Draft EIR
would end on January 16, 1996.

7.

The Letter of Availability was officially posted at the County Clerk's office
and City of Sacramento City Hall on November 16, 1995.

8.

A public notice was placed in the Sacramento Bee on November 16, 1995,
which stated that the Draft EIR for the NPTP was available for public
review and comment.

9.

Two public comment hearings were held to accept comments on January
10, 1996 and January 13, 1996.

SA0116543/009.WP5
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Section II
Written Comment Letters
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Section II
Neighborhood Preservation Transportation Plan
(NPTP) EIR
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1

2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
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14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29

Paul Harriman
John Westbrook Ostrom
Sacramento Area Bicycle Advocates—Edward J. Cox
Sacramento Old City Association—Edward J. Cox
Historic Boulevard Park
Douglas R. Thompson
Sutter Health
Bill Harriman
Brian Barch
Winn Park-Capital Avenue Neighborhood Association—Dennis
Clear
Boulevard Park Neighborhood Association—Margaret Buss
Dudley Dufort
Applied Architecture—Michael F. Malinowksi A/A
Fremont Park Neighborhood Association—Steven ICasower
Corey Brown
Fred Hull
Jay Bergstrom
Jan E. Maltzan
Tenye Witte/Tom Clark
Dean E. Copsey
Don Hayden
Gloria Scott
Dennis Clear
Caryn/Thornas Van Wormer
Dorothy R. Jaman
Office of Transportation, Chief Jeffrey Pulverman
Arrnando Chacon
Dale Kooyman
Leilani Fay
Sacramento Regional Traffic District—Anthony J. Palmere
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LETTER 1
Mr. Fred Eluded,
Planning Department
City of Sacramento

RECEIVED
JAN 1 6 1996
PLANNING SERVICES

Following are a few comments about the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for
the Neighborhood Preservation Transportation Plan (NPTP).
My perspective is influenced by the changes I have seen as a 24 year resident at
24th and I Streets.
To begin with, the EIR provides an excellent discussion of the three project
alternatives. Without stating my personal "favorite plan", I will say that all 3 options
were represented and evaluated fairly by the EIR.
The troubling aspect of this document Is the incomplete analysis of the "no project"
alternative. What are the costs and consequences of not implementing any of the
3 options? During my years in this neighborhood, the automobile traffic has increased
from a few thousand to well over 20,000 cars per day. At this rate of increase, what can
we expect in the next ten years? DurIng • these same years, pedestrian and bicycle
traffic have also increased, right along with the number of residential ' Units and
businesses. This project area also has the lowest vacancy rate in Saoramento. In
short, the City hal grown and changed, and so has this area. The conditions are no
longer the same as when the conversions to one way were implemented. Pleaso
consider the big picture when looking into the "no project" alternative. Some
appropriate questions to ask are ..
At $90,000.- per officer (salary equip.) what is the coat of Po!Ice enforcement
•
over the next 10 years? NPTP saves money immediately compounds annually.
Costs of ever increasing accidents to people, automobiles and buildings.
•
Costs of Ant TOVEII7U9 to Midtown Businesses by not slowing traffic ? Slower
•
traffic encourages retail foot traffic and sidewalk seating. Good for business!
•
Costs of loosing residents who move away due to traffic and air pollution. Living
• next to high traffic volumes is tiring. That's why freeway walla are built.
•
Costs of continually 'revitalizing" Downtown. The real investment dollars leave
the Central City because the conditions for succe s s are constantly eroded.
And possibly most important of all ... What will be the price paid by other inner
•
city neighborhoods' future's? Me must establish proper gr p und work to deal
constructively with the future traffic impacts that are inevitably destructive.
`No project" sounds like Severe Environmental Impact
it is clear that the the traffic conditions that we endure today would never have survived
this E1R process.

Thank you for your efforts,
Sincerely
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Mr. Fred Buderi
Associate Planner
City of Sacramento, Planning Services Division
1231 T Street, Room 300
Sacramento, CA 94814

Vow"

RECEIVED
JAN 16 13.2S
•

RE: Draft EnvirOnnicntal Impact Report for the Midtown NeighborhiMita&SEEWICES
Transportation (NPTP) Project
Dear Mr. Buderi:
I appreciate the opportunity to provide comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report
(DER) for the Neighborhood Preservation Transportation Plan (NPTP).
Overall, it is encouraging that the refined NPTP as developed by the Neighborhood Advisory
Committee has been identified as the Environmentally Superior Alternative. This project is an
important first step toward developing a more comprehensive approach to traffic calming in
the Central City. By putting these commonly used traffic calming devices into practice in the
study area, these concepts and features can be used by other neighborhoods to pmvide
mitigation of traffic speed and volume, as well as contribute to the livability and sustainability
of residential neighborhoods.
The following are specific comments on the DE1R:
The DEIR includes the impacts of traffic from the closure of C Street for Blue
Diamond. It is important to note that this project was not in existence at the time the
NF'TP was developed and is an issue separate from the implementation of the NPTP.
In addition, with the closure of C Street, a new truck route should be identified as part
of the environmental documents prepared for the Blue Diamond prolect
2.

Please clarify why the Alhambra/7 Street intersection is identified as having
"significant and unavoidable" impact. The intersection currently operates at LOS D
and would only be "worse LOS D" following implementation, which does not appear
to be a degradation of one or more service levels, which would be considered
significant In addition, the volume to capacity ratio changes only by .07, below the .2
level of change noted as significant.

2-1
.11n11111

2

Mr. Fred Budcri

NPTP DE1R
Page 2

3.

Under Cultural Rc.sources, it is noted that the No Project alternative,would have no
impact because "traffic and historic resources would not Change." Elsewhere, it is
indicated that in the future there will be traffic volume increases of 14% to 40% and
that there is some concern for the effect diverted traffic as a result of the NPTP might
have on other historic areas, such as Sutter's Fort. Since the project area contains
several preservation areas, it would be consistent to note that anticipated increases in
traffic volumes in the study area under the No Project alternative could have a
negative effect on existing historical resources, such as priority and essential structures.

Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the
Nyrp. I look forward to following this project closely as it goes to the City Council.
Sincerely,
s

John Westbrook Ostrom
2631 G Street
Sacramento, CA 95g16

Sacramento
Area
Bicycle
Advocates

LETTER 3

Burn flu not fuel

909 12th Street, Suite 100, Sacramento, CA 95814 (916) 442-7407 or 444-5864
Fred Buderi
City of Sacramento,
Department of Planning and Development,
Environmental Services Section
1231 I Street, Room 300
Sacramento, California, 95814

January 16, 1996

PUNNING AND DEVELOPMENT
'JAN 16 1996

RECEIVED

Dear Mr. Buderi:
Thank you for allowing us to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (dEIR)
for the Neighborhood Preservation Transportation Plan (NPTP) . Our comments are as
follows.
At one time this plan had indicated proposed bikeways. We would recommend that any
bikeway improvements be coordinated with the .adopted City County Bikeway Master I 3_1
Plan. Any changes to the plan would necessitate an amendment which would need to run
through the soon to be appointed Bicycle Advisory Committee.
We would also like to be assured that any pavement treatments be done so that they do not
create a hazard for bicyclist. For example, ruts . in the pavement parallel to the flow would
catch a bicycle tire.
We prefer keep the design features of the various devices that would allow for bicyclists to
pass through where motorized vehicles would be diverted. Smaller traffic circles would
more desirable as well.
Sincerely,
42649‘2
Edward J. Cox,
Vice Chair, SABA
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Fred Buderi
City of Sacramento,
Department of Planning and Development,
Environmental Services Section
1231 I Steet, Room 300
Sacramento, California, 95814

PUNNING AND DEVELOPMENT
J AN 6 1996

RECEIVED

January 16, 1996
Dear Mr. Buderi:
Thank you for allowing us to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report
(dEIR) for the Neighborhood Preservation Transportation Plan (NFTP) . Our comments are as follows.
We concur that the Proposed Project is the environmentally superior alternative, but"
we do not agree with the evaluation that a No Project condition would result in no
impacts. Our analysis of traffic volumes over history has shown that volumes will
4-1
constantly increase, unless mitigations are implemented. A closer analysis of the
impacted intersections show not only more problem intersections, but also degraded
LOS.
SM.

mMI

While the conclusions of the report are that there will be less than significant impacts •
on adjoining streets with the implementation of the Proposed Project, there should be
a discussion of the process whereby residential neighborhoods outside the planning
area can get traffic calming measures implemented. This can be done by describing the
Neighborhood Transportation Management Program, and ways in which surrounding neighborhoods can get relief from the impacts of traffic, whether it be from
diverted traffic from the NPTP or from "natural" growth of roadway volumes and
speeds.

4-2

RT Busses are placed on F Street, however, they used to be on E Street. It shouldn't be 4_3
hard for RT to adjust their routes to accommodate the plan.
Parking loss is identified as an impact as a result of the construction of some of the
devices. This could be minimized by incorporating designs that do not cause the loss 4-4
of parking. Examples can be seen in Portland and Seattle.
While the results of the Air Quality show hardly any difference between the alternatives, it should be noted that Sacramento is in non-attainment with respect to air
quality, therefore all alternatives including the No Project alternative would result in 4"5
an air quality impact. Impacts that decrease the baseline are the only ones that could

1

qualify, as less than significant. In other words, we've got bad air to start with, therefore] 4_5
unless we reduce what we have got, we will still get bad air.
Table 2-1, 5.6-5
Please correct the discussion on AC to read "Pedestrian Safety" instead of "Bicycle Safety.] 4-6
We will continue to monitor the development of this plan and look forward to its
implementation, as it will become a pilot project for traffic calming in other parts of the Old
City.

6,6
Vice President, SOCA

WHERE WE'VE BEEN— WHERE WE ARE —WHERE WERE GOING

LETTER 5

Fred Buderi
City of Sacramento,
Department of Planning and Development,
Environmental Services Section
•
1231 I Street, Room 300
Sacramento, California, 95814
January 16,

PLANN;Nkl AND "Ji."1:.:OPMENT
'JAN 1 6 1996

RECEIVED
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Dear Mr. Buderi:
We are pleased with the Draft Environmental Impact Report (dEIR) for the Neighborhood
Preservation Transportation Plan (NPTP) and hope to see the implementation of the Proposed Project proceed swiftly and without major adjustment.
The Historic Boulevard Park History Committee was formed in 1990 and is independent of
the larger Boulevard Park Neighborhood Association (BPNA). It is a volunteer organization
that promotes an interest in neighborhood history and architectural preservation. The• geographic focus, Boulevard Park, was originally the area defined by the 1860 Union Race Track,
developed in 1905 as a residential infill community by the Park Realty Company. The geographical and period focus has expanded beyond the original Park Realty development to
reflect member interest. The committee holds regular meeting and has received grants from
BPNA, Sacramento Heritage, and the Sacramento Old City Association for the nomination of
Boulevard Park as a National Register District. Among our volunteers are professional historians, environmental planners, architects, and archivists.
Please refer to the following pages for our comments.
Sincerely,
Historic Boulevard Park Committee,
Margaret Buss,
Deborah Condon,
Ed Cox,
Nita Davidson,
Gloria Scott,
John Skarstad

.

Historic Boulevard Park Committee,

2122 E Street, Sacramento, California, 95816 (916) 442-7407 •

We are responding principally to Section 5.5 (Cultural Resources) and Appendix E (Cultural
Resources Overview) by providing pertinent information overlooked or omitted by Peak &
Associates, Inc.
The Notice of Preparation (NOP) from September 9, 1994 specifies the following:
Section 5, Cultural Resources,
A.
Describe the existing cultural resources characteristics in the project area, including
listed historical structures and areas sensitive for archeological resources.
B.

Identify impacts to cultural resources in terms of prehistoric resources and cultural
resources such as historic structures or preservation areas. Identify impacts to the established character of the project area and to areas impacted by the project.

We acknowledge the discussion of the Central City and Project Area land use pattern, the
historic housing stock, and related history is submitted to further satisfy the goal of the NOP
as partially addressed by Section 5.5 and Appendix E of the dElR.
The current recognition of historic structures and preservation areas by the City as existing
cultural resources came out of an evolution of public policy that will also be addressed. As we
commented in a letter dated March 22, 1993, we are reiterating our concern over the loss of
historic characteristics as they relate to the concrete sidewalks shown in the designs for the
Proposed Project illustrations, and feel that . a more appropriate layout can be designed in a
more compatible way.

—

Please note: nowhere does the report define "midtown" The generic use of midtown extends
into areas well beyond the defined scope of projector study. To be more precise, we will use
the term "Project Area" rather than "Midtown" and where appropriate, the designation "Central City" for the pre-1911 city boundaries, now defined by the X-Y freeway (50 and 80) to the
south, and 29/30 freeway (80) to the east, the Southern Pacific (SP) train levee to the north,
and the Sacramento River to the west.
Please include all the following additions and submissions to the specified section in the final
History

—
Page 5.5-3, Paragraph 4
Replace "The firs suburban development had occurred at Oak Park..."
Insert "The 1848 grid laid out by John Sutter, Jr. that approximates the present Central City
defined Sacramento's boundaries until 1911, when the first suburb (1896), Oak Park, areas of
East Sacramento, and Curtis Park to the south were annexed by the city."
Page 5.5-3, Paragraph 6.
Add to last sentence: A second transcontinental track, built in 1909 by Western Pacific Railroad,
bisected the Central City and the Project Area between 19th and 20th streets. Associated businesses were constructed along its length that included a passenger depot (built at 19th and J
streets), a large hotel (20th and J streets) and numerous warehouses.
Page 5.5-3, Paragraph 7

Insert "The pre-1911, 700 block Central City boundaries were set primarily by physical limits.
To the east, Burn's Slough and 31st Street and Y Street ditch separated residential city from
farmland until both were filled in 1909. The location of McKinley Park and the interurban
Central Traction lines along Alhambra continued the eastern demarcation. To the south, the Y
Street levee defined the city edge until it was replaced by Broadway in the 1920s. The elevated SP rail tracks, built in 1863, defined the north end.
Page 5.5-3, Paragraph 7
Insert Expansion to the north of the Central City followed the sale by James Ben All Haggin of
the 44,000-acre Rancho Del Paso in 1910. It was accessed by the construction of the 12th Street
underpass below the SP railroad tracks in 1912. This link fostered the cross-town use of 12th,
15th and 16th streets as the major north-south arterial to connect to the agricultural areas of
the Delta (and even the Bay Area until the Yolo Causeway construction in 1916). An additional underpass was constructed on 16th Street in 1923. Originally Route 40, and later designated as State Highway 160, it significantly bisected the Central City creating the present
distinction between Downtown and Midtown.
Page 5.5-3, Paragraph 7
Insert In 1950, a new traffic pattern was imposed upon the Project Area through the implementation of a one way street pattern. As a means of accommodating the ever increasing
numbers of commuters to the outlying areas, E, F, H, I, 15th, 16th, 29th and 30th streets were
converted to one way operation. One way conversions to G, J, 19th and 21st Street occurred
later in the Project Area as elevated freeways were constructed. •
5.5-3, Paragraph 7
The final change that to some degree defined the Central City area was the construction of the
interstate freeway system in the 1960s. Construction occurred at much the same time that
Sacramento undertook one of the earliest and most extensive urban development programs
in the nation. The "slum clearance" carried out under redevelopment, primarily on the west
• end of the Central City, displaced about 10,000 people in its first decade (1958-1968). In addition„about 100 square blocks, 15 percent of the Central City, was removed for freeway clearance in the 1960's. The Central City and the Project Area was cut off on the east by the 29/30
Freeway; the Central City to the south by the X/Y Freeway built in 1966.
- •
r /.
PlanningContext
it)
Page 5.5-4
Add:. Sacramento Central City Housing Strategy, adopted 1991
. Housing Strategy
II. The maintenance and preservation of existing housing and neighborhoods
HI. Strengthen the residential identity and residential amenities of the Central City Central
City Community Plan (Central City Plan), 1980, Preservation Sections Changes to
Impacts/Mitigation

Page 5.5-10, paragraph 5 AC

5-2

"The No Project Alternative would not effect the project site or nearby preservation areas..."
According to National Register standards for architectural and historic districts, standards
that would apply to the City designated Preservation Areas, cultural resources includes the
contributing buildings, landscape elements (Boulevard green strips), and land uses (primarily residential in the project).
The fabric of the City-designated preservation areas cannot be dissected into City street areas
and adjacent historical structures sitting on lots. Both contribute to the historic character of a
preservation area and define what the National Register guidelines refers to as a "feeling of
time and place." The period of significance for the project's Preservation Areas is approximately 1890 to 1920. We concur with the conclusion that the Proposed Project would be less
than significant, since this is based on the resulting slower speed and volume of traffic more
closely approximating that that occurred during the period of significance. We are concerned
that the No Project alternative would in fact have the opposite effect. Under the No Project
alternative, traffic volume and speed will continue to increase, changing the environmental
conditions to those that will no longer support a residential neighborhood setting.
Although not identified as an impact in this dEIR, we feel that there is a need to preserve the
sidewalk pattern as was originally laid out. In 1906, when lots were being sold in Boulevard
Park, one of the selling points was that the new neighborhood 'already had concrete sidewalks. The remnants of these concrete sidewalks therefore are an element that would contribute historic characteristics to the Preservation Area. We therefore urge that all designs for
new traffic control devices be made according to the following guidelines:
Do not "fill the open areas with concrete" as shown on Exhibit 2 of Appendix C. This would
remove the historic character of the original planter spaces on the corner.
Retain if possible all original "corner stones"
Make the handicapped ramps align with the sidewalk flow. What has been designed employs a modern suburban-like ramp. We feel that a more appropriate design can be made
that can also meet the handicapped accessibility standards as specified by Title 24 of the
California Building Code and the Americans with Disabilities Act Enclosed is a drawing
of a typical street corner which is more in keeping with the characteristics of the neighborhood.
Page 5.7-6
Construction of the devices as shown on Exhibit 2 of Appendix C shows filling of planters
with concrete. This is not in keeping with the statements that no vegetation would be removed. Several street corners within the project area have been planted and maintained by
the residents. We suggest that the design be changed so as to keep the corner planters.
Appendix E
Cultural Resources Overview for the Midtown Neighborhood Preservation Plan Area, City
of Sacramento, California, Peak and Associates, 1995

Insert passages added above in appropriate paragraph that are identical to Section 5.5.
New additions

Appendix E, Cultural Resource Overview
MAP 9, buildup of Midtown area by 1911 is missing
Appendix E, Cultural Resource Overview Page 1, 2nd Paragraph
Insert the following passages before the first sentence that begins with "Since 1991, The City
of Sacramento and the Midtown Neighborhood Advisory Committee have been working
together..." The 1988 City of Sacramento General Plan (General Plan) and the 1980 Central
City Community Plan (Central City Plan) recommended actions to protect residential neighborhoods from "unnecessary through traffic." The Central City Plan further stated that G and
H streets in Midtown should be converted to two-way traffic. Some changes were implemented within the NPTP study area that included the conversion from one-way to two-way
traffic on E and F streets. In 1989, residents of the Midtown area petitioned City Council for
more aggressive action to protect their neighborhood from traffic. In response, the City Council established the Capital Improvement Plan program entitled "Neighborhood Preservation/
Environmental Capacity/Traffic Control Program." Council directed Public Works staff to
make Midtown and East Sacramento the first priorities for establishment of these neighborhood traffic control programs.
The traffic consultant DHS, Inc. was chosen to work with Neighborhood Advisory Committees in Midtown and East Sacramento to produce a Neighborhood Preservation Transportation Study.
page 11, Paragraph 3, Insert after "...three parks lie within the B to C street corridor; they are
Washington, Grant and Stanford Park, from west to east.
Other Additions
Please include

• A current zoning map of the project area as a means to clearly identify the residential
nature of the Project Area.
• A map of preservation areas in Appendix E in addition to Section 5.5.
• A map of current neighborhood group areas.
Please add this additional section:

Cultural Resource—Historic Structures and 'Preservation Areas
The Project Area was built out by the 1930s as residential with commercial or office zoning
along its edges (J, C, 16th and 29th streets), and along the 19th/20th Street railroad corridor.
Small mid-project commercial pockets are limited to a half-block grocery store and adjacent
service shops on 23rd and F streets, a block along H (20th/21st St.) established in conjunction
with the pre-20th Century race track, and the site of an early 20th Century hospital, now bare
land (27th/28th, H/I streets). I Street below 21st Street has become a mix of office, housing
and retail while D, E, F, G and H streets are primarily residential except as noted above.

Approximately one-third of the project is contained within a City-designated preservation
area (see map). These areas take their names from some of the existing neighborhoods within
the project area. The neighborhoods are defined either by city plat map designation reflecting
the original area name bestowed by the developer (i.e., New Era Park) or the 1905 core area of
the larger Boulevard Park. Two other neighborhoods are named after early 20th century grammar schools sites with corresponding park by the same name (both parks were granted to the
City by John Sutter, Jr.). These are the Washington School and Marshall School neighborhoods. The historic Marshall School building is still in use; Washington School was replaced
in the 1970s with a new structure.
The architecture of the remaining pre-W.W.II housing stock in the project area reflects at least
three distinct periods of construction. A scattering of large, ornate pre-1900s multiple story
Queen Anne and Italianate houses and smaller Delta-type frame houses still exist primarily
along H Street and in the Washington School Preservation area. A second group contains preW.W.I early 20th Century structures in the colonial revival, mission revival and craftsman
bungalow style. These architectural styles were used for single-family homes, and gracious
fourplexes and duplexes. Post-W.W.II smaller craftsman bungalows and cottages prevail in
the north edge of Boulevard Park and Marshall School neighborhoods and are the predominant style of New Era Park in the northeast corner of the project. The two earlier groups were
generally built with a first floor well above ground level as they pre-date the 1916 construction of Sacramento's major flood control weirs. After 1916, construction was generally at ground
level. The Project Area contains many individual structures of historical significance, based
on their possessing high artistic architectural value. Some of these structures are listed individually in Table 1 of Appendix E.
Please add this additional section:

Cultural Resources (Preservation) Public Policy Planning by the City of Sacramento
Public policy explicit in City planning decisions has strongly influenced changes in the Project
. Area's historic housing stock since the period of build-out, approximately 1930. The 1929
Bartholomew Plan for Sacramento zoned the residential area of the Central City for medium
density (R-4) and high density (R-5) uses, despite the thousands of single-family dwellings
found there and despite pro-preservation public sentiment. The rezoning was justified as a
means to increase affordable housing units for the growing State work force. By 1940, 42
percent of the Central City's housing units were in multiple-unit structures. Although many
of the 1930s and 1940s multiple units were built in art deco, moderne, or revival styles, by the
1960s and 1970s, the prevalent multi-unit constructed was the seven (or more) unit shoebox
apartment house fit into the single-family 40 x 80' lot.
State Highway 160 transformed 12th and 16th streets into an automobile-related corridor of
auto dealers, repair shops, gas stations and motels by the 1950s. The construction of interstate
29/30 and X/ Y freeway in the 1966 further isolated the Central City from surrounding neighborhoods. The City's transportation policy in the 1950s and 60s facilitated the rapid movement of traffic from the freeways to the central business district by converting many two-way
streets to one-way streets.
In 1973, the local chapter of the American Association of University Women published Van-

ishing Victorians. It marked a tide change in public attitude toward historic preservation. The
importance of preservation of older city structures became an explicit City planning policy
with the establishment of a preservation program in 1975. The program's first action was the
survey of pre-1920 residential units in the Central City known as the Page Survey. Initially,
600 structures and 16 preservation areas were recognized (400 acres or 17 percent of the Central City's 2,400 acres). The Design Review Board and Preservation Board were established to
review the consistency of building rehabilitation or new construction with City design standard more compatible with the older housing of the area.

The Sacramento Central City Housing and Related Semices Analysis: A Technical Report was commissioned by city in 1975. This report contained results of surveys of city residents that strongly
supported preservation of exiting housing stock and limited new apartment construction. It
was closely followed by the 1976 Sacramento Central City Study Implementation Strategy
that emphasized measures to reduce automobile impacts in residential neighborhoods by
conversion of streets from one way to two way, traffic signals, and traffic control measures.
The 1980 Sacramento Central City Community Plan called for maintaining the Central City as a
mixed-use area where owner-occupied single-family dwellings are a permanent feature. The
changes reflected the City's support of historic preservation; recognition of neighborhood
character and city revitalization. The City down-zoned over 700 acres of the Central City's
2,400 acres; 170 acres were rezoned to single-family zoning (R-1b); and another 285 acres
were placed into new reduced-density multiple family categories (R-3-a or RO). The census
track with the largest proportion of single-family zoning, Census Track 4, corresponds closely
to the Project Area boundaries and has the greatest number of blocks consisting entirely of
single family homes (see zoning map).

5-5

The Central City Housing Strategy—Study, adopted as policy by the City in 1991, promotes
further rezoning of an additional 175 blocks from commercial categories to residential or
mixed use. The proposed zoning changes further emphasized a commitment by the city to
preserve housing stock. "The maintenance and preservation of existing housing and neighborhoods" is one of three housing strategy keystones and is supported by the second—"The
strengthening of residential identity" A further recommendation (R1A7) is "changing oneway streets in residential neighborhoods to two-way streets in order to reassert their locally
oriented residential character." These strategies bring together the City's commitment to protect its cultural resources, its historic homes, and preservation areas, and to support traditional residential neighborhoods.

mal•

Please verify the accuracy of Table 1 with respect to the following addresses:
• 321.20th Priority Structure?
• 415 21st Priority Structure?
• 328 22nd Priority Structure?
709 22nd Priority Structure?
2106 E Priority Structure?
2101 H Priority Structure?
2115 H Priority Structure?
2106 H Priority Structure?
2119 H Priority Structure?

1
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• 2201 H Priority Structure?
• 2217 H Priority Structure?
•2131 H Essential Structure?
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RECEIVED
16 January 1996

Mr. Fred Buderi
Department of Planning and Development
City of Sacramento
1231 I Street, Suite 301
Sacramento, CA 95814
Dear Mr. Buderi:
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report
(DEIR) for the City's Midtown Neighborhood Preservation Transportation Plan (NPTP).
As a former midtown resident and a transportation planner, I appreciate the need to
address the hazardous traffic behavior in this portion of the city. Current volumes and
speeds, and expected future traffic patterns, are entirely inappropriate for an area designed to
be residential. The historic significance of midtown, and concern for the safety of its
residents and visitors, lend urgency to the need for solutions to the area's traffic problems.
It is my earnest hope that the City will move forward with adoption of the NPTP,
largely as proposed. No longer should we design urban form to accommodate automobiles at
the expense of people. City residents who want to use benign travel alternatives with greater
regularity need the leadership of local decision-makers willing to provide an environment
where these alternatives will flourish, rather than struggle.
My specific comments are contained in the two-page attachment that follows.
Sincerely,

6 1"'-

Doug Thompson

Attachment

cc:

Councilmember Steve Cohn

Attachment
SPECIFIC COMMENTS OF DOUGLAS R. THOMPSON
ON THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
FOR THE MIDTOWN
NEIGHBORHOOD PRESERVATION TRANSPORTATION PLAN
(NPTP)
Traffic Analysis. The proposed project and alternatives were analyzed with the SACMET
computer traffic model, and the "total amount of traffic assigned by the model was the same for
each alternative scenario" (page 5.2-5). Recent improvements in SACMET permit the
assignment of "pedestrian environmental factors" to the technical analysis zones in the mixed-use
midtown area. The DEIR does not indicate that such factors were assigned, however. Use of
these factors may well show a decrease in vehicle trips originating in the midtown area, and an
increase in choice of alternate modes. Thus a likely vehicle trip reduction benefit of the NPTP appears not to have been demonstrated.
It is understandable that the DEIR contractor wants to present a defensible analysis with widely
accepted tools. However, conventional analytical tools are not always fully informative when
evaluating new approaches such as those contained in the NPTP. Though I do not advocate
further analysis of this project, future city planning decisions would benefit from the use of a
neighborhood-scale model such as INDEX (available through Criterion Inc. in Portland), or at
least use of the pedestrian environmental factors now available in SAC1ViET.
Parking. Similarly, the effects of likely trip reduction and an enhanced pedestrian environment —
on parking demand should be fully considered. There is some concern about the loss of on-street
parking (up to 3.6 percent of midtown's spaces) due to implementation of traffic calming devices.
For area businesses, the loss of this parking should be more than offset by the increased
attractiveness of midtown as a shopping area. A more pedestrian-friendly midtown will be an
encouragement to residents of adjoining neighborhoods to walk, take a bus or bicycle to access
midtown businesses, rather than fight traffic and feed meters (or worse, abandon the area
altogether and drive to suburban shopping centers).
For local residents, the loss of parking space availability can and should be effectively addressed
through a permit system or other parking management program desighed to reduce the demanci
for on-street space by weekday commuters. And the safety benefit of the NPTP, which
accommodates midtown residents as people and pedestrians, rather than as just drivers looking
for parking spaces, speaks for itself.
Bicycling. The addition of bicycle lanes to the proposed two-way G and H Streets would
certainly be a positive step in the implementation of the Bikeway Master Plan. Currently
potential bicyclists are hampered by poor connections to midtown pathways. From the east, the
Class 2 bike lane on H Street ends abruptly at 33rd Street, essentially forcing bicyclists onto the
sidewalk at McKinley Park. Bike lanes on G and H Streets through midtown are definitely
needed, but that only addresses half the problem.

COMMENTS OF DOUGLAS THOMPSON

page 2 •

Along with adopting a midtown plan supportive of bicycle usage, the City should assure sound
connections to the proposed new bicycle lanes on G and H Streets. The bicycle lane gap on H
Street between 33rd Street and the new lane at 29th Street should be closed. When G and H
Streets are converted from their current "expressway" status, the diversion of westbound traffic at
the southwest end of McKinley Park has no apparent purpose. The City should consider its
removal, and the restoration of two-way traffic lanes on G and H Streets between 29th Street and
Alhambra Boulevard. At a minimum, if that diversion is not removed and these two-block
sections of G and H Streets remain one-way, the project should provide for continuous Class 2
bicycle lanes (a) westbound on H Street alongside McKinley Park and onto G Street between
Alhambra and 29th, and (b) eastbound on H Street between 29th and Alhambra.
If we fail to provide safe, adequate access to midtown for bicyclists, residents of adjoining
neighborhoods will continue to rely overwhelmingly on their automobiles to access the
area — thereby defeating the purpose of the NPTP.
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Transit. The bus service through midtown should be designed for heavy usage. An increase in
bus travel times along 3 and L Streets would be unfortunate (even alongside corresponding
increases in auto travel time), because relative transit/auto travel times are critical in mode
choice. Bus signal pre-emption and/or bus priority lanes on these thoroughfares should be
considered for inclusion in the project if RT believes such measures are necessary to avoid a
significant degradation of service. Again, the traffic reduction objectives of the NPTP will be
more fully realized if the relative benefits of transit alternatives are enhanced.
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Air Ouality. The DEIR indicates air quality impacts will be less than significant, and that the
proposed project will result in eventual air quality benefit with respect to PMIO and ozone
precursors. The demonstrated air quality benefits of the proposed project would be greater if the
traffic analysis considered the likely trip reduction benefits of project implementation (see
comment under Traffic Analysis, above).

1

Decision-makers should not overlook these potential air quality benefits and their contribution to
attainment and maintenance of state and federal air quality standards. State motor vehicle
regulations will continue to reduce emissions of criteria pollutants and citizens' unhealthful
exposure to ozone, carbon monoxide and PM 10. (Indeed, the State is scheduled to formally
declare Sacramento in attainment of carbon monoxide standards next month.) But there will
come a time when the benefits of cleaner cars will be overwhelmed by the sheer number of
vehicles and miles driven -- unless we take steps now design urban environments conducive to
alternatives to those cars.
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City leaders declared their commitment to clean air when they took part in adopting the ozone
state implementation plan (SIP) in 1994. New visions of urban form, such as displayed in the
NPTP, demand near-term action for long-term public health.
n•n•

LETTER 7

Sutter Health
One Capitol tall

Sacramento
CA 95814
(916) 733-8800

failing Address:
P.O. Box 160727
Sacramento
CA 95816-0727

January 15, 1996

Mr. Fred Buderi, EIR Coordinator
City of Sacramento
Department of Planning and Development,
Planning Services Division
1231 I Street, Room 300
Sacramento, CA 95814
Dear

PLANNINCi AND

DEVELOPMENT

j oi 1 6 1996

RECE1V ED

den:

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments to the Draft
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) far the Midtown Neighborhood
Preservation Transportation 'Plan (Midtown NPTP).
n11.

Sutter Health supports efforts to preserve the character of the Midtown
neighborhoods while at the same time maintaining good access to Midtown
and Downtown merchants. As "residents" of the Central City, Sutter Health
and its affiliates, including Sutter General Hospital, the Sutter Cancer Center,
and the Sutter Oaks Midtown Skilled Nursing Facility strive to be good
neighbors and work cooperatively with our community. While Sutter
supports the Midtown NPTP's goals, we are concerned that the accompanying
impacts of some of its' provisions may adversely affect Sutter Health's ability
to provide services at our midtown campus and may adversely impact access
to and public safety surrounding our campus.
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As we discussed at the public comment meeting at Sutter Middle School on
January 10, Sutter Community Hospitals' Master Plan includes the potential
of expanding our campus at 29th and L Stree1s (H zone). Although Sutter
does not have any permit applications pending before the City of Sacramento,
nor do we currently have plans to file any application, you will recall that an
EIR has been prepared for the potential of an eight-story building at that site.
In addition, as you may recall, Sutter Community Hospitals' recently
announced the probable closure of the Sutter Memorial Hospital campus at
52nd and F Streets and the consolidation of those services at Sutter General
Hospital (2801 L Street). Sutter clearly understands that any project would be
the subject of separate and additional review and hearings. Although we
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Mr. Fred Buderi
January 15, 1996
Page Two

do not anticipate such a closure/consolidation to occur before the year 2000,
we believe that it is prudent to inform you of these potential projects to
include in assumptions as you evaluate the impact diversion of traffic will
have on 28th, 29th, 30th, K, L, and N Streets and Capitol Avenue.

7-2
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Specifically, as outlined in Section 5, we are concerned that under the
proposed project and scenario AA there will be an additional 2000+ vehicles
accessing L Street at 29th and 30th Streets; K Street at 29th and 30th Streets;
. and Capitol Avenue at 28th and 29th Streets. We are very concerned that this
traffic will adversely, impact pedestrians, especially our patients and
7-3
employees, and potentially adversely impact access to the facility for
emergency services vehicles (ambulances) as well as for patients/visitors and
employees. Furthermore, we are concerned that this additional traffic will
adversely impact the ingress and egress at our employee and patient parking
lots between K Street and Capitol Avenue and 29th and 30th Streets.
ow.
Sutter believes that the DEIR does not adequately address the cumulative —
impact and the long term impact the project will have on access to the Sutter
7-4
General Hospital/Sutter Cancer Center campus (28th to 30th Streets and K
Street to Capitol Avenue) and public safety (pedestrian, patient, employee,
and emergency vehicles) surrounding the campus. .
.••nn

Thank you for the opportunity to provide our input and express our
concerns. We look forward to working with you to achieve a favorable
resolution and towards preserving the character of our Midtown
neighborhood.
Sincerely,

Cyn ettmann
Government Relations Manage.

cc:

Pat Fry
Emily Sprague
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MIDTOWN
NEIGHBORHOOD PRESERVATION TRANSPORTATION PLAN
JAN 1 6 1996
DRAFT ENVMONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
(NM, DEIR)

PLANNING SERVICES •

COMMENT SHEET - DRAFT ENVMONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
Your Name (Omen Pin*
Your Address (Street)
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JAN 13 1996
PLANNING SERVICES

January 16, 1996

KR. FRED BUDERI
NY NAME IS BILL HARRIMAN. I AM A RESIDENT OF

SACRAMENTO'S 5T. FRANC/3 MANOR

A 9 STORY MIDTOWN

SENIOR APARTAENT COMPLEX WITH 128 UNITS LOCATED ON
TUE N/W CORNER 0? 25th AND

STREETS IN THE,HEART

OF MIDTOWN. THE RESIDENTS HWRE RANGE IN AGE FROM

THE 60s TO THE LATE 90a. I AM VERY CONCERNED PRIMARILY

BECAUSE MANY OY THESE PEOPLE HAVE SERIOUS MOBILE
DIFFICULTIES AND REQUIRE ASSISTANCE OF WHIM CHAIRS.
WALKERS AND CANES. MOVING ACROSS BUSY INTERSECTIONS
CAN BE HAZARDOUS FOR THESE BEN /ORS. IT 1$ OFTEN DUE.
. TO THE UNCONTROLLED SPEED LIMITS ON -J- AND MANY OTHER
LOCAL RESIDENTIAL STREETS: THE INSTALLATION :0? ADDITIONAL CROSSWALKS COULD SURELY BRING SOME wELCOmE KELI30.
AN EVEN MORE DANGEROUS CONDITION EXISTS EVERY DAY
IN MIDTOIN URGENTLY NEEDS CONSIDERATION --- ONE WAX
-30 LANE

STREETS. POR 168TANCE -0- AND -HI- BETWEEN

16th &ND 29th TOLERATES DAILY

LIMIT. (it

znEssrvE

OVER THE:POSTED SPEED

is almost like freeway driving aonditions)

COMPOUNDINV THAT, CROSSWALKS AND TRAFFIC AND PEDESTRIAN

(

1)

SENT BY:HQRRImON SYSTEMS . .

.; 1-16-96

4:06PM

Vlb414..1bVtn-0

CcIrl

STREET LIGHTS IN THOSE -29- BLOCES IN MIDTOWN ARE SO
FEW THAT IT POSES AN 'EVEN GREATER DANGER TO SENIORS,

RESIDENTS MID SCHOOL CHILDREN. =V INDICATES THAT
PEDESTRIANS HAVE THE RIG}2 OY WAY. I WOULD NOT CARE
TO CONTEST THAT ON -0- and -H- STREETS. .

IN ADDITION TO THE INSTALLATION OP NEW CRO5ewALE3
AND TRAFFIC LIGHTS, AN EFFECTIVE SOLUTION TO TRAFFIO
CONTROL ---A WELL THOUGHT OUT AND PLANNED *CIRCULAR OR
OVAL SHAPED CONCRETE LANDSCAPED STRUCTURE MULLED IN
THE CENTER OF CERTAIN ONE-WAY INTERSECTIONS. it WOULD
REQUIRE AUTOMOBILES TO REDUCE THEIR SPEEDS TO DRIVE
AROUND THESE UNITS WHILE ENJOYING THE LIVE MULTI-OOLORED
FLORAL GARDEN DISPLAY COVERING THE TOP

uvri

OF THE

STRUCTURZ. FOR SAFETY. REASONS THE HEIGTH WOULD BE LOW
ENOUGH FOR ALL DRIVERS AND PEDESTRIANS TO HAVE A

vouxur

CLEAR VIEW' OF THE RIGHT AND LEFT INTERSECTIONs AND TRAFFIC
LEAVING THE INTERSECTION. FOR NIGHT TIME DRIVING. SAFETY
THE TOP EDGE OF THE STRUCTURE WOULD BE PERMANENTLY' RINGED
ALL AROUND WITH BRIGHT RED REFLECTORS ...AND
A STREET LIGHT

CHARM

TO ADO MIDTOWN Al..AN OLD FASHIONED

( 2 )

3

STREET LIGHTS WOULD BE PERMANENTLY INSTALLED TO AN
APPROPRIATE HEIGTH IN THE CENTER OP THE STRUCTURE
TO PROVIDE ADEQUATE LIGHTING FOR PEDESTRIANS AND
DRIVERS... STREET LIGHTS OF THIS WONDERFUL DESIGN
WITH DOUBLE LAMPS AND. GREEN METAL BASES STILL
EXIST IN SACRAMENTO IN
PROFESSIONAL

FRONT OF THE "ALHAMBRA

BUILDING * AT 1315 ALHAMBRA BLVD.

BETWEEN CAPITAL AVENUE AND •N n STREET.

THANK YOU FOR LISTENING TO OUR MIDTOWN RESIDENTS.

'A 20 YEAR RESIDENT OF MIDTOWN
WITH

128 SENIOR NEIGHBORS ON -J- STREET

gRgie/AeN,
•DESIONER-

(

3 )

LETTER 9

Mr. Fred Buderi, Associate Planner
City of Sacramento, Planning Services Division
12311 Street, Room 300
Sacramento, CA 95814
January 15, 1996

PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT

•

JAN 1 6 1996
RECEIVED

Dear Mr. Buderi,
This letter is to address several issues of technical adequacy and accuracy of the Draft
El R.
Table 4-1 in the last column indicates New Lane Direction. It is my opinion that half
street closures which eliminate a direction of travel should also count as a New Lane
Direction; for example at 29th and C, and 29th and G, among others. If you cannot
travel in a direction that you could previously, a 2 way street that is now 1 way has a
new lane direction. I count at least 6 New Lane Directions in the PP, and more in the AB
using this thinking. The table accounts for only 2. Counting elements means nothing
without counting effects.
I see in the Responses to the Notice of Preparation that comments have already been
made regarding the lack of attention to the neighborhoods outside the Project/Study
area. Even the Study area, which was supposed to do this addresses very little of the
effect outside the Project area. On a number of occasions there is mention that extra
traffic will be diverted to other neighborhoods, for example L Street and particularly the
P Street offramp but there is little, if any study of the effect. In addition, the effect of
efforts by East Sac residents to move around into midtown has been woefully ignored.
Exhibit 5.2-6 shows a token increase to that area only on P between 22nd and 23rd, for
some reason. L Street only shows the greater than 2000 car volume from 30th to 27th
then it too vanishes. The EIR seems to be incomplete in it's analysis of impact on the
neighboring communities. The PP only shows 4 blocks of significant increase even on
J Street. What this EIR has not done is be honest about where the traffic does go
under the NPTP.
The major argument I have with the methodology in the traffic analysis is that it does not
appear to take into account the forced twists and turns through the project area for
those who attempt it and the statement on page 5.2-7 that estimates are for 'after
drivers were pccustomed to the new road network'. We're not simply talking about
changing ormistreet from one way to two way or vice-versa and to think that anyone
outside the project area (short of the daily commuter who will now have to stick to one
learned route instead of being able to vary his routine or run an errand at a midtown
business on the way home) will be able to learn his way around this maze is dreaming.
Therefore, a percentage of trips made must allow for people in greater Sacramento or
visitors to town who need to do business or shop downtown. Each of these trips will
invariably include many additional blocks driven and intersections encountered than
were apparently allowed for in the Draft EIR. This document simply has not taken into
account the destinations of the people who come in Business 80 or through East Sac.
Page 4-2 of the June 1993 report touches on the issue, but it's not clear which
assumption they ended up using. (Take a look at that page to see how far off they can

be in an assumption.) I believe that using better assumptions will have an impact on
intersection traffic and may greatly affect the Level Of Service at intersections in the PP
and Alternates. A change in these assumptions would also affect air quality, noise, and
practically every other issue in the EIR.
Consider the example of someone coming in to go to the Convention Center who
already knows he can park at City Lot E on 13th between I and J (Using PP). Instead of
simply driving down G or I as he can now, the 'driver will: come in H Street, stop and
divert at 27th, Go to I and turn right, dodge the traffic circle at 24th, continue to 21st,
divert right again back to H St. Wait for 2-way traffic until he is able to turn left onto H
St. again. Stop at 20th and continue to 13th, wait for opposing traffic to turn left onto
13th, wait for traffic on I Street and cross to the parking Structure. Remember, this
assumes he knows where the parking structure is and made no mistakes in his attempt
to get there. Again, how can we use the assumption that "drivers.wero
accustomed to the new road network"? I am an East Sac resident, I spend a fair
amount of time in my car, and I can never remember how to avoid the diverter that is on
the map at 14th and D (but not on my Thomas Brothers map). lend up going around
the block to get where I'm going, adding blocks and crossed intersections to my trip.
The May 31, 1995 meeting notes indicates that the E1R will address the quality of life
issues when at most, the only quality of life issues addressed are for those within the
project area, not for that poor soul who needed to go to the Convention Center. Lucky
he didn't make a wrong turn.
The EIR should include a map showing the existing traffic control devices, street
directions and number of lanes. It has been difficult to determine all of the effects
without having as-is drawings and then with the proposals only showing the changes,
nothing really shows completely what the proposals will look like. (For example, the
total number of traffic signals on J Street or the number of lanes under the proposals
cannot always be determined using the available documents.) In the June 1993 report
Figure 2-1 does a partial job, but stops at J Street to the south and doesn't show the
number of lanes. And the Draft EIR shows nothing as-is.
Speaking of lanes, the issue of block-lanes (number of lanes times the number of
blocks) lost is not addressed. I started to try to count the blocks, but again, the maps
don't make it clear what we end up with. The first thing I ran into when I started to count
Was a hair street ciosure at 16th and H. Does H Street continue 2 lane 2 way all the
way past 18111 to 6th Street? I'm assuming that it must or the outbound traffic would run
head-on ink,- Incoming at 16th Street and there is no indication of a diversion in the north
lane. But thst is outside the project area, so it must stay three lanes outbound like it is
now. On the other hand, the one lane of outbound traffic is diverted at 16th Street out of
town by a half street closure. So even if it's changed to 2 way all the way into town, the
one outbound lane left on H Street is thwarted. Shouldn't this document make dear
what is happening there? I don't think that's the last example of a lack of clarity, but I
think that makes my point. With half-street closures and changing one way outbound
three-lane H street to 2-lane 2-way loses 2 lanes of outbound capacity (and maybe 3
with that half street closure) that must be made up somewhere. I tried in vain to find a
significant comment in the EIR about the loss of two outbound lanes on H Street and
two inbound lanes on G Street. (It's not clear if I Street west of 21st will be 21ane or 3

lane.) I did find a comment in the June 1993 report on page 3-16 that says 'The year
2010 analysis indicates that volumes on J Street Will be at capacity, and will be about
the same with or without the NPTP'. It seems that we need to put that to the test before
accepting the assumptions of the Draft EIR by closing off two of the three lanes of H
Street for the next two months so we can see if there is any increase in traffic on J
Street or anywhere else. Because there is so little mention of the losses of these lanes
on G and H Street, and their conclusions defy logic, is it possible that the traffic
9-6
engineers didn't notice it? This same page 3-16 mentions RTs concerns "that traffic
diverting to F, J, and L Streets and Capitol Avenue may negatively impact bus
operations and the proposed trolley operations on J Street and L Street'. And the EIR
draws the conclusion that impacts to RT operations on J Street are not expected to be
significant. Where will all the traffic go? Why is so much of the information in the June
1993 report left out of the Draft EIR? For example, the Draft EIR makes no mention of
RT comments regarding a future proposed trolley. Has this plan been dropped? There
are also some interesting comments in the June 1993 report regarding the effectiveness
of the NPTP.
~M.
There are a number of issues where mitigation is recommended. Will the Final EIR
include costs associated with mitigation, or will that be provided by another source? Will 9_7
costs be provided prior to completion of the public comment period and City Council
vote?
Also, will the Final EIR include other significant elements of the June 1993 report?
While the report comments that the proposal results in Emergency Response Routes,
Times, and Operations for Police and Fire Service that remain potentially significant
and unavoidable, even after mitigation, the letter from Captain Craig Watrous of the
Fire Prevention Division stating that the 'Fire Department must unequivocally voice
opposition to the proposed elements designed to divert and, slow traffic in, around and
through the area' is an example of information that is much more clear than just a lot of
numbers based on arguable assumptions. This kind of letter needs to be in the Final
EIR, not left in an old report.
Sincerely looking forward to the answers,
Brian Barth, Resident •
East Sacramento
414 Meister Way, 95819
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Fred Buderi
City of Sacramento
Planning Services Division
Sacramento, CA 95814
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re: Neighborhood Preservation Transportation Plan Draft KR
Mr. Buderi:
My name is Dennis Clear and I am the Traffic Chairperson of the Winn
Park-Capitol Avenue Neighborhood Association. I have reviewed the Draft
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) prepared by CH2M Hill on the
Neighborhood Preservation Transportation Plan (NPTP) and I am submitting
these comments on behalf of our Association. Our Association, representing
the residents of the area from L Street to R Street and 29th Street to 19th
Street, is very concerned about the impact of the Proposed Project on our
neighborhood and we appreciate this opportunity to express these views.
Our Association is committed and dedicated to the goal of residential
neighborhood preservation. We believe that managing, controlling and
reducing traffic in the Midtown area is essential to this goal and critical to
sustaining and enhancing the quality of life in the Central City. The traffic
control elements in the NPTP are a significant step forward and our
Association supports the mend findings of this DEIR and believes the
Proposed Project 'should be implemented as soon as pcissible. We do however,
believe that the impacts on the streets in our neighborhood from the traffic
diversion resulting from this project has been underestimated, and we feel
the final EIR should contain language that recognizes these significant
impacts, directs the necessary analytical studies to be completed in a specific
time frame, and acknowledges the need for additional mitigation measures.
Overall, viAtabeve that unless traffic control elements are eventually placed
in our neighlierhood, the residential character of our streets will be
destroyed. The Proposed Project will force tens of thousands of additional
cars onto our streets and the Business 80 ramp pattern will encourage most
commuters to use L, N, P and Q Streets as access and egress routes. This
EIR must address these impacts in a more comprehensive and detailed
manner.

I.
The DEM, on page 2-3, states that: "Once completed, the NPTP could cause (my italics added), a shift of through-traffic off local residential streets within
Midtown to several streets throughout the Central City Area ... the diverted
traffic to ... L, Capitol, N, P ... with no one street receiving a majority of the
diverted traffic." We believe this language is very misleading and inaccurate.
To begin with, L, Capitol, N and P are residential Midtown streets and they
are the 'minor arterials' that carry the majority of commuting traffic
traversing our neighborhood to and from the Central Business District. And
while ONE street may not carry more than 50% of the diverted traffic, that
definition of the term majority is inappropriate in this context and minimizes
the impact on our neighborhood. The fact is, that without actual traffic
counts based on valid and reliable data collection, predicting traffic patterns
as a result of the proposed project is very speculative. And this DEER is
overly optimistic and confusing in this area.
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For example, on page 2-7, the DEIR states, based on only 'modeling theory,
that: "traffic seems to shift in a more diagonal manner, which has the effect
of spreading the impact around." Even if this pattern occurs, which we
think is highly doubtful, this conclusion is contradicted by a statement on
page 5.1-4 that contends: "one-third of existing and about one-half of future
traffic on G and H Streets will be diverted to other streets ... generally
designated for heavier, traffic flows." This conflict must be clarified in the
final EIR.
We feel this is critical because the implication is that ALL the local streets
between G and P, particularly the numbered streets, can handle thousands
of additional cars without significant negative impact. We do not agree with
this and we believe that saying the new traffic impact will be "spread"
minimi7es the impact on our neighborhood and masks what we anticipate
will be a very signicant increase in traffic volumes and speed on L, N, P and
Q. And this increase will adversely affect the quality of life for our residents.
Even without a livability standard."
The DEIR concludes quite clearly and properly that: "traffic levels on
residential streets affect the environment for the adjacent neighborLoods." .
(page 2-7) And while this report is quite dependant upon statistical
measures of critical movements based on capacity that results in level of
service standards, the absence of comparable, quantitative livability
standards or environmental capacity is addressd by declaring it out of scope
due to lack of "policy'. Our association believes this rationale is not
acceptable and the final KR must be more explicit and demanding in
addressing this issue.
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The language of this DEIR reflects the fact that a great deal of objective,
quantitative analysis was expended in order to determine the "quality of the
motorists' traveling experience." (pg 5.2-8) We believe the final EIR should
contain similar language that reflects the importance of the quality of
residents' living experience. If we can count or measure left-turn
movements' that result in standards for intersections, then we believe we
can count and measure traffic volumes that define standards for livability.
The final EIR should direct that such a study, whose length and breadth can
be defined later, be accomplished no later than 6 months after the ' •
implementation of the NPTP.
In condusion, our Association wishes to commend the City staff involved in
this project and to urge the City Council to move forward with the funding
and the implementing of the NPTP as quickly as possible. The traffic-related
problems that will result from the projected regional growth patterns, are to
Central City residents, some of the most important issues confronting the
leadership of this city. The NPTP is dear evidence that the cooperative and
productive partnership between the neighborhood residents and City staff
has worked. The Winn Park-Capitol Avenue Association is proud to be a
continuing part of that effort.
Thank you again for the opportunity to express these comments. If you have
any questions or need further clarification, please do not hesitate to contact
me at

Dennis J. Clear
Winn Park-Capitol Avenue Neighborhood Association
cc: Steve Cohn, City Council
Karen Jacques, President Winn Park
Debra Banes, Fremont Park Neighborhood Assoc.
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BOULEVARD PARK NEIGHBORHOOD ASSOCIATION
P.O. BOX 1196
PLANNINC
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AND DEVELOPMENT
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January 15, 1996

RECEIVED

Mr. Fred Buderi, Associate Planner
City of Sacramento, Planning Services Division
1231 I Street, Room 300
Sacramento, CA 95814
Dear Mr. Buderi,

I am writing on behalf of the Board of the Boulevard Park Neighborhood Association (BPNA)
to provide our comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DE1R) for the proposed
Midtown Neighborhood Preservation Transportation Plan (NPTP). This project is of vital
concern to the health and safety of our neighborhood, and we appreciate the hard work both City
Staff and the consultants have done in preparing the DEER.
Detailed comments are attached, most of which are related to ensuring that the No Project
alternative (AC) be discussed with consistency throughout the document The City's summary,
"Reader's Guide for the Midtown NFL?, DE1R" states that the Proposed Project has fewer
negative environmental effects than any of the proposed alternatives, including the No Project
alternative; we ask that that conclusion be clearly stated in the DEM itself. We also note that,
under CEQA. the No Project alternative should describe conditions predicted for the area if no
action were taken -- that is the results of the No Project alternative; it is not necessary that the
lack of action cause those conditions. In the case of the project area, traffic projections by the
City, SACOG. and the consultants, indicate that, should no action be taken, the volume of
traffic on the residential streets will increase with all the concomitant problems of congestion.
decreased LOS, and safety problems — in a sense, the NFIP mitigates those effects. While
absence of the NI7I'P would not cause the increased volumes, they are a predictable outcome
based on the traffic Modeling and forecasting studies done for this project. Some parts of the
DEER address the No Project alternative appropriately, but others do not We ask that analyses of
all categories in the DEIR address the impacts of those traffic volumes predicted under the No
Project alternative.
Again, we appreciate the work that went into the DEIR and look forward to seeing this
important project move forward in the process.

Sincerely,

IvAilaret Buss/Dudley ufort, Co-Chairs
Boulevard Park NeighbohoodAssociation

attachment
cc: Steve Cohn, City Council. Dist. 3

ATTACHMENT A

p.1 of 4

BOULEVARD PARK NEIGHBORHOOD ASSOCIATION COMMENTS ON DEIR FOR
NEIGHBORHOOD PRESERVATION TRANSPORTATION PLAN
nIP

p. 2-4, Environmentally Superior Alternative, para.1 and 2: Because the CEQA citation given
indicates that another environmentally superior alternative must be identified, even if the No
Project alternative is environmentally superior, the statement that the Proposed Project is
Environmentally Superior is ambiguous without clarification: it could mean that it is Superior
amongst the other alternatives or it could mean that it is Superior amongst all alternatives,
including No Project. The City's "Reader's Guide" to the DEIR states that it is the latter. We
suggest adding the phrase "..., including the No Project alternative" to the first sentence of para.
2.
p. 2-5, para. 2. We believe impacts to some of the environmental areas listed, including
cultural resources and traffic, would occur under the No Project alternative because of increased
traffic volumes (see comments under those sections). We ask that the statement at the end of the
paragraph that No Project alternative has less impact than the Proposed Project be revisited after
those analyses are done. Also, it is not clear here or in the following paragraph if the discussion
refers to near-term or long-term impacts or both.

11-2

p.2-11: The Summary chart of impacts and mitigation is very helpful. However, there are some —
discrepancies between the chart and the DEIR text
Sheet 2 & Sheet 6: Intersections, near-term and long-term LOS — says AC has no impact but
the text on p. 5.2-19 identifies a significant impact, and the text and chart on p.2-6 state the
number of intersections impacted by the PP and AC are approximately equal in the near-term and 11-3
more intersections would be impacted by AC in the future. See also our comments on long-term
LOS, p.5.2-50.
Sheets 7 & 8. Air Quality: The text on pp.5.3-11 through 19 identifies impacts as Less than
Significant, but not as No Impact See also our discussion of those areas.
—
Sheet 10 of 14, Cultural Resources: We believe AC would imp= the preservation areas.
311-4
Refer to discussion of that section.
Sheet 12 of 14, Vehicle Safety: If, as described under PP, decreased volumes and speeds would
improve vehicle safety in the Project Area but possibly decrease safety in other areas with
increased volumes, similarly the predictable increased volumes of AC would decrease safety both 11-5
within and without the Project Area.
p.4-1: As *gamed in our cover letter, although the No Project alternative would not cause
patterns, traffic forecasting models show increased volumes of
changes iiti
City as Sacramento and adjacent counties build out and with new
.City
traffic in
employment ilractions in the Central Business District and the SP Railyards projects. The No
Project alternative, wherever it is discussed in the DER, should consistently address the impacts
of those projected increased volumes, since those will be the results of taking no action. Some
sections of the DEER acknowledge this and analyze the impacts of the projected increase in
congestion .: Noise. Consistency with Other Plans. Traffic/LOS Near Term, and, to some
extent, the Public Safety sections. Other sections state that since doing nothing will not cause
congestion, no analysis is necessary. As stated, we believe that is inappropriate; our detailed
comments on those sections follow.

ATTACHMENT A

p.2 of 4

p. 4-4, para. 4 ("As for the No Project..."): The last sentence is ambiguous: we assume it means
that volumes of traffic under No Project would be worse than under the PP, but it could be read 111-6
that volumes would increase because of the PP.
p.5-1.4, para. 3: Although speeds may average 35 mph when all streets are considered, the range
of speeds, especially on G and H, goes much higher and is crucial in understanding the safety
problem. We ask that you include some discussion, however, brief, of speed ranges.
•

11-7

p.5.1-4, Goal C, last para and Goal D, last para. We note that Goal C discussion rightfully notes—'
that traffic will get worse. Goal D states that local streets would maintain their LOS. While
that may be true in the near-term, elsewhere in the document, including the discussion on p3.211-8
49 et seq indicates the LOS would decline in the long-term. Even if AC does not cause the
decrease in LOS, it is predicted to occur and should be reiterated here.
111•n•

p. 5.1-5, para. 3: Again, although No Project will not cause changes to existing conditions,
those changes will occur. It may not be possible to quantify the reduction in safety and efficiency
of movement, but elsewhere in the document it is noted that increased volumes of traffic and
congestion is likely to reduce safety and, it may be reasonably assumed that increased congestion
will reduce efficiency of movement at least in the long-term.

11-9

p.5.1-9. para 1, last sentence: The existing character of the neighborhood would not be
maintained in the long-term with increased volumes of traffic congestion. Although difficult to I ii-10
quantify, one can expect that the streets with highest volumes would increasingly lose their
residential "feel".
Exhibits 5.2-3 through 6: These graphics are very helpful in visualizing the potential shifts in
traffic flow based on the tables. We would like to see similar graphics
for the No Project alternative, near-term, and for all the alternatives in the long-term.

11-11

p.5.2-19 states that AC has a significant impact at 4 locations, yet p. 5.2-21 states mitigation for
AC is not required because impacts are less than significant. While mitigation may not be
111-12.
possible for these impacts, there is nonetheless an identified significant impact
p.5.2-26, Sect. 5.2-3 Near Term Conditions and Mitigations: Again, although the No Project
does not cause the LOS values, the fact is they are significant levels. They at least should not be 11-13
identified as a leo than significant impact", for if it is argued that it is not a project impact but
rather a base line, It is neither significant nor less than significant.
p.5.2 -31 and 32: Transit, Near-Term: The "Conditions" section does not describe AC at all,
11-14
although the "Mitigation" section calls impacts less than significant.
p.5.2-33 et seq. Although it may not change the analysis, we note that removal of some parking —
spaces at intersections may increase visibility for cars attempting to turn into the intersection and
may thus increase safety at those corners. The City has in fact eliminated corner parking in some 11.-15
areas of the city for that very reason. We also note that AC is not discussed in this section, and
that, for consistency, it should be, even if there would be no impacts.
MEMO,

ATTACHMENT A

p. 3 of 4

p.5.2-50: Although the No Project alternative does not cause the increase in traffic volumes, they
are significant increases, and the LOS would decrease. The result of a No Project alternative is
significant increase and effects to LOS, even if they do not cause the increase, thus these can
fairly be said to be significant impacts, even if they are not mitigated (p.5.2-53) .

11-16

p.5.2-56: Same as above
p3.5-4, Cultural Resources: Regulatory context should include the California Register of
Historic Places.
p. 5.5-7, Construction Impacts: While we are not aware of any "granite curbs," the distinctivelyscored sidewalks and corner planters both within and outside the Preservation Areas in the Project

Area are part of the historic streetscape. Construction activities as well as the design of the traffic 1 119
control devices such as intersection bulbs should take care to retain those original historic
features.

p.5.5- 10: Para. 2 appropriately points out that the reduction of traffic volumes and speed would
improve the historic "feel" of Preservation Areas. Increases in traffic volume are projected to
occur if no action is taken, that is, as a result of No Project. It may be difficult to quantify the
level of impact to the Preservation Areas, but we do not believe it would be no impact
p.5.6-1 through 14: Public Safety/Emergency Services: We are very
about ensuring —
adequate response timea for police, Eire, and emergency vehicles both in and beyond our
neighborhood. However, we do not believe there are sufficient justification to support a finding
of significant effect for the Proposed Project but less-than significant for the No Project. Lacking
comparative data on how much longer it would take for emergency vehicles to reach areas both
within and outside Midtown with the existing configuration versus with the Plan in place, the
conclusion of significant effect for this alternative is speculative, as is the conclusion that
increased congestion and intersection gridlock. such as can now be experienced on occasion in the • 11-21
Central City, is less than significant We appreciate the City's desire to err on the side of
caution when the public safety is at stake, but without quantifiable data to support either
conclusion, do not believe the document supports different findings of significance for the two
alternatives. It may be that other cities who have instituted similar plans, such as Seattle,
Portland Palo Alto, and Minneapolis-St Paul. or cities who have experienced the similar rates of
increasing congestion in their downtown, may have comparative data that can be used, or a fallback position& assuming significant impacts in both cases could be used.
p.5.6-I3, Bicyde Safety and 5.6-14, Pedestrian Safety: Under AC: Although the degree to which —
bicycle and pedestrian safety will be affected may be difficult to quantify, the statement "it is not
possible to predict when or if this would occur" is not supported. As noted elsewhere in the
document itself, traffic modeling and forecasting indicates there will be increase in congestion of
11-22
levels between 15% and 40% over the next 20 years. It is a reasonable conclusion that safety
problems would get worse -- and would in fact clearly be worse than under any of the other
alternatives — as the conditions worsen in the same way that streets throughout the city with
current high levels of congestion and speed are less safe for pedestrians and bicycles than quieter
residential streets.

ATTACHMENT A

p.4 of 4

p3.6-13, Pedestrian Safety: The statement "Children and senior citizens may be more vulnerable
to traffic conditions ...." is true for all alternatives. To avoid any misinterpretation that it may be 1 1 -23
related to the PP, we suggest moving it to be directly under Pedestrian Safety as a stand-alone
sentence.
p.7-3: For the reasons cited earlier, we believe projected cumulative traffic impacts of No Project] 1 1-2 4
should be Included in this analysis.
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1-15-96
Mr. Fred Buderi, Associate Planner
City of Sacramento Planning Services Division
1231 I Street Room 300
Sacramento CA 95814
Comments on Neighborhood Preservation Transportation Plan
Draft Environmental Impact Report
Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures
The following comments highlight .a number of areas of serious concern with the NPTP Draft
Environmental Impact Report
.In11

•

I.

Restaurant and Retail use on J and K street will be impacted negatively by the NPTP. The
J and K corridors are recognized by adopted city plans and policy as the most desirable
locations for retail and restaurant locations in the study ares Due to pre-existing
development patterns, most of the properties do not presently have parking on site. Most of
these parcels cannot physically accommodate parking on site even if they are redeveloped.
The loss of significant amounts of on street parking as envisioned by the Nr17 will have a
significant detrimental use on the ability of present businesses to contiaiie in operation, and
12-1
it will also reduce the likelihood of finure development of these uses. The change in usage
patterns away from a rMidtown Village' concept as it has begun to evolve will detrimentally
affect the quality of life in midtown, and the viability of other development such as housing
which is contrary to adopted City policy. The elimination of consideration of this issue, as
presented on page 5.2-36 of the Draft BIB, disregivas the effect on die physical environment
of the consequences of the initial socio-economic impact on businesses of parking and
circulation changes. Examples of such effects include:
an.

Mshwayski. Anleact
(910) 442-0055
2420 K Str•st
Sso41nion10. CA 051110
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Increased vehicular trips and resulting environmental impacts if midtown residents
must travel to other areas for services which are presently within " walking/biking
distance.

-

Since most of the midtown area is developed, new off street parking can only come
from demolition of existing structures, which would have environmental consequences.

. Detrimental environmental impacts if buildings are left vacant for extended periods
due to business difficulties from parking impacts, such as increased trash, visual
blight, and degraded safety and cultural resource's.
••••

• Parking losses have been inadequately and inaccurately represented. For example the
proposed pedestrian islands on K Street are indicated as creating no loss in on street parking
(A5.2-34) simply because this is a preferential parking arcs where on street parking is limited
to two hours. The on street parking, however, is used by a number of retail, restaurant, and
office businesses, such as City Bicycle Works, Food for Thought, and our office, and the loss
of this parking will have a significant negative impact It is inaccurate to indicate that the
loss of two hour time limited on street spaces is the same u no parking loss whatsoever. 12-2
There will be significant economic impacts from the loss of this parking. In addition, the
brief indication that there may be some air quality impart from increased 'cruising' as autos
circulate looking for available parking has noi been adequately considered. I expect that this
• increased circulation will be significant in volume, and it is also particularly burdensome on
air quality duc to the large numbers of starts/stops and slow speeds associated with this type
of cruising activity.
Historic resources will be impacted by proposed intersection modifications. Historic land
division patterns in midtown have left 4480 parcels on the comers of many of the blocks.
A number of these parcels contain listed historic structures. These puvels are cut off from
alley access by adjoining parcels. Because of their size and configuration, it is extremely
difficult to provide for parking on sit on these parcels, and access is challenging. Proposed
intersection modifications will have a significant negative impact on die feasibility of
redevelopment of a number of these parcels, which is likely to leadcontribute significantly
to a loss of these historic resources over time.

M. 14000weld. AntMeg

(910) 442-0965
2420 K litr••t
isenefner4s, CA 96016
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The elimination of on street parking on J Street as proposed as a mitigation measure in Table
2-1, 5.2-4 AA, will have a serious impact on Cultural Resources and a number of adopted
policies and plans which encourage Retail and Restaurant development on J Street This
impact has not been addressed, and no mitigation measures for this impact have been 12-4
indicated. It is difficult to envision how businesses such as Acclaim and Quick Print at 2612
J Street will survive without any on street parking available for customers to use. To
completely exclude consideration of this type of impact by simply labeling it as 'socioeconomic • exempt per CEQA 15131' is outrageous.

Mitigation measures for the impacts noted above should be considered in the report: Examples
of measures for consideration follow.
- The proposed mitigation measures should include the use of *Portals', which do not appear

to eliminate street parking, in lieu of *Pedestrian Island?, which are indicated as resulting
in a loss of six on street parking spaces per installation.
Proactive mitigation measures for addressing the impacts from loss of on street parking
should be considered. Ideally, some of these measures should supplement the existing
parking availability, and not just makeup spaces lost on a one to one basis. Examples of
such measures that should be considered:
• Permanent elimination of parking meters on the I Street corridor between 16th Street and
Alhambra, and substitution of two hour parking limits. This could reduce the impact on
adjoining business of the loss of parking spaces to some degree, by encouraging Patronage.
The ability of patrons to have "free" parking at Downtown Plaza is a key competitive element
that should be extended to all of midtown. The purpose of the meters was originally to
change the parking to short term type to encourage retail/restaurant patron use, and not to
generate revenue. This purpose can be better served by simple hour limits, especially since
the enforcement mechanism for hour limited parking is in place already on all the adjoining
streets.
Closure of connector streets to through traffic for development of additional parking. For
example, 27th Street between J and K street could be changed to a twenty six foot 'aisle' with
90 degree parking against the current curb lines.

M. Mallrameld, MONO
(914) 442-6955
3420 K iltr••t
SeaternefIc CA a6815
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Consideration of angled parking. For example, one side of K Street between 21st and 28th
could be configured for such parking, with traffic lanes reduced to the minimum possible.
The angled parking itself would be a traffic quieting' feature, eliminating the need for some
of the other measures considered, and at the same time mitigating loss of other parking.
• The possibility of a City owned Parking Structure should be discussed. Costs and possible
financing measures should be included in this discussion.
As an owner and investor in midtown, I have a personal stake in the quality of life in the area.
Properties in which I have an ownership interest which will be affected directly by the NTPT
include: 2420 K Street, 2612 J Street and 2630 J Street.

Sincerely,

Michael F. Malinowski AIA
President
Applied Architecture, Inc
meMo/94119_tn.m19

„

N.

Immammosid. Alabama*

(115) 442-5955
2420 K Stre•I
liscremento, CA 56815
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1718 Q Street
Sacramento. CA 95814

(916)442-1477
Fax: (916)442-3109

Steven Kasower
Director
The Fremont Park Neighborhood Association
1718 Q Street
Sacramento, CA 95814
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PLANNING SERVICES

January 13, 1996

Mr. Fred Buderi, Associate Planner
City of Sacramento, Planning Services Division
1231 1 Street, Room 300
Sacramento, CA 95814
RE: Comments on DEIR for the Midtown NPTP

Dear Mr. Buderi:
The Fremont Park Neighborhood Association., its members and Board of Directors makes the
following comments relative to the DEER for the Midtown NPTP. The DEPit concludes that no significant
traffic impacts will be experienced on N Street, P Street, and Q Street between 10 Street and the Business 80
on and off-ramps. This analysis is based on a 1992 analysis of traffic flow for the near-term and build out
time periods performed in preparation for this DEIR. The 1992 analysis views traffic flow from the
perspective of drivers taking "paths of least resistance." The assumption is that human drivers behave while
driving their cars, like water flows. That is, when a human driver encotmters an obstruction or slowdown in
their routes, they merely begin a series of incremental turns aimed at avoiding the immediate impediment to
their journey. This methodology doei not recognize human psychology and thus does not recognize that
drivers may decide after two or three frustrating slowdowns, just to merely stay on the freeway 30 seconds
longer and get off on P Street off-ramp on their next and all subsequent trips. Here, we are describing a
commute with destination outside the study area., After such a change in route it is conceivable that these
drivers will also radian return commutes to routes along N or Q Streets.
The gist of the above argument is that traffic planning models have been developed and used, and are
now "tradition," that are based on physical/hydrologic type behavioral assumptions while human beings do
not act like water flows. We understand that other, more realistic methods do not exist in traffic planning
today. The limitations of traffic engineering methodology is not adequate reason for us to risk what remains
of the safety and peaceful qualities of our neighborhoods if you are incorrect about the insignificance of
impacts as described in the DEIR.
In the spirit of cooperation, we offer the following solution. In section 5.6-1 of the DEIR (page 5.6-7
& 5.6-8), there is a proposal to "monitor the impacts [to police response times] using real conditionA.- We
believe that such a "real conditions" approach must be used to observe the traffic impacts along N, P. and Q
Streets between 10th and 30th Streets. To accomplish such an experiment, all features of the NPTP must be
erected in temporary form to allow for a period of testing of 1-2 months. Only a "real conditions" approach

Mr. Fred Buderi, Associate Planner
Page 2
January 13, 1996
can gauge the "human" effects that are missing from the traffic flow methodology used in the DEIR.
cannot accept that no significant impacts will be felt along streets that are already heavily traveled,
dangerous, and unacceptable as residential streets in our neighborhood

Wei

13-1

FPNA Board of Directors
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Corry Brown
Attorney a Law

510 21st Street, Sacramento, California 95814
(916) 557-1673 / FAX = (916) 557-1675
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PLANNING SERVICES

January 15, 1996
Mr. Fred Buderi, EIR Coordinator
Department of Planning and Development
Planning Services Division
1231 I Street # 301
Sacramento, CA 95814
RE: COMMENTS ON THE NEIGHBORHOOD PRESERVATION TRANSPORTATION PLAN

DRAFT. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT (EIR)

Dear Fred:
First, I would like to thank the City and City staff for the time,
talent and resources that have been devoted to addressing the
traffic problems in midtown. The midtown NPTP process provides
the best opportunity to save the viability and health of our
residential community.
Second, I would like to express my general support for the
"Proposed Plan" and for "Alternative A" (Maximum Diversion). I
believe that these plans would make a significant contribution to
improving near-term and long-term safety and viability of the
Midtown community. Alternative A maximizes the traffic reduction
benefits while the Proposed Plan appears to do the best of job of
balancing the City's various competing demands. Alternative B
(Minimum Diversion) would not adequately address the city's goals
to "protect residential neighborhoods from unnecessary levels of
traffic."
SPECIFIC COMMENTS:
1

2

Thank you for adding the additional safety features that I
suggested in earlier meetings around Washington Elementary
School including the additional striping, stop signs and
pedestrian islands. I would like to suggest that staff
consult with the Washington Elementary School staff to
determine if other steps can be taken to increase the safety
of the school children.

1 4- 1
Gni&

Additional treatments should be considered for D Street to 14-2
mitigate potential traffic impacts to this street,.
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Based on discussions with SHRA and city planning staff and from
reading the various documents related to the NPTP and the Blue
Diamond Growers Improvement Project (BDGIP), I understand that:
(1) the City Council will first make a decision regarding the NPTP
before the City Council or the SHRA make any decisions related to
the street closures associated with the BDGIP; and (2) that
environmental documents will be recirculated and possibly revised
before the City and SHRA consider the street closure issues related
to the BDGIP. Based on these procedures, this EIR is not
considered to be nor does it in fact provide adequate environmental
documentation for any decisions by the City or the SHRA to approve
the BDGIP street closures. However, in the event that the City
and/or SHRA proceed to act on the street closures associated with
the BDGIP, and only in that event, I would like to incorporate by
reference into this comment letter the January 3, 1996 letter I
submitted to the Sacramento Planning Commission and the SHRA
regarding "Comments on the Blue Diamond Growers Improvement Project
(BDGIP) and Related Documents."

14-3

Thank you for this 'opportunity to comment on the EIR.
Sincerely,
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MIDTOWN
NEIGHBORHOOD PRESERVATION TRANSPORTATION PLAN JA
,1 1 6 1996
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
(NPTP, DEM)
.
PLANNING SERVICES
COMMENT SHEET - DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
Fred Hull
208 25th Street
Sacramento, CA 95816
The consultants that produced this report (CH2M Hill) have made errors that call into question
any conclusions or proposals that the report offers.
1. The first is minor, and appears on the graphics pages which show the increases and decreases
in traffic flow. The word "vehicle" is misspelled as "vehical." I hate to be a stickler for spelling
but if this type of error makes it past internal review and is representative of the work product of
the people that prepared the report then what type of errors must be included in the underlying
data that we cannot review?

15-1

2. The second error, which in my opinion is sufficient to invalidate the entire report concerns the
placement of a barricade on the North corner of C Street at 29th Street. The proposed plan calls
for a traffic. barricade on this corner to block traffic from turning onto C Street from 29th Street.
Based on this item it is hard to believe that any person involved in this report drove even once
15-2
through the affected areas. 29th Street north of C Street is effectively a dead end with only one
building which is the seldom used National Guard Building. Either there is no traffic to block and
the inclusion of a barricade on this corner is entirely in error or the report is considering using the
B Street overpass to funnel more traffic into Midtown, which I did not see in the DEIR.
=oft
My. final comments relate to the C and D Street proposed traffic flow changes. As a resident just-'
North of C Street on 25th I would prefer to see the traffic that is currently on C Street remain on
C Street, not increased, but left alone. C Street is and has been a commercial route. There are
commercial buildings and residences on it and people are used to the traffic. Those who
15-3
purchased their property, as I did, took the traffic into account. In fact the traffic is much
improved since the dump closed. D Street is a residential street. The people living on D Street
chose to live on a residential street and not a commercial thoroughfare. I hate to use the word but
it would be an unfifir taking to run cr,Nmmercial traffic through one of the last noncommercial
neighborhoods in midtown.
There is no need to put a stop sign at 25th Street. If traffic moves too quickly then the speed
limits should be enforced. It increases noise and air pollution to stop and restart traffic once it is 15_4
already moving. As noted by the compliance at the stop signs at 21st and C and 21st and E few
stop for the signs anyway.
In conclusion, keep the traffic on C Street and have it loop around the Blue Diamond facility as
close as possible to the facility as it is already commercial. It is enough to close C Street for Blue 15-5
Diamond, we do not have to route all traffic several blocks around it as well.
-

1
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MIDTOWN
NEIGHBORHOOD PRESERVATION TRANSPORTATION PLAN
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
(NPTP, DEIR)
COMMENT SHEET - DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
Jay aergstrom
2505 0 Street
Sacramento, CA 95816-3116

RECEIVED
JAN 1 6 1996
PLANNING SERVICES

I am a long term resident of the 25 block of 0 street, we I into my secona macaws
of enjoying this New Era Park neighborhood. My wife is starting into ner tnira cascaue
on this delightful block. A couple of years ago, we were able to buy tne nouse num. .
door, where we now live.
The report assumes that the plan will fix the problem, when the proo tem seems not
clearly stated. The problem, is the high speed engorgement and oisgorgement or single
occupant vehicles into and out of the central city (read: State workers; tnrougn
midtown.
After looking at the proposed plan and the alternatives, I believe tnat a superior
outcome can be .achieved simply with a zero tolerance policy with regard to trarric
laws
Omitted from tne Summary of Project's Effects is the destruction of .tne New tra rark
neighoorhood. Two thousand cars a day down this quiet 0 street will end any attraction
for me.
2000 cars a day , down 0 street is clearry inconsistent with Goal C or tne btielk
"Create and maintain a street system. which protects residential
Section 5:
neighborhoods from unnecessary levels of traffic. (5.1-3)
200.0 cars a day down D Street is also clearly inconsistent with the Housing ana
Residential Subgoil of the CCCP: "Conserve all viable residential neignoorn000s tram
encroachment of non-compatible uses and excessive vehicular trattic. l b. 1-61
The streets receiving the diverted traffic are generally designated tor heavier
traffic flows (i.e.
major or minor streets and/or are in areas of comraerciai and/or
.:
mixed land uses.... (5.1-4) is FALSE. "Local: The purpose of a toes' street is to serve
the interior neighborhOod. 0 and E Streets are examples." (5.2-2)
A look at Exhibit 5.1-1 reveals that New Era Park is the only remaining large D IOCK
of contiguous residential occupation. The project will end.that.
the current low .level of traffic and q uiet nature of D street Seem omitted r ruin tne
report.
Plans al I remain unannotated with regard to the C street truck route.
The plan seems focused on the destruction of my neighborhood by tunneling enormous
amounts of traffic down my street. If I'd wanted to live on a busy street., i u
°ought a house on C or F street and saved a bunch, but for Sacramento, tnis was tne
very best block.
After seeing the exhibits at Washington School • I was ti ilea with sauness anti yt lel .
Prematurely grieving for my neighbornood wnicn is poisea witn its neck in tne ulUCK,
awaiting the blade. I only hope that I can sell my place to some unsusOec t I flg P !writ
before this nightmare Is implemented and the cats of u street oegin tneir automotive
liquidation.

1,v 00 encl. rev,"
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Your Name (please print): JAY\
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The comment period for the Midtown NPTP. DEIR ends at 5:00 p.m. on Tuesday,
January 16, 19%. Please submit your written comments up to that time at:
City of Sacramento. Planning Services Division. 1231 I Street. Room 300. Saramento.
95814 - attn.jred &alert,
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The comment period for the Midtown NPTP, DEIR ends at 5:CO p.m. on Tuesday,
January 16, 19%. Please submit your written comments up to that time at:

Cloy qf l'acramento. Planning_Services Division ._1231 1 Street. Room 3CO. Sacramento. CA
95814 - attn: FredZsdol.
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MIDTOWN
NEIGHBORHOOD PRESERVATION TRANSPORTATION PLAN
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
(NPTP, DEIR)

COMMENT SHEET - DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
Please forward to Fred Buderi, City of Sacramento, Planning Services Division,
1231 I Street, Room 300, Sacrronento CA, 95814
Name: Dean E. Copsey
Address :2521 D Street, Sacramento, California, 95816-3116
It is my understanding that the NPTP is likely to increase the traffic along D Street to
approximately 2000 cars per day. Currently, during the busiest traffic periods (the
morning and evening commute hours) the volume of traffic in front of myAouse is less
than twenty cars per hour, with the usual (non-peak) traffic being around five cars per
hour. Figuring two hours each for morning and evening commute hours, this comes to
about 180 cars per day. The Neighborhood 'Preservation' Transportation Plan would
increase the amount of traffic on •D Street by a factor often! This will not preserve feeling
of the neighborhood. A factor of two might be acceptable, but . a factor of ten definitely is
not.
When looking for a house to purchase in 1988, I considered many different parts of the
Sacramento area. I ruled out the suburbs quickly. I wanted to live in an area where the
houses and people were unique—not all cut from the same mold. This narrowed my
options to East Sacramento and Midtown. At that time, I eliminated much of Midtown
based solely on the amount of traffic on the streets, including C, E, F, G, H, J, K, and L,
N, P. Q, S. and T Streets, Capitol Avenue, 19th, and 21st Streets, and streets numbered
less than 17. I chose the house I live in based on several factors. Cost wills one (the asking
price was below that of similar properties in other neighborhoods), size was another, and
the final was traffic. D Street met my needs for a quiet street—every other block has a stop
sign, and the street doesn't go under the freeway so traffic is very light for midtown. If the
traffic on D Street increases by a factor of ten, my home will no longer be the quiet,
comfortable place that it now is—the very reason I bought it. In other words, the NPTP
will have thiaffect of destroying the pleasant qualities of the neighborhoodin which I live,
rather than preserving them. Without those qualities, I will probably have no compelling
reason to remain here (or in Sacramento). I will probably rent out my house and move to
a place where the diversity of culture currently available in Midtown is juxtaposed by a
peaceful yet diverse neighborhood.

••••n

Thank you for receiving my comments.
Sincerely,
Dean E. Copsey
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The conunent period fbr the Midtown NPTP, DEIR end t a t 5:00 p.m. on Thesday,
January 16, 1996. Please submit your written comments up to that time at:
City af Sacramento. Flopiag Service Division. 1231 I Street. Room 300: Sacramento. CA
95814 - atm: Fred Buderi.
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The comment period for the Midtown 14IPTP, DE1R ends at 5:00 p.m. on Thesday,
January 16, 1996.. Please submit your written comments up to that time at: V
.
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The comment period for the Midtown NPTP, DE1R ends at 5:00 p.m. on Tuesday,
*
January 16, 19%. Please submit your written comments up to that time at:
Cie/ of Sacramento. Plannith? Services Division. 1231 1 Street. Room 3W. Sacramento. Cif
95814 - atm: Fred Buderi.
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City's Planning Service
1231 I Street Roam 300
Sacramento, CA 95814

JAN 12 1996
PLANNING SEAWCES

Attention: Fred Buderi

Re: Midtown NPTP - Draft Environmental Report
??? Aren't the residents, their lives, their homes, their property.

part of the environment???? Ignored in this report.

The specific concern to me and my neighborhood is NEW AREA PARK:
Traffic Volume Exhibits 5.2.-3(PP) and 5.2-6 (PPliBIDG).
•n•

26th Street is strictly Tesideutial;homeowners and renters locate here
due tolrar traffic volume and pedestrian safety. Current volume is less
by far than 200 vehicles daily. In the above alternatives , a 2000 volume
daily increase could be expected per your exhibits as 26th Street would
.
receive, the brunt of the eastern North-South diversion with resulting
deterioration in quality of life and property values.

24-1

North-South heavier volume should remain on 28th Street. There are fewer
homes, traffic signal already exists at H Street, AND from E to C has
always been the truck and through route to 16th Street; residents were
and are awareof this when locating there.
mraMb

What rationale did your detgner have in arbitrarily ( or capriciously)
have in selecting 26th Street? It is, or seems obvious,that the
person is not very meticulous in that on the four exhibits in this
section, the very topic of the Whole report is misspelled in legendsvehiCALS

Mrs, Dorothy R. Jaman

tsk! tsk!:

Mr;. Dorothy R. Jarnan
405 Nitl‘
Sacramento, CA 068163110

AuFORNIMIUSINESS. TRANSPORTATION AND HOUSING AGENCY

peTE WILSON. Governor

EFARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
3
..X947 4 PAS 41
SACRAAAENTO. CA 94274-0001
TO TeleoPone (918) 7414509
FAX (918) 323-7989
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PLANNING SERVICES

January 10, 1996

GSAC180 •
Midtown Neighborhood Preservation
Transportation Plan
DEIR
03-SAC-5/51
Mr. Fred Buderi
City of Sacramento
1231 I Street, Room 300
Sacramento, CA 95814
Dear Mr. Buderi:
We have reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Midtown
Neighborhood Preservation Transportation Plan and have the following comments:
• Caltrans requested a peak hour offramp queue analysis for the N Street and H
Street/SR-51 (Business 80) ramps in our October 20, 1994, response to the Notice of 1 25-1
Preparation. This information needed. Offramp queues that spill back onto the
freeway mainline should be considered a significant impact.

is

J

• Table 5.2-1 appears to incorrectly illustrate the PM LOS values for the following
intersections: 16th Street at H, I, and K. These intersections are operating at LOS F
during PM peak hours. Vehicles at these intersections are forced to wait through more 25-2
than 1 signal cycle. This will in turn affect the findings in Exhibit 5.2-3. Please review
these items and change as needed.
If you have any questions, please contact Torn Meyers at (916) 323-0543.
Sincerely,

JEFFREY PULVERMAN, Chief
Office of Transportation
Planning - Metropolitan
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D ecember 31, 1995
PLANNING SERVICES

Fed Budert EIR
City of Sulam= , Pinning Semices
1231 1 Street
Sanimento , Ca 95814

SUBJECT: Comment on Draft EIR of to Neighbortvod Prenivation Transportntion Plan
Them are a number of references to Iota of street parking that rue irECCIIIRIE and Deed ID be
corrected. The ccuanitent's mild set is that effective circies must mime puking. We presented
city staff for use by CH2M Ifl vith a video tpe of the circles desigred and imptmented in
Seat*, Washing= which result in ao lora of street perking. It is also gaud quit clearly in that
tape that their design meets the objective of rata:* :peed. 33 vide some dezigns of circles can
=mit in b33 of parking, such loss is by no means 133evitab1e.
This is significant factor became ve are currently losing 2 to 6 spaces of street per for each
intersection at which titre ere netted vehide accidents. It should be emphested the, with no
project, this loz vill continue as taffy volumes inTrease end motorist contains to sek lesser
traveled street until all cross street eventuelly become equally impacted. I do not find that
anemia
Whik, there may be other ssctionsipeges, that ethers pedtvI m listing those that I an ems.
Staff eni consultant should search te entire document to ensure ewe misstatements= corrected.
Pleas refer to:
1.) 525 PARKING ts end MiaP
1 paragraph page 33, Table 52.5
pege 34, end flint prevail page 35. 2. Comin g= that treffic circles • .. would eliminate _ 14
should be reflect Us fact tat circles mid eianlIblatte perking tespoullag on *sir Moped
2.) Page 5.2-37 Bnal sent= final paragraph is also ire:oasis= with the video tap from
Seattle vton to consolnnt linkt inevitable reduced effect:Ones with increased perk*. The
coon/tent also makes reference to actimlity camiot be predicted without a fell test I request
that they contact and us the history indica field dais from Seattle.
3.) Page 52-38, iricludrog the final conchn detailed
m1 type needs all three paragraphs
mart= to tomcat acmal experience as in the Seattle resale.
44 8.0 SHORT-TERM AND LONG-TERM IMPUCATIONS OF THE PROPOSED
PROJECT. - Page 8-2, LONG TM EFFECTS, mcond beet Rend to add the five writs
in Milts 13 refisct mon accuretly tau 'Loss of .. .elements N depanding on .thcla &sign
gagged
5.) Page 9-1, 9.0 UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS, liser-Tenn
Parting Redrollon - Rewordto acctaatly reflect result based on information previonsty not
considered aril preznied above.
L.—

r/
err

,
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Fred Buderi, EIR Coordinator
Department of Planning and Development
Planning Services Division
1231 I Street, Ste 301
Sacramento, CA 95814

Pit
• Co
.
sss
Ptitk°5°

Re: NPTP EIR
Dear Mr. Buderi,
Thank you for my copy of the NPTP draft EIR and for your efforts to
involve the midtown area residents. I regret that I find the EIR to be
unsatisfactory. My principal concerns are that the EIR:
A inadecpately discusses the negative impact on the areas to which the
problems would be moved (see below, p. 1);
B. fails to explore the benefits of increased use of puhlic transportation,
which would offer the only real progress toward the stated goals (see
below,. p. 3);
C. disregards bath pedestrians and bicyclists (see below, p. 5);
D. reveals its hias against the area south of the project area (see below, p.
6);
E.contains confusing elements other than those cited above (see below, p.
8).

A. INADEQ)JATE STUDY OF NEIGHBORING AREAS: The "Study Area" is
actually thelfroject Site, not the wider area indicated on such maps as Ex.
3-5, 5.3.1 & 7, etc. Shoemaker and Greenlaw, in their 10/9/94 response to
the Notice of Preparation, describe this problem in their analogy, likening
the NPTP to a canal which diverts river water in order to benefit arid land
--inundating other areas in the process. The same letter concludes with a
complaint that the report neglected the "inundated' areas; I conclude that
it still neglects them.
• With exasperating consistency, the report depicts grids (4-2,4-3, 5.1-

1

2, 5.2-13, etc..--including all those which illustrate daily traffic
impacts--indicating that N Street is blocked at 15th by Capitol
Park! If it were, the problems would be significantly lessened; surely
the study team assumed that the grids are accurate (else someone would
have caught the error), thus they recommend, or at least accept, the
notion that N Street can accommodate extra traffic. One example of the
erroneous perception of N Street is on p. 2-3, 7th bullet, which refers to
"no one street receiving a majority of the diverted traffic." This unsubstantiated reference could be true, were N receiving only those extra
cars diverted by the proposed new turn lane from 15th; but N would also
receive the bulk of the downtown traffic diverted from H: Heavily retail
J Street will not attract as many cars because of its perpetual car
parking blockages, and the fact that it does not access freeways. Does
anyone really think cars will start east on H Street, then weave circuitously through midtown in a diagonal pattern (as suggested on pp 2-6,
2-7)? On the day of implementation they might, but after that they'll
head for the nearest "freeway onramp" (which is what N Street will
become).

28-1
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• With equally exasperating consistency, the grids omit that freeway
onramp at the east end of N. Here again it must be concluded that the'
NPTP's real impacts were concealed during much of the study. This
onramp is particularly significant because increased use of it (which is
recognized in bullet 7, p. 2-3 and on Table 5.2-6) will adversely affect
1-80 movement, despite the study's failure to recognize that; the N
Street onramp requires rapid lane-changing for cars heading for Hwy
50--double lane-crossing for those going to Hwy 99 (H Street gives cars
an additional half-mile to position themselves). During the past year,
growth in Elk Grove and Laguna has noticeably increased the number of
cars making the hazardous switches. (That growth, unaccompanied
--unconscionable--by public transportation, is also ignored by the E1R.)
Perhaps omission of the N St. onramp caused CalTrans, CHP and others to
overlook the adverse impact on 1-80.
.

28-2
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• The "unavoidable adverse effects" listed on p. 9-1 overlook the
increased congestion from downtown to Alhambra on L, N, P, and Q
Streets. While I disagree with the term "unavoidable," this increased
congestion is an adverse effect that must be recognized, and would be if
the Study Area were adequately studied..

2

28-3

• The list of aesthetically and historically important structures (Appendix E, pp. 17-28) is limited to the Project Site, suggesting that the
Study Area's Priority and Essential structures are lower priority, or
less essential. Consistent with the above points, it is more likely that
they were simply overlooked. They must be incorporated if this factor
is taken into account.

28-4
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• Exs. 5.2-3 through -6 (with the ubiquitous Capitol Park error in place)
show no significant traffic diversion to N or Q. This statement is—at
best--unsubstantiated.

28-5
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• Tables 5.2-6 examines 16th and N Street in the am, 15th and P Street in
the PM, when virtually all traffic at those intersections is north or
southbound. This reveals that the concern is for traffic, not for the
residential neighborhoods on N and P. Q Street is not studied at all, and
the explanation (5.2-44) is fallacious.
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• Despite the lack of attention, the report mentions that N Street already
operates at capacity; there is no explanation for the acceptance of a
traffic level above capacity, which will mean gridlock.
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• The report fails to mention the existing spillover from arteries—e.g.,
the increased traffic on 17th—when they are jammed. In the evening
rush, it is clearly faster to cross town on 17th, despite its numerous
stopsigns, than on 16th; the hazard at 17th and N is probably welldocumented by auto accident records, and surely every other "alternate
artery" needs study for the same reason.
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• "Unavoidable impact," "unavoidable adverse environmental effects," "no
feasible mitigation," and "significant unavoidable impact" are like
rubber-stamp entries used in place of research.
B. OMISSION, OF PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION An EIR which limits
itself to automobile-traffic-diversion is like a relic from a 1950's time
capsule, a relic which might explain how LA got that way. Can a project
purporting to address traffic congestion and to preserve residential
ambiance be taken seriously without at least one alternative that
increases reliance on public carriers? Of course not. Yet this omission,
which by itself renders the EIR unsatisfactory, is not even explained.
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• The historical information (pp. 3-1 to 3-7 and 4-4, 4-5) fails to shed
any light. At what point was public transportation discussed and why
was it abandoned? While it might seem inappropriately self-serving for 28-10
RT to suggest that funds be spent expediting RT expansion plans rather
than pursuing NPTP, it is unacceptable that the EIR fails to consider that
option.
• The Regional Transit correspondence (Jones and Palmere, 10/92 through
10/94) address only the adverse effects of the traffic diversion on
existing bus routes. Reference to RT's Transit Master Plan is provocative--what is it? The recipient of RT's letter knew, but the EIR reader
can't be expected to. A summary, timetable, and mention of the possibility of expediting transit plans are needed.
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• EIR Section 5.1 covers the relationship of NPTP with other plans. Is •
RI's Transit Master Plan part of the Metropolitan Transportation Plan
(which is not described, and needs to be). An unexplained blanket statement simply declares NPTP to be consistent with MTP.
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• An entire section, with study evidently limited to the Project Area, is
devoted to parking. Since parking is only a major problem during business hours, this concern is for motorists—not for residents. A full page
of mitigation discussion confirms the not-so-hidden agenda of the
entire NPTP. .
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• The ubiquitous term "level of service," rather than (e.g.) level of congestion, or level of hazard further confirm the agenda. Motorists are
the beneficiaries of the proposed project, not the problem.
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• The negative impact on bus travel (e.g., p. 5.2-30)--which would reduce —

ridership, increase traffic—is recognized without comment or any
input. These impacts are measured
effort at rialeation, despite
solely in MVO of the proposed new signal stops; the significant impact
of increased traffic is overlooked.
• The "unavoidable adverse effects" listed on p. 9-1 are only those
features negatively affecting motorists--not pedestrians and mass1,/ Based on my ow frequent weekday travel on lines 30, 31, and 32, at varying times, over a 4month period. During rush hours, the trips take up to twice as long, with increased ridership

accounting for less than half the increase.
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transit commuters (who are components of traffic), not to mention residents. Even parking loss--a benefit when the overall permanent welfare
of the populace is considered--is listed.
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C. NEGLECT OF PEDESTRIANS AND BICYCLISTS Bicycle and pedestrian safety each get about 60 words on p: 5.6-6, and those words suggest
that there's no problem—nothing needs to be done. There is no quantitative analysis (e.g., statistics based on bike-storage facilities at downtown
offices, pedestrian surveys, other already-available findings) of either
bicycle or pedestrian activity; instead, there are sweeping statements
about sidewalks (where, for the convenience of motorists, they can stay
out of the way).
• Lacking more thorough analysis, the study personnel might try to cross
Capitol at 17th, where stepping off the curb into a marked crosswalk
will nearly always get you a loud blast of a motorist's horn; you may
wait up to five minutes to cross 17th at N in evening rush, yet that
corner doesn't even warrant crosswalk markings.
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• Probably the most hazardous pedestrian crossing in the city is at 15th
and X--which happens to be at the top of the list of intersections
discussed from motorists' perspectives. It is not possible to safely
cross, crosswalk notwithstanding, since left-turn traffic from 15th
.
shares the pedestrian's green light and simply refuses to stop. The EIR's
failure to acknowledge the extreme problem, at an intersection that was.
purportedly, studied, is unforgivable. (See comments above re: neglect
of the area south of Site and re: focus on motorists.)
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• Ironically, an increasing hazard for pedestrians is the use of sidewalks
for rapid bicycle traffic; but who can blame the cyclists, with the
pitifully few bike lanes available to them, for resorting to sidewalks.
It is incredible that the EIR overlooks this feature of midtown living,
even in the Sae.
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• The EIR's suggestion that crosswalks will either slow traffic or protect
pedestrians is, at best, naive--at worst, dangerous. Broadway, filled
with a variety of interesting shops and restaurants, but short on parking, is a street that should welcome pedestrians. But the safest places
to cross are mid-block, where oncoming traffic can be seen; crossing at
signals at 16th on 9th, where cornering cars are looking at oncoming
5
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Broadway traffic and away from pedestrians, is suicidal.
OEM,

• "Overall, the Project will have beneficial impact on pedestrians because
fewer vehicles will enter the project site..." (p. 5.6-13). The EIR then
dismisses the increasing hazard to pedestrians in the areas outside the
Site with the blatantly false statement, "this potential increase in
congestion is not expected to significantly affect pedestrian safety
because...speeds would not increase and these areas also have crosswalks and signals." First, these areas do not have crosswalks or
signals, nor are any projected; second, see comments .above re:
Broadway's [useless] crosswalks and signals.
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D. EVIDENCE OF BIAS Bias is evident in selected terminology, convoluted definitions, and plainly distorted facts. The occurrence of language
manipulation, as well as the neglect covered in item A above, suggests
intentional bias against the areas to which all problems are moved.
• On pp. 4-1 (as well as 5.1-5, etc.) the report states that Alternative C-No Project--"would not meet the objectives of the NPTP because it
wouldn't reduce traffic volumes or speed, or improve public safety."
The proposed project, as well as alternatives A and 8, also fail to
reduce traffic volumes and speed, also fail to improve public safety;
they merely move the problems. All references to "reduced" problems
are erroneous...
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• ...However, Section 5.1 opens with a redefining of Midtown which simply —
eliminates the portions of the central city that fall outside the Project
Site! This enables the EIR to state a primary goal (same page) of preserving "the Midtown neighborhood's residential character by reducing •
traffic volumes and speeds." The area to which these problems would be
moved are no longer part of Midtown!
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• Historically, the NPTP began in 1980, with an acknowledgment that
"traffic on local streets should be kept at a minimum" and recognition
of the need to "direct traffic...away from residential neighborhoods...."
P. 5.1-4 describes the streets receiving the diverted traffic as "gener- •
ally designated for heavier traffic flows and/or...in areas of commercial
and/or mixed land uses. But the areas to which the traffic is diverted,
in the proposals, are more heavily residential than the protected areas.
There are more apartments, and many are older and cheaper, but a rented
6
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residence is a residence! Ex. 5.1 ..1 showing "residential," "mixed," and
"business" should, for relevance in terms of the EIR's stated purposes,
indicate residential density. The small dental office at the corner of
25th and N, for example, renders that entire block as "mixed use" as
do two in-home antique shops and three tiny markets at other corners in
this area, for their respective blocks. The railroad running through one
block makes that block "mixed"--but not in the protected neighborhoods.
Proposed sacrificed streets are 'deemed not "local" because they are
one-way and lack measures to control traffic; other similarly troubled
streets (e.g., G and H) are to be made "locar—protected—at the expense
of the sacrificed streets.
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• "Traffic patterns may change, the summary continues, introducing the
sacrifice of J, L, etc. They will change, of course, and for the worse.
The final PP point, on p. 2-4, cites "improved pedestrian...conditions":
Without the addition of within the Project Site, at the expense of its
surroundings this statement is untrue, since already-ominous pedestrian conditions elsewhere would be worsened.
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• Table 5.2-6 states that LOS D is acceptable for streets with freeway
onramps--that is, for areas outside the Project Site—not for G and H
Street. This is fallacious: "there is a traffic problem, so therefore the
traffic problem must be acceptable"?
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• P. 5.3-8 recognizes that the east ends of G and H are less congested than
and W, 16th and F, 16th and G, Alhambra and J, and Alhambra and
Capitol; but "they [alone, on this list] represent the worst-case intersections within the project study [Site??Iarea.... The other intersections 28-27
are outside the project site.... " Relatively mild traffic congestion
within the project site is less acceptable than heavy congestion in
sacrificed areas? (See part E re: confusing elements of EIR.)
mmob
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• Pp. 5.3-11, 14, and 19 describe increased ozone, carbon monoxide, and
particulate matter, respectively, from PP, AA, and AB; pp. 5.3-12, 14,
and 19 state that the No-Project Alternative would reduce or maintain
emissions. All of these findings are deemed "less than significant."
(See comments on page 1 re: relics of 1950's thinking, and various comments regarding the pro-motorist agenda of this project.)
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• In the initial study, and uncorrected in the EIR,' there are "significant

7
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decreases" in the project site, yet the increases in sacrificed areas are 28-29
consistently called "minor" or "insignificant." Check Newton's Law!
E. MISCELLANEOUS CONFUSING CONTENT
MEM,

• The EIR seems to assume certain background information which has
probably failed to reach anyone outside the project site. (E.g., what
happened to public transportation in this project? How did a proposal to
make bad areas worse come to be initiated in the first place??) The
current (commendable) outreach efforts are relatively new; most
• readers need more catching-up than the appendices provide.
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The EIR is carelessly written: misuse of "effect" for "affect" (e.g., p.
5.2-30) is common and possibly forgivable in other contexts—not in an
EIR, even in draft form! The last part of section 5.2.3 (p.5.2-30) is rendered incomprehensible by this error (—are bus routes to be effected
[added] or...?) (While the EIR's misuse of "impact" in the same manner is
also incorrect, it is redeemed by its grimly humorous pun value.) .
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• The outrageous redefining of the term "midterm" obscures every
reference to that word in the EIR.

***

After scrutinizing the EIR and formulating my comments, I am now certain
that the NPTP's goals are simply to expedite automobile movement
through midtown without disturbing the protected Cite area. I believe my
midtown neighbors will assume it as a good thing because of the
outrageously misleading title.
Obviously, I'm not happy with the study or report, but thank you for giving
.me a chance to express my discontent. I commend you for your outreach
efforts.
Sincerely,

Leilani Fay
1704 N Street, 95814
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STAFF COMMENTS:
Regional Transit (RI) staff has reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact
Report for the Proposed Midtown Neighborhood Preservation Transportation
Plan (NPTP). We offer the following comments:

5.2.4 NEAR-TERM CONDITIONS ON TRANSIT
In the discussion of the impacts on transit for near-term conditions contained
on page 5.2-30, Section 5.2-4.2, the document states that LOS at
intersections on J and L street would worsen with the proposed project. The
document further states that due to this increased congestion, RT could
experience increase operating costs and "less predictable" travel times.
Finally the document concludes that this. impact would be "less than
significant".

Fred Buderi

2

January 3, 1996
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VVhile we accept the conclusion that these impacts are not "significant" (because they do
not result in any physical changes to the environment due to the project) in accordance
with CEQA, it should be noted that RT considers these impacts to be potentially significant
by transit industry standards. Even a relatively small increase in congestion may reduce
the convenience of the transit service, in terms of its speed or reliability. This, in
turn, could reduce the potential ridership.

29-1

Our understanding of the purpose of the Midtown NPTP is to reduce traffic in the
Midtown area, not simply to divert it to another part of the city. If there is to be a
true reduction in traffic, alternative modes of travel (walking, biking, and transit) must
be supported. To the extent that the relative convenience of transit can be improved,
this supports the goals of the NPTP. If transit service is no more attractive than it is
today, it will be difficult for the project to achieve the goal of reducing traffic while
maintaining mobility. Several factors can contribute to delays, such as traffic signals,
double-parking, or general traffic congestion.
ow/

Therefore, it would seem appropriate for the project to include further support of
improved transit service through transit priority systems in traffic signals, traffic lanes, •
and other means. Bus priority signals and lanes are forms of transportation
management designed to expedite the movement of transit vehicles on local streets
by reducing conflicts between transit and through traffic which contribute to delays.
Impacts upon automobile traffic are reduced when conflicts such as traffic lanes
blocked by stopped transit vehicles are removed. Transit that operates at an
increased speed and provides frequent service at regular headways offers a more
desirable transportation alternative that can encourage greater usage of public transit,
which in turn reduces vehicle trips, traffic congestion and air pollution. This would
greatly contribute to the success of the Midtown NPTP.
ONES.

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on this DEIR. If you have any
questions regarding this matter, please contact me at 321-2866 or Azadeh Doherty,
Planner at 321-2860.
Sincerely,

Anthony J. Palmere
Planning Manager
c:

Azadeh Doherty, Planner, RT
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Section III
Responses to Written Comment Letters

Section III
Responses to Written Comment Letters
Neighborhood Preservation Transportation Plan
Final EIR
Comment Letter 1: Paul Harriman
Comment 1-1: The EIR does not address costs and consequences of not implementing the project.
The EIR addresses the environmental impacts associated with the No Project alternative
under six main categories: transportation and circulation, air quality, noise, cultural
resources, public safety/emergency services, and biological resources. The EIR (Appendix C) and the Evaluation of Neighborhood Preservation Transportation Plan, prepared in
1993 (Tables 3-5, 3-6, and 3-7) describe costs associated with implementing the proposed
project and alternatives. The EIR does not assess economic impacts of the proposed
project or alternatives since the intent of an EIR is to evaluate environmental impacts, not
the economic costs/benefits of a project or alternatives. EIRs will sometimes address
economic impacts if such an analysis is relevant to adequately addressing environmental
impacts.
Comment Letter 2: John Westbrook Ostrom
Comment 2-1: A new truck route should be identified.
It should be noted that the Blue Diamond project and environmental analysis is separate
and different from the NPTP project and environmental document. That is, issues related
to the potential closure of C Street and related establishment of a truck route are being
considered under a separate document being prepared by the Sacramento Housing and
Redevelopment Agency.
The NPTP ElR included discussion of the traffic-related issues associated with C Street
for two reasons. First, the proposed closure of C Street is considered a "foreseeable fut
project" as defined by CEQA section 15355(b), which states, "The cumulative impact
from several projects.. .when added to other closely related past, present, and foreseeable
probable future projects." The second reason is that the project boundary of the NPTP
project coincides with a portion of C Street. It became apparent during preparation of the
Draft EIR, that the NPTP EIR discussion should include information of how the two
projects relate to one another. This is further explained on page 5.2-7 of NPTP EIR and
analyzed for near-term traffic conditions on pages 5.2-30 through 5.2-42.
For added information on this issue, the Blue Diamond Growers EA/IS addressed the
street closure and truck route as follows:
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According to the Blue Diamond Growers EA/IS, Response to Comments,
pages 24-25, the proposed design of the street closure would allow all trucks
accessing the Blue Diamond Growers facility to continue using the same travel
paths. This fact would suggest C Street should remain as the truck route for Blue
Diamond. Crystal Creamery, the landfill, and other trucks would need a new route
around the Blue Diamond site, but since the Crystal Creamery and landfill site
would continue to have access off of C Street, at least part of the route should
include C Street.
Taken together, the recommended new truck route should include C Street as
currently designated, 19th Street between C and D Streets, D Street between 16th
and 19th Streets, and 17th Street between C and D Streets. With this new route,
truck travel would be modified as follows:
•

Eastbound trucks would use C Street to 17th, turn south at 17th, turn
east on D Street, turn north on 19th Street, turn east on C Street,
and continue as before.

•

Westbound trucks would travel on C Street to 19th, turn south on
19th, turn west on D Street. The truck route would then split so
that trucks which would eventually travel north on 16th would
continue to 16th and turn north, then continue as before. Other
trucks would use D Street to 17th, turn north on 17th, turn west on
C Street, then continue as before.

The following recommendations are made to ensure the proper use of the realigned
route by truck traffic:
1.

Post truck route guidance signs at the .17tb/C, 17th/D, 19th/D, and
19th/C intersections.

2.

Provide nearby residents with a phone number to call to report

violators.
3.

Consider installation of supplemental control measurc4 such as halfstreet closures (on 17th or 19th Street) to prohibit southbound
through-travel past D Street, or additional stop signs on D Street
east of 19th Street to discourage use of D Street.

Finally, consider a trial period for the proposed block closures, to fully test the
traffic impacts and add installation of items suggested above as necessary.
Comment 2-2: Clarify why the Alhambraa Street intersection is identified as having
"significant and unavoidable" impacts.
Impacts to the Alhambra/J Street intersection are identified as significant because City
•criteria identify an increase of 0.02 or more volume-to-capacity ratio as significant when
SAC/I 16543/009.WP5
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the intersection is already operating at LOS D or wo‘ ise. Page 5.2-7 of the Draft EIR
contains a typographical error on the last line of the page, and should show 0.02 instead
of 0.2 as the threshold for creating a significant impact.
Comment 2-3: The impacts of the No Project alternative on traffic and historic
resources should be noted, if traffic volumes are projected to increase from
14 percent to 40 percent.
Under the No Project alternative it would be correct to say that increases in traffic would
occur anyway with development in the Central City, and such traffic increases could potentially affect land uses or cultural resources in designated preservation areas, regardless
of whether the proposed project is implemented.
Comment Letter 3: Edward J. Cox, Sacramento Area Bicycle Advocates
Comment 3-1: The bikeway improvements should be coordinated with the adopted
City/County Bikeway Master Plan.
Page 3-12 of the Draft EIR notes that an amendment to the Bikeway . Master Plan will be
required, if the NPTP is approved.
Comment 3-2: In regards to bicycle safety, pavement treatments should not create a
hazard for bicyclists. Keep the design features that allow bicyclists to pass through,
but block motorized vehicles and smaller traffic circles.
Final design of the traffic control elements will occur after the City Council takes action
on the project. City staff intends to conduct a community outreach program to solicit
.
input on the final design. All existing bike lanes will remain as they currently exist. The
preliminary design completed for the Evaluation Report (CH2M HILL, 1992), did not
envision any pavement grooving. Proposed half-street closures would allow bikes to pass
through. A smaller traffic circle has been proposed as mitigation for parking loss. (Draft
EIR, Mitigation Measures 5.2-5.1 and 5.2-5.2, pages 5.2-37 and 38).
Comment Letter 4: Edward J. Cox, Sacramento Old City Association
Comment 4-1: The No Project alternative has many impacts.
The No Project alternative shows unacceptable operations at some of the study locations.
The table on page 2-6 has been revised to distinguish between intersections that will
violate the level of service (LOS) standard and intersections which would have significant
impacts, in terms of CEQA. The revised table (see the Errata section of this document),
shows that although there will be several intersections that would violate the LOS standard under the No Project/AC alternative, it would not be accurate to state that those
impacts constitute a significant environmental impact. The reason for this is there is no
action being taken as with the Proposed Project and other project-related alternatives;
therefore, the exceedence LOS occurs because of cumulative growth. That is, impacts
associated with the No Project alternative represent changes predicted to occur regardless
S AC/116543/009. WP5
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of whether the Proposed Project is implemented (i.e., the status quo). In contrast, CEQA
required an analysis of impacts associated with changes in the existing environment (i.e.,
the status quo) attributable to a proposed project. Thus, for purposes of CEQA, it is true
that there are no impacts under the No Project alternative.
Comment 4-2: Discuss the City-wide process for implementing traffic-calming
measures.
The City of Sacramento has implemented a Neighborhood Transportation Management
Program under the direction of the City traffic engineer. Residents of any neighborhood
can contact the program coordinator, Bridget Smith, at (916)264-5307 to report traffic
congestion problems and request analysis or action.
Comment 4-3: Can RT adjust their route from F Street to E Street?
Implementation of the Proposed Project does not require RT to adjust bus routing because
the NPTP elements on F Street will be designed to allow bus passage (Draft EIR,
Mitigation Measure 5.2-4.1, page 5.2-30). Relocating the routes to E Street would result
in the same need for special designs to accommodate bus passage, because the Proposed
NPTP includes half-street closures on E Street as Well as on F Street.
Comment 4-4: Can NPTP devices be redesigned to minimize parking loss?
Yes. Redesign of the traffic circles is already included in the Draft EIR, Mitigation
Measure 5.2-5.1 and 5.2-5.2..
Although the remaining NPTP devices (half-street closures and intersection portals) can be
designed so no parking loss will occur, the result would not be effective in reducing travel
speeds or volumes because they would be too small (note that two of the Proposed Project's objectives are to reduce speeds and volumes). The preliminary designs included in
the Draft EIR and the Evaluation Report (CH2M HILL, 1992) were developed in
consultation with city agency staff from Portland and Seattle. There are two important
differences between the Portland and Seattle designs and the designs for the NPTP:
1.

Tly. Portland and Seattle designs do not accommodate large trucks.

2.

The streets in Portland and Seattle are generally narrower.than in
Sacramento, so a smaller traffic circle can be effective in most cases.

Comment 4-5: All project alternatives would result in an air quality impact.
Page 5.3-6 acknowledges that the City of Sacramento is in a non-attainment area for
ozone, carbon monoxide, and particulate matter. - As a result of improved technology, the
modeling completed to evaluate the No Project alternative indicated that there will be
declining trends in ozone precursors emissions and ambient CO levels. Therefore, the
comment is correct in saying that even under the No Project, "...we still have bad air." In
addition, future conditions will improve, regardless of the Proposed Project.
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Comment 4-6: Correct discussion related to AC to read "Pedestrian Safety" instead
of "Bicycle Safety."
The text change will be made on Table 2-1, page 13 of 14, under impact 5.6-5 Pedestrian
Safety, for the No Project/AC discussion:
Pedestrian safety concerns would increase in the project site over time as traffic
volumes increase.
Comment Letter 5: Margaret Buss, Historic Boulevard Park Committee
Comment 5-1: There is concern over the loss of historic characteristics as they relate
to the concrete sidewalks.
The potential issue associated with the loss of concrete sidewalks is addressed in Mitigation Measure 5.5-2, which requires that care be taken during construction when
removing sidewalks. Such care would include removing and replacing, where feasible.
Disturbance to sidewallcs is a potential problem because of American Disabilities Act
(ADA) standards that establish specific requirements for handicap access. The final design
will be required to meet ADA standards.
After the City Council takes action on the project, City staff intends to conduct a
community outreach program to solicit input on the final design.
Comment 5-2: Additional information on the historic and planning context sections
should be added to the Draft EIR
Text changes, as suggested in the comment letter have been made for the following pages:
•
•
•
•

Page 5.5-3, paragraph 4
Page 5.5-3, paragraph 6
Page 5.5-3, paragraph 7
Page 5.5-4, bottom of page

Refer to Section VI, Errata, of this document.
Comment 5-3: We are concerned that the No Project alternative would have significant impacts.
The issue identified in this comment is that the current and anticipated traffic conditions
on residential streets in the Midtown area have a negative effect on the character of the
neighborhood.
The impact discussion on page 5.5-10, states that "the No Project Alternative would not
affect the project site or nearby preservation areas because traffic and historic resources
would not change. This would result in no impact." This statement is still accurate given
the context of how the Draft EIR addressed environmental impacts for the No Project
SA0116543/009.WP5
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alternative. The basis for evaluating the No Project is to assess whether the No Project
alternative entails actions or efforts that would change or alter the environment. Because
the No Project alternative does not involve the implementation of traffic control or other
improvements it would be correct to state that there would be no impact.
It should be noted, however, that the No Project alternative does not mean that growth
and traffic will not occur in the future. However, this traffic would not be characterized
as a significant impact requiring mitigation, since there would be no action taken.
It is acknowledged that the statement made above, as referenced in the Draft EER., with
regard to the No Project Alternative (AC discussion on page 5.5-10), should be clarified
to read:
The No Project alternative would not affect the project site or nearby preservation areas because traffic and historical resources would not change as
a result of any action. However, traffic volumes will continue to increase
due to development in the Central City and the project site would continue
to experience the effects of these increased traffic volumes.
Refer to Errata section of this document.
Comment 5-4: All designs for new traffic control devices should be made according
to the following guidelines.
Mitigation Measure 5.5-2 of the -Draft EIR states that important design features will be
preserved to the extent feasible. For information regarding involvement in . the design .
process, refer to response to comment 5-1.
Comment 5-5: Several additions are suggested to be added to Appendix E, Cultural
Resource Report.
All changes have been incorporated into the Appendix as suggested and are referred to as

a new Appendix E-1. Refer to Section VI of this document for information that is added.
With regard to the three requested maps (zoning map, preservation area map, and current
neighborhood group Trap) the following response is provided. Zoning: Exhibit 5.1-1 of
the Draft EIR (Existing Land Uses) which has been modified since publication of the
Draft EIR to indicate requested corrections, reflects an accurate view of the residential
nature of the area since the map was developed through field verification. It is included
in the Revised Graphics found in Section VI of this document. Preservation Areas:
Exhibit 5.5-1 is repeated in the Revised Graphics found in Section VI. Neighborhood
Group Areas: This new exhibit referred to as "Exhibit A" is included in the Revised
Graphics found in Section VI.
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Comment 5-6: Verify accuracy of Table 1, for several structures identified with
question marks.
The database used was from city files, which did not have specific information for these
structures. The table has been modified to explain the outcome of the database search.
Please refer to Section VI.
Comment Letter 6: Douglas R. Thompson
Comment 6-1: The updated SAC-MET model can assess mode shifts.
The analysis for the NPTP was initiated in spring 1995 and completed in summer 1995.
However, the updated SAC-MET model was not available for use until late January 1996.
The INDEX model can be an appropriate tool for focused neighborhood-scale analyses,
but not for regional analyses, as intended for this project. Models such as INDEX would •
not be an appropriate application for this project since many agencies will not accept the
output of this type of model as a conclusive finding.
(
Comment 6-2: Potential loss of parking should be offset by increased choices to walk
to destinations after the NPTP is implemented.
The Draft EIR does not examine the potential economic effect of the loss of on-street
parking for any businesses in the area. The public safety analysis, page 5.6-13, notes that
the level of pedestrian safety would be expected to improve within the project area, which
may be consistent with the comment regarding an improved pedestrian environment for
shoppers.
The City of Sacramento has a residential permit parking program which can be extended
through Midtown if needed to eliminate parking activity from weekday commuters.
Comment 6-3: The City should provide sound connections to the proposed bike
lanes on G and H Streets.
The Proposed Project will improve bicycle facilities, with safety as part of the project
design. The suggestion to provide additional bicycle lanes as logical extensions of those
shown in the project design could be included as future projects are undertaken as part of
the City's capital improvement program.
Comment 6-4: Bus signal preemption and/or bus priority lanes should be considered
on J and L Streets.
The Draft EIR identifies bus signal preemption, where buses would be equipped with
devices that would preempt normal signal operations to give a green light to arriving
buses, as a potential measure to reduce effects to transit. The impact (Transit: 5.2-4 on
page 5.2-30 of Draft EIR) was identified as less than significant and, therefore this
measure is not required as a mitigation measure. A bus priority lane would require
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construction of a new lane or restricting an existing lane to buses only or buses and
carpools only. Due to the likely impacts on adjacent property with construction of a new
lane, or on intersection LOS with restriction of an existing lane, a priority lane was not
included in the suggestions in this Final EIR.
Comment 6-5: Decisionmakers should not overlook potential air quality benefits of
the Proposed Project.

I.

Comment noted. As described in the Draft EIR, Pages 5.3-10 to 5.3-13, the analysis does
show improved conditions for PK() and ozone when compared to the No Project
alternative.
Comment Letter 7: Sutter Health

Comment 7-1: Concerned that the accompanying impacts of some of its provisions
may adversely affect Sutter Health's ability to provide services...and may adversely
impact access to and public safety surrounding our facility.
It should be noted that the Proposed Project does not generate new traffic or increase
traffic in the downtown and midtown areas. The NPTP does, however, modify traffic
flows by diverting traffic from streets such as G and H Streets to other streets, such as J,
N, P, and Capitol. The Proposed Project incorporates traffic calming devices along J
Street (textured sidewalks) as a means to slow traffic flows and improve public safety.
The City has identified the Proposed Project as consistent with the land uses in the study
area. Traffic volumes are projected to increase on some street segments in the vicinity of
Sutter Hospital. The traffic analysis does not indicate any significant impacts on the
access to the current Sutter General facility area. The public safety analysis (page 5.6-8
through 5.6-11 of the Draft EIR) provides mitigation for identified impacts to emergency
service vehicles.

Comment 7-2: Expansion of the Sutter campus at 29th and L Streets may occur by
year 2000.
It is acknowledged that Sutter Health may expand the campus at 29th and L Streets and
that no application has been filed with the City. Assumptions used in the traffic model
included growth of the city through year 2010, which could conceivably include some
growth at the Sutter campus, depending upon the extent of development under the General
Plan. However, as the comment noted, any expansion of the Sutter campus would be the
subject of separate and additional review.
Comment 7-3: We are concerned that the project would adversely impact pedestrians, patients, employees and emergency vehicle access.
Refer to the response to comment 7-1. Existing pedestrian safety features will not be
removed from the area around the Sutter Hospital campus. As described in the Draft EIR
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(Table 5.2-6), no significant impacts were identified at any of the intersections immediately adjacent to the campus.
Comment 7-4: The EIR does not adequately address cumulative impacts and the
long-term impact that the project would have on access to the Sutter General
Hospital/Sutter Cancer Center.
The EIR fully addresses cumulative traffic impacts in Section 5.2, Transportation and
Circulation, by utilizing the SAC-MET model which makes assumptions about future
development conditions for Sacramento. The traffic changes associated with the Proposed
Project do show an increase in average daily vehicle trips on L Street between 27th Street
and 30th Street (in the near-term) however, the intersection impact analysis for future
conditions indicates that level of service (LOS at 29th and L Streets (on the corner of
Sutter Hospital) will be the same under the Proposed Project as it is for the No Project
alternative (refer to Table 5.2-6, page 5.246 of the Draft EIR). More specifically, the •
LOS at 29th and L Streets will be "A" under both the Proposed Project and the No Project
alternative. Therefore, the potential increase in average daily traffic volumes is not
anticipated to affect the intersection conditions and/or access in and out of the Sutter
property.
Comment Letter 8: Bill Harriman
Comments and suggestions noted. The Proposed Project incorporates many of the
commenter's suggestions and will also be forwarded to the City's Neighborhood Traffic
Management Program coordinator for consideration.
Comment Letter 9: Brian Barch
Comment 9-1: The half-street closures should count as a new lane direction.
The half-street closures are intended to block access past a given point. However, the
closures would not change the direction of travel within the block so they were not
counted as a new lane direction.
Comment 9-2: The EIR does not adequately address street segments where traffic
volumes will increase.
The extent of the study area was established with community input received from
responses to the Notice of Preparation for this EIR and from the community hearing held
on May 31, 1995.
In addition, establishment of the study area was supported by traffic planning studies
completed during preparation of the Evaluation Report, 1993, which identified areas of
impact that could result from implementation of the Proposed Project. As a result, most
of the 41 intersections selected for specific study in the EIR are outside the project site
(page 5.2-6 of the Draft EIR). That is, the traffic analysis focused on potential impacts
that would occur outside the project site and within the study area. Refer to pages 3-1
SAC/116543/009. WP5
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through 3-7 of the Draft ElR for a description of "project site" and "study area"
boundaries.
Based upon the comments from those meetings and data collected during the Evaluation
Report, the City then chose the specific limits of the study area to access the effects of
NPTP. The traffic analysis was then conducted using an applied version of the SAC-MET
computer traffic model, the best available tool for the analysis, which served as the basis
for determining traffic diversions. The model output indicated that no one street will bear
the bulk of the diverted traffic. In the short-term analysis, several streets receive increases
and those streets and are identified in Exhibits 5.2-3 through 5.2-6. In the long-term
analysis, Route 160 receives a large share of the diverted traffic, as do several other
streets in the Central City. The analysis verified the appropriateness of the limits, as the
traffic volume increases were minimal at the boundaries of the study area.

Comment 9-3: The With Project traffic projections need to allow for a regular
number of drivers who are not familiar with Midtown streets and will be forced to
circuitous travel routing if the NPTP is installed.
The comment correctly identifies that some of the current travel routes through the
Midtown project area will be interrupted by traffic diversion devices. Direct, uninterrupted travel between 16th Street and 29th Street will be prevented at one or more points
along E, F, G, H, and I Streets. Motorists currently using these streets to traverse the area
in a straight line will have to adjust their travel routes. The effect of this change in routes
is analyzed in the traffic modeling done for the EIR.
The comment, "after drivers were .accustomed . to the new road network," refers to local
residents or workers who could adjust their drive routes to the new road network. The
EIR analysis represents conditions on a typical weekday; therefore, drivers who are
unfamiliar with the road network represent a small percentage of the total traffic stream
(less than 10 percent). With a goal of providing travel route information along with
parking lot location information, it may be very desirable to distribute information about
available travel routes to sites, such as the convention center, that attract drivers who
otherwise infrequently travel through the Central City.
•
The issue raised in this comment is addressed in the Draft EIR analysis. The current
street system and some travel routing would be changed with the Proposed Project. The
analyses in the air quality and noise chapters use the predicted changes in travel patterns
• as the basis to analyze of these impacts.

Comment 9-4: Quality of life issues were only addressed within the project area.
The Draft EIR addressed environmental impacts within the "project site" and with a larger
"study area" extending beyond the area in which the project would be constructed. The
term "quality of life," as it has been used in the EIR and previous reports about the NPTP,
is intended to address the perspective of residents within the study area. Section 2,
Summary, of the Draft EIR, pages 2-7 through 2-10, discusses many of the quality of life
issues associated with the Proposed Project. No single measure of quality of life is used
SAC/116543/009.WP5
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in the Draft EIR analysis. When taken together, the EIR analysis focuses on impacts and .
mitigations associated with quality of life issues such as air, noise, traffic, biological
resources, and cultural resources.
Comment 9-5: The EIR should include a map showing the existing traffic control
devices and number of lanes.
Please see the attached map which shows existing traffic control devices. The number of
lanes was partially discussed on pages 5.2-2 through 5.2-4 of the Draft EIR. The second
attached map shows the number of lanes in graphical form.
Comment 9-6: The limits of the new lane uses are not clear.
The new lane uses are proposed on G and H Streets between 16th Street and 29th Street.
Modifications to the existing striping would also occur on blocks approaching the
proposed half-street closure devices to avoid the "run head-on" concerns mentioned in the
comment. These modifications would occur between 15th and 16th Streets, and between
29th Street and Alhambra.
The proposed transitions of H Street from one-way to two-way at 16th Street, and other
similar transitions included in the plan, are similar to existing transitions of several eastwest streets as they cross Alhambra Boulevard. One example of this is J Street. Based on
the long established safe operation of this intersection, the transitions created by the NPTP
are also expected to operate safely.
One of the outbound lanes removed from H Street is replaced on G Street. One of the
inbound lanes on G Street is replaced on H Street. The net effect is loss of one outbound
and one inbound lane. This net loss is a fundamental component of the NPTP and as
such was not ' mentioned outside of the project description section. It is a core component
of the traffic analysis.
To clarify the existing text and address this comment, the middle paragraph of page 3-9 of
the Draft EIR is modified as follows:
Traffic flow will be modified on segments of C, E, F, G, H; and I Street.
Traffic directional flow changes will occur on C, E, and F Streets as a
result of installing half-street closures which preclude traveling in one
direction beyond that point. On F Street, the half-street closures will be
level with the pavement fpainte4:1-eil4he-street) to allow bus access. G and
H Streets will be converted from one-way streets to two-way streets
between 16th and 29th Streets. The striping between 15th and 16th and
29th and Alhambra will also be modified at the approaches to half-street
closures. Currently, G Street carries one-way traffic westbound and H
Street carries one-way traffic eastbound. Painted bike lanes will be added
to G and H Streets. I Street will have a modified diverter at 21st Street.
:

SAC/1 I 6543/009.WP5

11

The EIR presents discussions in several sections and exhibits of the diversion patterns that
would result from implementing the NPTP.
The historic trolley was not included in the NPTP EIR because the proposed initial trolley
alignment is entirely west of 13th Street. There is also a potential future east extension to
Sutter's Fort, but no likely funding source has been identified for this extension.
According to the Draft Historic Trolley Feasibility Study (Korve Engineering, June 1995),
the initial alignment of the trolley extends from the historic train depot in Old Sacramento
via H Street, turns southbound on 7th Street (the return trip is northbound on 8th Street), •
turns east on K Street and ends at 13th Street. The study identifies potential funding
sources for this initial segment, but no funding plan has been identified by the City
Council (source: personal communication with Steve Pybum, City of Sacramento,
February 1996).
The Draft Feasibility Study also lists a potential eastward extension from the initial
terrninus at 13th and K Streets. This extension would follow a loop commencing north on
12th Street, and circling back to the start. This extension alignment is preliminary. Since
the alignment of the extension has no likely funding' source and is therefore unlikely to be
constructed for many years, and since City staff consider the alignment to be subordinate
to the NPTP, it was not included in the EIR analysis.
Comment 9-7: Will the Final EIR include costs of mitigations?
Budget level cost estimates for the traffic mitigation measures are included in Appendix C
of the Draft EIR. These cost estimates will also remain part of the Final E1R.
Comment 9-8: Will the Final EIR include other significant elements of the June
1993 report?
The Draft EIR did use and incorporate significant elements of the June 1993 report. In
addition, consultants conducted field testing and ride-alongs to address issues associated
with emergency response operations. Please refer to Chapter 5-6 (Public Safety and
Emergency Services) for the results of the full analysis of public safety impacts and
Chapters 11 and 12 (Bibliography and Works Cited 2 J OR Authors Consulted,
respectively).
Comment Letter 10: Dennis Clear

Comment 10-1: The Draft EIR needs to be more specific about potential impacts on
L, N, P, and Q Streets and Capitol Avenue.
As the Draft EIR indicates, the traffic model output was used to predict traffic diversion
trends, and changes in traffic volumes with and without the project. The model indicated
that a simple diversion from one street to another would not occur (for example, the
majority of H Street traffic will not divert to J Street). Instead, traffic that diverts away
from one street diverts to several other streets.
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Existing and proposed traffic volumes on Midtown streets are included in two new
graphics referred to as Exhibits 2A and 2B in the Revised Graphics in Section VI. Of the
15,000 eastbound cars per day on H Street, about one-half divert to other streets if the
NPTP is implemented. (See Draft EIR, page 5.1-4). The traffic model indicates that the
diverted traffic will be spread out to D Street, F Street, G Street, J Street, Capitol Avenue,
and N Street and it conducted there would be no significant impacts to intersections
studies along these streets.
Based on traffic model output, the Draft EIR also states that the western portion of J
Street (near 16th Street) will experience a greater increase in traffic than the eastern
portion (near 29th Street). Also the eastern portion of N Street (near 29th Street) will
experience a greater increase in traffic than the western portion (near 16th Street). This
set of expectations results from the diagonal diversion route mentioned on page 5.2-17 of
the Draft EIR.
This comment asks for more specific information of traffic volumes on roadway segments
such as L, N, P, and Q Streets. The City has included some additional information to
answer this question, however, it should be noted that the Draft EIR analysis specifically
addressed intersection analysis because analysis of intersections is an accurate measure of
traffic congestion along roadway segments.
As shown in the two new exhibits, traffic volumes on L, N, P. and Q Streets are similar
when compared between the No Project (Exhibit 2A) and the Proposed Project (Exhibit
2B). Of the four streets mentioned above, traffic volumes increase on L Street under the
Proposed Project between 27th and 30th Streets. This volume increase is illustrated on
Exhibit 5.2-3 "Near-Term Changes" which is included in the Errata Graphic section of this
FEIR.
Because the vehicle volume increase on L Street between 27th and 30th Streets does not
significantly affect the intersection level of service (LOS) at 29th and L Street in both the
near-term and long-term conditions (refer to Tables 5.2-1 and 5.2-6 in the Draft ER), it
can be concluded that impacts on the roadway segment of L Street does not constitute a
significant impact under CEQA.
Finally, the traffic model cannot definitively answer, for each block of cach street in the
Central City, what the traffic volume will be with the NPTP. Therefore, in conjunction
with the public safety analysis, an interim installation has been proposed for some of the
NPTP features has been proposed to fully test the impacts to emergency response times.
Changes to traffic volumes along the street segments mentioned were not identified as
significant impacts. However, City staff are considering recommendations for methods to
monitor overall traffic conditions in the study area in the event that the project is
approved. Any such recommendations would be identified in the City staff's recommendations to the City Council.
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Comment 10-2: The Draft EIR has contradicted itself by stating both that the
impacts of diverted traffic will be spread around and that traffic increases will
generally occur on streets designated for heavier traffic flows.
The Central City Community Plan and the General Plan show that J, L, N, and P Streets.
and Capitol Avenue are designated minor or major arterials, and G and H Streets are local
streets. In this sense it can be said without contradiction that the diverted traffic can be
spread around to several other streets that are designated for heavier traffic flows. It is
also true that some of the G and H Street traffic will divert to other local streets such as
D Street, F Street, and portions of the north-south streets, which is why the Draft EIR
uses the qualifier "generally." In addition, even though traffic is being diverted to some
streets designated for heavier flows, impacts to intersection LOSs are not significantly
impacted in terms of CEQA and City standards. Also refer to the response to comment 10-1 in this section.
Comment 10-3: It is likely that L, N, P, and Q Streets will experience a much larger
increase in volumes and speeds than indicated in the Draft EIR.
The Draft EIR provides a "best estimate" of conditions using the best available tools.
This estimate shows the traffic diverted by the NPTP as diverting to a variety of streets
and the document preparers have attempted to describe the diversion patterns, both in the
text and by use of exhibits in the document. The discussion notes that, on streets experiencing increased traffic, there may be a shift of congestion-related accidents to these
streets. The Draft EIR includes mitigation to monitor the effects of the project on public
safety response times, through an interim installation of some of the project's features.
This monitoring will extend as far south as Q Street. Changes to traffic volumes along
the street segments mentioned were not identified as significant impacts. However, City
staff are considering recommendations for methods to monitor overall traffic conditions in
the study area in the event that the project is approved. Any such recommendations
would be identified in the staffs recommendations to the City Council. The comment
will be noted as a disagreement with the travel projections.
Comment 10-4: It is not acceptable to avoid analysis of quality of life issues because
there is not a City policy covering the topic.
Refer to the response to comment 9-4. The Draft EIR addresses quality of life issues in
several subject areas (traffic, noise, air quality, etc.). The City has not established a single
measurement technique or threshold of significance for impacts to livability on streets
with residential uses; however, the analysis in the Draft EIR examines the anticipated
impacts to the above-mentioned indicators of quality of life.
Comment 10-5: A study of the quality of residents' living experience should be
completed within 6 months.
City staff plans to develop standards to address quality of life issues, but no schedule has
yet been adopted.
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Comment Letter 11: Margaret Buss/Dudley Dufoi$ Boulevard Park Neighborhood
Association
Comment 11-1: The CEQA citation on page 2-4 indicates that another environmentally superior alternative must be identified even if the No Project alternative is
superior; the statement that the proposed project is environmentally superior is
ambiguous without clarification.
Page 2-4, paragraph 2, Environmentally Superior Alternative, will be revised as follows:
The Proposed
Project is identified as the environmentally superior alternative from among
all of the project alternatives, including the No Project alternative.
Comment 11-2: The statement at the end of paragraph two, page 2-5, states that the
No Project alternative has less impact than the proposed project. It is not clear if the
discussion refers to near-term or long-term impacts or both.
The discussion refers to both near- and long-term and is expanded upon in the third full
paragraph with regard to how the Proposed Project and alternatives, including the No
Project, compare to one another. To clarify this discussion, the last sentence in paragraph
2, should be deleted:
...As for biological resources. ..tree root systems would also not occur
because there would not be subsurface excavation. In conclusion,the No
projeik A*0 111.a'- #Ye (Alt*. faii.-`;f,e. °)'f°rthe-enYi.:')7ntal areas
;infeiseCiionleYelii.,4-. .07. e),:-CciiilcyhalieleiS, impact than e.Proposed
.
ject and Alternative. s
Comment 11-3: Sheet 2 and Sheet 3, intersections, near-term and long-term LOS,
state that Alternative C has no impact but the text on page 5.2-19 identifies a significant impact. The text and chart on page 2-6 state the number of intersections
impacted by the PP and AC are approximately equal in the near-term and more
intersection,: would be impacted by AC in the future.
Discussion of the No Project alternative is more accurately described in the context of
impacts that would occur regardless of the Proposed Project. That is, the No Project is
not creating significant impacts, but in the case of traffic, city standards are not being met
for some intersections, and therefore, level of service is in excess of acceptable standards.
The chart of Table 2-6 is included to indicate to the reader that even Under the No Project
alternative, level of service standards would not be met for some intersections. Table 2-6
has been revised to clarify this comparison. Please refer to Section IV of this document.
Comment 11-4: The Alternative C would impact the preservation areas.
Refer to the response to comment 5-3.
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Comment 11-5: If decreased volumes and speeds would improve vehicle safety in the
project area, then the predictable increased volumes of Alternative C would decrease
safety both within and without the project area.
It should be noted that he Proposed Project and alternatives do not increase traffic
volumes in the City as whole. The analysis on pages 5.6-11 through 5.6-14 indicates that
with the Proposed Project and alternatives, vehicle safety impacts could potentially shift from one area to another; however, many of the streets (J, K, and L) will have additional
features such as crosswalks and traffic signals, which will improve safety. The Draft EIR
concluded that impacts would not be significant when compared to the No Project
alternative, which is the baseline.
Comment 11 - 6: Page 4-4, paragraph 4. The last sentence is ambiguous.
Clarification of the last sentence on Page 4-4, paragraph 4, is revised as follows:
However, volumes under the No Project would be greater on some streets •
than under the Proposed Project. would increase :in:the:PippOSed:'Project.
Comment 11-7: Page 5.1-4, paragraph 3, includes some discussion of speed ranges of
G and H Streets.
The following sentence is added to page 5.1-4, paragraph 3:
Existing speeds on the local streets within Midtown are generally. 35 mph
(NPTP Evaluation Report, 1993). Some speeds on the one-way streets
exceed 40-45 mph (personal observation, Steve Fitzsimons, 1995). The
Proposed Project would...
Comment 11-8: Page 5.1-4, Goal C. Even if Alternative C does not cause the
decrease in LOS, it is predicted to occur and should be reiterated.
The following sentence is added to paragraphs 4 and 7 to discuss the No Project
alternative:
Even under the No Project alternative, LOS will decrease in the long-term
at some intersections.
Comment 11-9: Page 5.1-5, paragraph 3 Although the No Project alternative would
not cause changes to existing conditions, those changes will occur.
Refer to the response to comment 11-8.
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Comment 11-10: Page 5.1-9, paragraph 1. One can expect that the streets with
increased volumes of traffic will lose their residential feel.
The streets to receive additional traffic volumes are generally mixed-use or commercial
areas such as that of the Alhambra Corridor; therefore, loss of residential feel is not
considered substantial.
• Comment 11-11: Provide graphics showing potential shifts in traffic flow for the
near-term No Project and for all alternatives in the long-term.
If the No Project alternative is selected for implementation, there will be no diversions or
traffic shifts. Refer to Revised Graphics in Section VI, Exhibits 2A and 2B, which show
traffic volume on street segments under the No Project alternative and the Proposed
Project.
Comment 11-12: Page 5.2-19 states that AC has a significant impact, but page 5.2-21
states AC has no significant impacts.
Page 5.2-19 should be revised as follows:
".... which correlates with decreased LOS. This-weuld-be-a-sigftifieent
impact.. This would not meet the City's standards for acceptable LOS."
Comment 11-13: How can AC impacts be less than significant if there are no
impacts?
.Page 5.2-21 should be revised as follows:
"AC Mitigation is not required because iniptiets-ace-less4kaft-signif-teent
there are no impacts caused by the No Project alternative.
Comment 11-14: Transit AC is not discussed, yet impacts are listed as less than
significant.
The near-term dLussion of AC is given in the last two paragraphs of page 5.2-27 and the

first paragraph of page 5.2-29. Page 5.2-32 should be revised as follows:
"AC Mitigation is not required because impeets-are-less4lieft-signiftettirt
there are no impacts caused by the No Project Alternative.
Comment 11-15: Parking AC should be discussed.
The near-term discussion of AC is given on page 5.2-33 under the heading "Existing
Parking Conditions." The comment about increasing sight distance is noted.
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Comment 11-16: Long-term AC impacts on intersections are significant.
Page 5.2-53 should be revised as follows:
"AC None required Mitigation is not required because there are no

impacts caused by the No Project alternative.
Comment 11-17: Long-term AC impacts on transit are significant.
Page 5.2-56 should be revised as follows:
"AC
Pfepesed-PFejee-se impeets-weeld-be-less-tban-sigitifieant7 The No

Project alternative will not change anticipated travel times or travel
demand for transit. Therefore, the No Project alternative does not
create any impacts.
Comment 11-18: Page 5.5-4. Regulatory context should include the California
Register of Historic Places.
The following text is added to page 5.5-4:
•

California Register of Historic Places—The California Register of
Historic Places addresses the significance and integrity of structures.

Comment 11-19: Design of traffic control devices should retain original historic
features.
Specific design of the traffic control features will be undertaken by City staff after the
EIR is certified. Mitigation Measure 5.5-2 (page 5.5-7) requires that granite curbs,
sidewalks, and other important street design features be preserved as part of the project.
Comment 11-20: There will be an impact to the preservation areas.
Refer to the response to comment 5-3.
Comment 11-21: There is not sufficient evidence to support a finding of significant
effect for the Proposed Project but less than significant for the No Project in regards
to emergency vehicle response time.
Because the No Project alternative does nothing to infringe on the existing emergency
vehicle routes, a conclusion of less than significant impact can be justified. The No
Project alternative does not cause impacts to emergency vehicle access and therefore,
stating that impacts would be less than significant or that there would be no impacts, is
accurate.
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Comment 11-22: Page 5.6-13 under Bicycle Safety, the statement that it is not
possible to predict when or if this would occur is not supported.
The projected increase in traffic volumes with additional development would create more
conflicts with bicyclists, and quantifying potential impact if too speculative.
Comment 11-23: Move the statement, "Children and senior citizens may be more
vulnerable to traffic conditions..." to Pedestrian Safety to avoid relation to the
Proposed Project.
The preparers of the Draft EIR note that the statement is general and applies to all alternatives. The noted statement would also apply to the discussions of Alternative A and
Alternative B.
Comment 11-24: Project cumulative traffic impacts of the No Project should be
included in this analysis.
As discussed in other responses, the No Project alternative does not involve an action; and
therefore, cumulative traffic impacts are not considered significant impacts, but rather
conditions that would not meet the appropriate standards. Discussion of the No Project
conditions in the future are included in Section 5.2 and in the revised Table 5.2-6. Also
refer to Section VI of this document.
Comment Letter 12: Michael F. Malinowski, Applied Architecture
Comment 12-1: The loss of significant amounts of on-street parking will have a
significant detrimental impact on businesses.
Parking is acknowledged to be an important concern on page 2-8 and in Section 5.2-5.
The EIR discusses loss of on-street parking and proposes solutions to minimize the impact
of parking loss. If implemented, a smaller traffic circle could reduce the overall parking
loss from 129 to approximately 100 spaces.
Comment 12-2: Parking losses on K Street are inaccurately and inadequately
addressed.
Parking would not be lost on K Street because there is no proposed bike lane on K Street.
Locations on G and H Streets show parking loss near pedestrian islands to accommodate
the proposed bike lanes, which require an extra 4 feet of width on each side of the street.
The Draft EIR does not make judgements about the value of time-restricted spaces
compared to unrestricted spaces.
Comment 12-3: Historic resources will be impacted by proposed intersection
improvements.
Refer to response to comment 5-3. Every effort will be made to preserve existing features
in the public right-of-way or replace them, where feasible. Page 2-8 notes that the Draft
SA01165431009.WPS

19

EIR does not address the economic effect of removing on-street parking. The land use
regulations governing adjacent private properties will not be changed by the Proposed
Project.

Comment 12-4: The impacts of the proposed mitigation to delete parking on J Street
and L Street need to be fully addressed.
Page 5.2-32 states that the most appropriate measure should be selected. The discussion
on page 5:2-32 indicates that elimination of parking is not the most appropriate measure,
and should not be selected.

Comment 12-5: Mitigations for parking impacts such as replacing pedestrian islands
with portals, elimination of parking meters, restriping north-south blocks with angled
or 90-degree parking, or construction of a new parking structure should be
considered.
Replacing pedestrian islands with portals is not considered because the portal locations
were established to make crossing the street easier for very young or elderly pedestrians.
Elimination of parking meters would increase the overall parking supply, so this measure
is also not recommended for consideration. Restriping north-south blocks with angled
parking to increase parking supplies is being explored by the City staff, as is a new
structured parking lot.
Comment Letter 13: Steve Kasower, Fremont Park Neighborhood Association

Comment 13-1: Since the traffic analysis can not fully account for human factors,
traffic impacts should be studied as part of a trial installation.
Please see response to comment 10-3. An interim installation of some of the NPTP
devices has been included as Mitigation 5.6-1, although a term is not specified. Due to
design requirements, the conversion of G and H Street to two-way (including restriping,
signal modifications, and signing modifications) must be completed as a permanent, albeit
reversible, measure. Installation of the individual devices can be accomplished on a trial
basis with temporary installations. Mitigation 5.6-1 is revised as follows:
"Install the Proposed Project with temporary and movable traffic diversion
elements to serve as diverters, half-street closures, and traffic circles for a
minimum trial period of 6 months...."
Comment Letter 14: Corey Brown

Comment 14-1: Staff should consult with Washington Elementary School staff for
input on increasing safety of the school children.
The EIR preparers consulted with the school principal. City staff will continue to consult
with school staff through the Neighborhood Traffic Management Program.
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Comment 14-2: Additional treatments should be considered for D Street to mitigate
potential traffic impacts.
Traffic volumes on D Street could increase by more than 2,000 vehicles per day between
15th and 26th Streets with implementation of the project. This increase in traffic volume
was not identified as causing any significant traffic impacts on D Street. However, City
staff are considering recommendations for methods to address the issue of traffic volume
increases on D Street in the event that the project is approved. Any such recornmendations would be identified in the staffs recommendations to the City Council.
Comment 14-3: Based on discussions with SHRA and the city, a decision on NPTP
will be made first and recirculation of the environmental documents will occur.
Yes. A decision on NPTP will occur first. The Sacramento City Council approved a
Development Agreement (DA) and Disposition and Development Agreement (DDA) for
the Blue Diamond Growers project on February 20, 1996. However, those agreements did
not include any action on possible closures of a portion of C Street and other streets in the
Midtown area. An environmental document addressing the proposed street closures will
be recirculated prior to any City Council actions being taken on the closure request.
Comment Letter 15: Fred Hull

Comment 15-1: Misspelling on graphics.
Refer to the Revised Graphics in Section VI.
Comment 15-2: The half-closure proposed at the corner of C and 29th seems
unnecessary.
The EIR did not define the project, only evaluated a project that was previously defined.
The device in question seems to have been included in the NPTP to avoid potential traffic
from future (as yet unproposed) developments on the landfill site. The commenter is
correct that there is currently no measurable traffic to be blocked by the device.
Comment 15-3: I would prefer to see the traffic that is currently on C Street to
remain, and not to increase along D Street.
Refer to the response to comment 14-2.
Comment 15-4: There is no need for a stop sign at 25th and C Streets.
Refer to the response to comment 15-2.
Comment 15-5: Keep the traffic on C Street.
Refer to the response to comment 14-2.
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Comment Letter 16: Jay Bergstrom
Comment 16-1: The forecasted increase of traffic on D Street will completely change
the quality of life.
The potential increase in traffic volumes on D Street was fully disclosed in the Draft ELR.
See response to comment 14-2 regarding D Street traffic volume increases. It is correct to
note that there will be an increase in traffic volumes on D Street, according to the Draft
EIR's traffic analysis. Refer to the new Exhibits 2A and 2B in the Revised Graphics
found in Section VI..
In addition, the Draft ELR did not find significant increases in noise and air quality
impacts on streets receiving traffic volume increases, although it is noted that some localized increases in noise and air pollution may be expected.
Refer to the response to comment 2-1 for discussion of C Street.
Comment Letter 17: Jan Maltzan
Comment 17-1: The forecasted increase of traffic on D Street will completely change
the quality of life.
See the response to comment 16-1.
Comment Letter 18: Terrve Witte and Tom Clark
Comment 18-1: The project would turn the last noncommercial neighborhood into
another high-traffic unfriendly area.
Refer to the response to comment 2-1 and Exhibit 5.2-3 in the Revised Graphics in
Section VI, which indicated that increases will be less than 2,000 ADT.
Comment Letter 19: Dean Copsev
Comment 19-1: Increasing the traffic volume on D .Street by 2,000 cars per day is
unacceptable.
Traffic count data from City files indicate that the existing traffic volume on D Street is
about 900 vehicles per day. An increase of more the 2,000 vehicles per day would still
appear to be unacceptable to the commenter, although the technical capacity of the street
would not be exceeded. See also the response to comments 14-2 and 16-1. Also refer to
new Exhibits 2A and 2B (Revised Graphics in Section VI).
Comment Letter 20: Don Hayden
Comment 20-1: Vehicles is misspelled on Exhibits 5.2-3 through 5.2-6.
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Graphics have been revised and attached.
Comment 20-2: Appendixes' graphics regarding traffic data were difficult to see.
Graphics have been revised and attached.
Comment Letter-21: Gloria Scott
Comment 21-1: Impacts related to No-build should be addressed.
Impacts related to the No Project alternative are discussed; however, discussion of
significance is not necessary since the No Project alternative requires no action. That is,
the No Project alternative (which represents existing of status quo) may have conditions
which do not meet current standards but the No Project alternative would not cause significant impacts.
Comment 21-2: The EIR should discuss whether current volumes on arterials,
connectors, and intersections meet standards.
Existing traffic volumes on arterials and connectors are shown in Table 2A in the Revised
Graphics found in Section VI of this document. The table identifies "acceptable" volumes
next to the existing volume. The EIR does contain discussion of existing volumes at
intersections in Section 5.2. See the discussion of Existing Conditions or AC on pages
5.2-8 through 5.2-12.
Comment 21-3: The EIR should evaluate impacts on alleys.
The EIR preparers conducted weekday field observations of alleys on several occasions
and were not able to observe the behavior described in the comment. Enough anecdotal
descriptions have been received to indicate that the problem exists, although the extent is
not clear. However, lacking the ability to forecast future conditions in alleys and without
a City standard to guide the evaluation, it was not included in the . EIR. It is recommended that the residents and City staff pursue enforcement of speed laws . or consider throughtraffic prohibition devices in alleys where through traffic is a problem or becomes a
problem.
Comment Letter 22: Dennis Clear
Comment 22-1: Drivers are too unpredictable to try to simulate their behavior with
a computer model.
Refer to the response to comment 13-1. CEQA requires an analysis of potential impacts.
Computer modeling is the industry standard and an'acceptable guide to simulating
potential traffic impacts. The Draft EIR states the street designations of G and H Streets
as local streets and P and Q Streets as minor streets/minor arterials. In addition, there is a
greater concentration of commercial uses in those areas where, generally speaking, the
traffic volumes are projected to increase. Many of the streets that would receive diverted
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traffic are designated to carry higher traffic volumes (i.e., minor/major streets). Changes
in traffic volumes are shown in Figures 2A and 2B in the Revised Graphics found in
Section VI.

Letter 23: Caryn/Thomas VanWormer
Comment 23-1: Increasing traffic volumes on 26th Street between D and E Streets is
unacceptable.
The issues of the EIR are impact significance and mitigation not acceptability. The City
Council is to determine what is acceptable. Exhibits 5.2-3 and 5.2-6 indicate an increase
of more than 2,000 vehicles per day on this block of 26th Street. Exhibits 5.2-4 and 5.2-5
indicate a similar increase on nearby parallel blocks. It is likely that the traffic increase
would not be concentrated on just 26th Street, but would be dispersed to other streets as
well. The letter is noted as expressing opposition to the Proposed Project and the
maximum and minimum diversion alternatives. Also refer to the response to
comment 14-2. In addition, refer to new Exhibits 2A and 2B, which indicate similar
volumes between the Proposed Project and the No Project alternative. Also refer to the
response to comment 10-1 regarding focus of analysis on intersection and not roadway
segments.

Comment Letter 24: Mrs. Dorothy Jaman
Comment 24-1: Increasing traffic volumes on 26th Street between D and E Streets is
unacceptable.
The predicted traffic volume increase shown for 26th Street resulted from a computerized
traffic model simulation of traffic flows with the Proposed Project. The Draft EIR
reviewed the plan as designed and the original intention of the device was part of the
overall program to reduce and slow traffic. Refer also to responses to comments 14-2 and
23-1 (see above).

Comment Letter 25: Jeffrey Pulverman, Caltrans
Comment 25 - 1: An analysis of off, amp queues is needed.

Analysis of the off-ramp queues was completed using the Poisson statistical distribution
equation with a 95 percent probability level. The equations calculate the length of a line
of cars (queue length) at signalized intersections. The 95 percent probability level is the
standard level used by the traffic engineering profession for queue analyses, and indicates
the maximum length of queue that would be observed in the field in 95 our of 100 observations.
Table 3A (attached in the Revised Graphics in Section IV) shows the estimated queue
lengths predicted by the Poisson equations on the H Street and N Street northbound offramps from Business 80. For comparison, the table also shows a "rule-of-thumb" value
which is the average queue multiplied by 2, which is often used by Caltrans. The table
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also shows the storage distance available from the stop bar at the traffic signal, up the
ramp to the gore area, or the point where the ramp leaves the freeway mainline.
The queue length indicates that for the near-term alternative, only AA would increase the
queue lengths at the N Street off-ramp. The Poisson method indicates queue lengths
would not be a concern for any of the alternatives. The Average x 2 method, which is
more conservative than Poisson, indicates that queue lengths currently are close to the
ramp storage capacity, however, field observations indicate that this is not an accurate
representation of conditions. Implementation of PP or AB would not notably increase
queue length, but AA would increase queue lengths but would not result in a significant
impact.
At the H Street off-ramp, implementation of PP, AA, or AB is expected to reduce the
queue lengths in both the near-term and future alternatives. Reduction of queue lengths
would not affect freeway operations.
Comment 25-2: The Draft EIR is incorrect in stating that the LOS values on 16th
Street at H, I, J, and K Streets are better than LOS F.
The preparers have confirmed the calculations in the document. Downstream constraints
have resulted in congested conditions upstream. While motorists may experience congestions on. 16th at I, J, and K Streets, the reason for that problem is downstream congestion.
The counted volumes at these intersections are lower than the capacity, and resulted in a
volume-to-capacity ratio that is significantly lower than 1.0. The proper way to mitigate
these conditions is to provide improvements at the downstream bottlenecks (the intersections that are causing the backups), which in this case occurs at 16th/H Street. Implementation of the Proposed Project is expected to improve these conditions, because of a reduction of volumes on H Street.
Comment Letter 26: Armando Chacon
Comment 26-1: The proposed diverter at 21st and I Street will create traffic and
other problems.
Although it is acknowledged that the diverter can cr5,,ate an inconvenience to drivers,
discussions with both the fire and police department indicated that it would be possible for
emergency vehicles to drive over a diverter at low speeds as long as it was designed to
accommodate such a maneuver (i.e. rounded curbs). The EIR adequately discloses and
analyzes the impacts of the Proposed Project.
As for parking constraints and loss of related-income, the diverter will not remove any
existing parking.
Comment 26-2: Emergency access could be constrained due to the diverter.
Refer to the response to comment 26-1. Mitigation Measure 5.6-1 and 2 provide for
interim installation of the diverter to monitor the effect on emergency response times.
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Comment Letter 27: Dale Kooyman
Comment 27-1: The potential parking space loss near traffic circles would only
occur if the circle design is adopted as shown in Exhibit 3-6.
The video includes a segment showing design/installation of the traffic circles using a
traffic cone trial period with test runs by the fire department.
The fire truck trials are conducted when there are no cars parked near the intersection.
The outcome of Seattle's firetruck trial on the video would most likely have been different
with parked cars present.
When CH2M HILL prepared the Evaluation Report, Seattle staff told us the most important design feature for traffic circles is that the circle must force motorists to deviate from
their normal path. If a small circle is installed in a wide street drivers can still drive a
fairly straight path and they won't slow down. Therefore, the most effective design
should include a circle at least large enough to cause this deviation.
Refer to the response to comment 4-4. In addition, a field test was completed at the State
Fair Grounds in connection with the Seattle experience, and the proposed mitigation
makes the appropriate recommendation for Sacramento based upon the information studied
in local conditions.
As for clarification to text on page 8-2, the following text change will be made to the
second bullet:
Loss of on-street parking from the proposed elements (extent of parking loss depends on
exact design of elements, and existing parking conditions at each intersection). Also refer
to Section VI of this document.
Comment Letter 28: Leilani Fay
Comment 28-1: The exhibits showing traffic diversions incorrectly indicate N Street
is blocked at Capitol Park.
Although the exhibits contain a graphical error, the analysis and findings coriectly include
N Street west of 15th Street. Also refer to the response to comment 9-3 regarding
modelling assumptions. The traffic model considers destinations throughout the
downtown and elsewhere.
Comment 28-2: The exhibits showing traffic diversions do not show the N Street
freeway ramps.
Although the exhibits do not show the ramps, the analysis included them. The volumes in
the weaving segment of southbound Business 80 would be altered to the detriment of
traffic operations. However, the magnitude of the impact is not expected to be sufficient
to worsen the level of service, so no mitigations are required.
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Comment 28-3: The EIR does not adequately study impacts on L, N, P and Q
Streets.
The traffic analysis did consider traffic impacts in the road segments mentioned. The
projected pattern of traffic diversion is based on output from the traffic model. The comment is noted as a disagreement with the traffic model output. Refer to the response to
comment 10-1.
Comment 28-4: Aesthetic and historical structures outside the project site were not
studied.
The EIR impact analysis considered potential impacts from increased traffic activity to
areas outside the project site. This is discussed on pages 5.5-8 and 5.5-9 of the Draft
EIR. The specific structures, outside the project site, were not specifically identified due
to the fact that physical changes such as adding traffic control devices at intersections
(which would disturb structural property) will not occur outside the project site.
Comment 28-5: The lack of impacts on N or Q Streets is unsubstantiated.
The exhibits are a graphical illustrations of the computer modelling output. See the
response to comment 28-3. Refer to the response to comment 10-1.
Comment 28-6: The EIR appears to be concerned only with traffic flow, not with
the quality of life in neighborhoods on N and P Streets.
Refer to the response to comment 9-4. Exhibit 5.2-3 shows that changes in traffic
volumes on Q Street are anticipated to be less than 2,000 vehicles per day. The traffic
modelling measured anticipated traffic flows on N, P. and Q Streets, not just the northsouth streets.
Comment 28-7: How can it be acceptable for N Street volumes to exceed capacity?
The Draft EIR does not indicate that N Street is already at capacity.
The Draft EIR predicts that the 30th and N intersection will operate at LOS E (which is
just below capacity) in the future, both with and without the project. The 29th and N
intersection is projected to operate at LOS E with the project. All other intersections
along N Street are shown to operate at LOS C or better in both the near-term and longterm.
Comment 28-8: Spillover use of 17th Street when 16th is jammed was not
adequately addressed.
A discussion of the EIR's approach to "spillover" effects of traffic diversion occurs on
page 2-8 of the Draft EIR. Exhibit 5.2-3 shows a predicted increase in traffic volumes on
17th Street between N Street and Capitol Avenue, and a decrease from H Street to I
Street. The traffic modelling did not identify any significant impacts in these locations.
See also the response to comment 10-1.
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Comment 28-9: The statements "unavoidable impact," "unavoidable adverse environmental effects," and "significant unavoidable impact," are used in place of
research.
These statements are typical CEQA statements and are not used in place of research. An
impact was identified as unavoidable if mitigation, feasible or infeasible, could not be
implemented. A feasible mitigation was defined on page 5.2-18, as mitigations that would
require property taxes or roadway improvements that extend beyond the existing curb
dimension of that roadway. Section 9.0 of the Draft EIR summarizes all impacts that
cannot be avoided.
Comment 28-10: The NPTP EIR fails to evaluate the expansion of RT as an option.
Increased transit usage is important for the long-term viability of the Central City.
However, improvements to regional transit were never considered as an alternative to the
project, mainly because the necessary investment would be far greater to provide the same
benefits to the neighborhoods; furthermore, implementation would take decades. Also
refer to the City's plans to reconstitute the Central City Strategic Transportation Plan to
explore the long-range mobility issue in the Central City. In addition, expansion of RT is
under the jurisdiction of RT, not the City.
Comment 28-11: RT only addresses effects of traffic diversion on existing bus
routes. What is the RT Transit Master Plan? Mention of the plans for RT possible
expansion are needed.
RT's Master Plan identifies measures to encourage alternate means of vehicular travel.
The Master Plan addresses such features as LRT extensions, additional bus routes, and
additional buses. Within the Midtown area is a proposal to extend light rail along 19th
Street to connect the inner city with areas to the south such as Oak Park, Sacramento City
College, and Land Park.
Comment 28-12: Is RT Transit Master Plan part of the Metropolitan Transportation
Plan?
Those elements of the RT Master Plan which are fundable in the next 20 years are
included in the MTP.
Comment 28-13: An entire section is devoted to parking. This clearly states that the
report's main concern is for the motorists, not the residents.
The projected loss of parking would affect both residents and retail businesses. The loss
of parking would be an inconvenience for residents (i.e., they may have to walk further)
and a potential impediment to attract customers for retail businesses. The overall objective of the plan is to reduce traffic volumes and speeds on residential streets, primarily for
the benefit of the residents.
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Comment 28-14: The term "level of service" rather than "level of congestion"
confirm that the report's main focus is on traffic rather than residents.
Level of Service (LOS) is a common traffic analysis term and tool in evaluating traffic
impacts.
Comment 28-15: The negative impact on bus travel is recognized without comment
or any effort at mitigation despite the RT's input.
The proposed half-street closure on F Street (which is the only bus route affected by
diversion elements) was redesigned to allow bus travel (Draft EIR, page 5.2-30, Mitigation
Measure 5.2-4.1). Increased congestion and its effect on transit service was analyzed on
page 5.2-30. A less-than-significant impact was identified.
Comment 28-16: The unavoidable adverse effects on page 9-1 are those features
negatively affecting motorists.
The unavoidable adverse impacts shown in Section 9.0 are a summary of the unavoidable
impacts discussed in the E1R. Impacts to transit were evaluated in the Draft E1R (Section 5.2.4). Parking loss in the study area would affect both residents and businesses.
_Comment 28-17: A more thorough traffic analysis is needed of the intersection at
Capitol at 17th.
Proposed Project improvements were limited to the boundaries identified in Exhibit 3-4,
which do not include the intersection of Capitol and 17th Street. Impacts were discussed
for the large study area shown on Exhibit 3-5, which does include the intersection of
'Capitol and 17th Street. However, traffic volume increases at the intersection of Capital
and 17th were not projected to cause significant impacts.
While existing conditions at this intersection may be problematic, this project is not
expected to worsen conditions at this location. This comment will be forwarded to the
City's Traffic Engineering Division for investigation.
Comment 28-18: A more thorough analysis of 15th and X Street is needed. It is not
possible to safely cross 15th and X Street, since the . .ft-turn traffic from 15th shares
the pedestrian's green light.
Refer to the response to comment 28-17. •
Comment 28-19: An increasing hazard for pedestrians is the use of sidewalks for
bicycle traffic.
Bike lanes are part of the Proposed Project and will be added to G and H Streets.
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Comment 28-20: The EIR's suggestion that crosswalks will either slow traffic or
protect pedestrians is naive.
Page 5.6-6, paragraph 6, states that pedestrians must still exercise caution when crossing
streets. .
Comment 28-21: The EIR states that the project will have a beneficial impact on
pedestrians because of less traffic. It fails to mention the increased hazard to pedestrians outside the project area.
Refer to page 5.6-13 for a discussion of pedestrian safety outside the project site. The
Proposed Project would not result in the removal of any existing pedestrian safety features
outside of the project site. The Draft EIR concludes that there would be no anticipated
increase in the speeds of traffic on City streets, in or out of the project site, and thus.
concludes that impacts to pedestrian safety are less-than-significant. The comment will be
noted as disagreeing with this conclusion.
Comment 28-22: The proposed project, as well as alternatives, also fail to reduce
traffic volumes, speed and public safety. NPTP merely moves the traffic problem.
The traffic elements proposed as part of the NPTP are known to be effective at reducing
speeds or volumes. Case studies were reviewed and analyzed by the City,. consultants,
and community representatives to determine this effect. Any impacts associated with
changes to travel patterns are discussed in the relevant impact analysis chapters.
Comment 28-23: Section 5.1 mentions the redefining of Midtown which excludes
areas of the Central City that fall just outside of the project area. As a result, the
areas to which the problems would be moved to are no longer part of Midtown.
The discussion of the project boundary was developed for purposes of the EIR analysis
and is not intended to establish an official Midtown boundary.
Comment 28-24: The areas to which the traffic is being diverted are more residential than the protected areas.
Refer to Exhibit 5.1-1 for existing land uses. Traffic would be diverted to many streets,
including some that are residential (D Street). However, traffic is primarily being diverted
to streets and areas that are more commercial, or to mixed development areas such as J,
K, L, and N Streets.
Comment 28-25: The statement on page 2-4 fails to mention the improved
pedestrian, conditions without stating that this is at the expense of the surrounding
areas.
While the project will result in additional traffic on streets such as J, K, and L, the project also includes provisions for new crosswalks, pedestrian islands, and traffic signals
(Exhibit 3-4) to improve pedestrian and bicycle safety.
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1
Comment 28-26: Table 5.2-6 states that LOS D is acceptable for streets with freeway
on-ramps. Is that only for traffic outside the project site, not for G and H Streets?
The City's standard for streets is LOS C while Caltrans' standard is LOS D. Refer to the
discussion in the Draft EER on page 5.2-7 and 5.2-8.

1•

Comment 28-27: Page 5.3-8 recognizes that the east ends of G and H Streets are
less congested than 15th and W Streets, 16th and F Streets, 16th and G Streets, and
Alhambra and J Streets. It then concludes that mild traffic congestion within the
project site is less acceptable than heavy congestion in sacrificed areas.
Discussion of these intersections was relevant to the air quality analysis and refers to
those intersections that represent the "worst case" areas.

Comment 28-28: Page 5.3-11, 14 and 19 describe increased ozone, carbon monoxide
and particulate matter for alternatives PP, AA, and AB. Page 53-12,14 and 19 state
that the No Project alternative would reduce or maintain emissions. All of these findings are deemed less than significant.
Level of significance is based on how impacts relate to the standards of significance
which are identified in each impact section.

11

I

1

11

Comment 28-29: The impacts to the areas surrounding the project area are consistently called minor or insignificant.
Impacts to surrounding areas are discussed in terms of how that impact correlates with a
certain standard of significance '(located in each impact section). If an impact is worse
than the applicable standard, the impact is identified as significant. There are numerous
impacts in the traffic section that refer to impacts in surrounding areas as significant.

Comment 28-30: The EIR assumes certain background information. What happened
to public transportation in this project? How did a proposal to make bad areas
worse come into existence?
Refer to Section 3.0 of the Draft EIR for history and background of the Proposed Project.

Comment 28-31: The EIR misuses the words effect and affect.
Comment noted. Corrections have been made where relevant.

Comment 28-32: The redefining use of the word midterm obscures every reference
to the word in the EIR.
Terminology was defined for the purposes of this EIR analysis in an effort to clarify the
basis for discussion. The EIR does not intend to redefine any neighborhood or community
boundaries.
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Comment Letter 29: Anthony J. PaImere, Regional Transit
Comment 29-1: Even a small increase in congestion could reduce potential transit
ridership.
The EIR evaluates potential transit impacts using criteria supplied by Regional Transit
staff. Even though the impacts fall just short of significant,. the EIR recommends implementation of bus priority signals.
Comment 29-2: The NPTP should support transit priority systems in traffic signals
or bus priority lanes.
Refer to the responses to comments 29-1 and 12-4.
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1
PROCEEDINGS
MR. BUDERI: Good evening, everybody. Thanks for
being here. I'd like to get the meeting started in a minute
4

or so if you'd like to come forward and have a seat.
Okay. Why don't we get started.
My name is Fred Buderi. I'm with the City's
Planning Services Division. I'm the City's environmental
coordinator for the Environmental Impact Report on the
Midtown Traffic Project.
I want to just briefly introduce some business

10

II
II

11

items about the meeting tonight and then I will make time

12

for a few comments from City Councilmember Steve Cohn and

13

introduce our meeting facilitator.
I just want to go over again the purpose of the

14
15

meeting tonight is to accept public comments on the adequacy

16

of the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Midtown

17

NPTP project.
The hearing, the comment hearing itself will be

18

.

19

run by Bonnie Nixon, our facilitator, who those of you who

20

werirat our scoping meeting in May may remember her.

AL-

21

We would like you to focus your comments on the

22

adequacy of the environmental analysis that's in that EIR.

23
24

Also, for those of you that have received the
notices or seen the notices in the newspaper, there will be

•
.25

two of these comment periods, one tonight, the second one
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will be Saturday at the Washington Elementary School from
3:30 to 6:30 p.m. The format and the purpose of that
•meeting will be exactly the same as tonight's hearing.
The comments you give tonight will be used to
provide the part of the record of comments on the draft EIR,
so we would expect to publish the transcript of these
proceedings in the final Environmental Impact Report and
write responses to the various points that people may make
on the document.
S6 when you come forward to speak at the

10
11

microphone, you will be speaking for the record. -Bonnie.

12

will ask you to identify yourself by name and address,

13

because we like to get that information into the record for

14

the project.
There is some information about the project on the

15
16

handouts that are near the door and most of you appear to

17

have received those as you walked in, but they describe

18

generally some general Points about the Environmental Impact

19

Report, about the process itself, the process for approving

20

.
the,qpropect and preparing the environmental assessment.

21

So those are my introductory comments.

22

I'd like to ask Councilmember Steve Cohn to come

23
24
25

forward.
COUNCILMEMBER COHN: Welcome to Sutter Middle
School. Not all the schools in the Sac City Unified School
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1

District as are bad as you may have heard. This is one of

2

the finer middle schools in all of Sacramento.

3

So it's a pleasure to be here with you.

4

And as many of you know, this has been a very long

5

process, but we still have a little ways to go on this

6

process before we bring this to City Council.

7

And this is collecting the record for the EIR, the

8

Environmental Impact Report, but at some point, hopefully in

9

a few months, will be before the City Council.

if

10

In the meantime this will go through the Planning

11

Commission and staff will be developing its recommendation

12

to bring to the Council.

13

Now, I hope that all of you will bring your

14

comments in the spirit of constructive type of critique that

15

we can try to make as good a plan here as possible. I

16

understand from past experience that not everyone thinks

17

this is a good idea and that's certainly a legitimate point

18

of view as well.

19

But it would be helpful if in addition if you are

20

opp4Witil to the plan to try to be specific about what

21

elements of the plan are a problem and why, rather than just

22

you're against the plan, especially in terms of developing

23

the record so we can see if we do need to make changes that

24

those can be done.

25

I want to mention there's another workshop

PETERS SHORTHAND REPORTING CORPORATION (916) 362-2345

4
Saturday, so if you have any friends and neighbors who
wanted to come tonight, but could not do so, Saturday
afternoon there will be another workshop very similar to
•this and comments will be taken there as well.
You can, also submit comments in writing. So any
way you want to do it.
As far as I'm concerned, I'd be happy to hear your
comments at any time prior to the City Council's adoption of
• a resolution on this issue. So just because the EIR comment
period closes doesn't mean that you can't comment on the
project itself to the Planning Commission first, then to the
Council.
So I once again want to .welcome you all here and
I'm glad to see us sort of move towards the end of this
study phase. I think everybody is just kind of real tired
of hearing about study after study after study and it's time
we sort of get moving on this. And I think we're finally
getting to the point where '96 may be the year.
Thank you very, much.
,-. (Applause.)
COUNCILMEMBER COHN: I'll turn it-over to Bonnie
Nixon for the rest of the meeting.
FACILITATOR NIXON: Thanks, Councilmember.
Good evening. We're going to start the formal
comment process.
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And we do unfortunately need to use the

1
2

microphone. We've got Janet up here who is our court

3

reporter and just for her purposes to be able to hear I'm

4

going to ask that you just come up in this area and use the

5

microphone.
If you would just again clarify your name and your

6
7

address and then just put your comment in.
As Councilmember Cohn and Fred Buderi both said,

8
9

• 10

the comments tonight should be focused on the adequacy or
the accuracy of the Environmental Impact Report.
For those of you who are not familiar with that

11
12

document, it is a document that really looks at several

13

different areas of potential impact that may be associated

14

with the project and those include air.quality, cultural,

15

noise, traffic, biology, trees, open space, consistency with

16

the current land uses or planned land uses and that's about

17

it.

18

•

So any comments that you specifically have on

19

those areas or related to the actual document, whether it's

20

something:has been left out or misspelled or anything, we'd

21

like to hear that from you tonight.

22

And, again, if you do have questions of substance

23

the staff is really not preparedto respond to those

24

tonight. What we'd like to do is take those comments and

25

get back to you in writing. We'll be taking them acjain on
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Saturday too if for some reason you need to leave earlier or
if you know someone else who would like to attend.
With that, I also wanted to mention that around on
some of the tables there's comment sheets so if you don't
want to say something formally or get up and use the
microphone, you're welcome to fill those out and hand those
in and those will be counted just the same.
Okay. So who would like to begin?
Come on up here. My cord is pretty long.
MR. LEFFINGWELL: Okay. My name is John
Cl

Leffingwell. I live at 2315 D.Street.
L-e-f-f-i-n-g-w-e-1-1.
The first comment I have is that the EIR does not
distinguish between types of vehicles. And with the
C1-1

proposed improvements on C Street, which is currently the
designated truck route, trucks will have to be dispersed
through the rest of the neighborhood.
And there is no -- in the plan there is no

C1-2

designated truck route and not all trucks belong to Blue
Diamodk so they're going to have to go somewhere else.
I think the EIR is inadequate in dealing with that
issue.
Obviously, trucks going through neighborhoods
bring it into environmental quality issues. There is a
difference in the type of exhaust and the amount of exhaust
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1

at stop signs and that kind of air pollution issues that are
3

4

111

if trucks are not moving through rapidly. They are stopping

associated.
How thoroughly are we restrained from talking

5

'about the plan itself as opposed to the EIR? Because the

6

EIR says the plan is wonderful and I disagree with that too,

7

in large part because of the handling of truck traffic.

8

Besides, another thing that is inadequately

9

handled in the maps and all of the EIR is they don't show

10

the current traffic or controls and in the indications of

11

changes in traffic volume they don't tell you from what

12

volume, what is the base lind, at least that I determined.

13

I have not had the fortitude to read through the whole

14

thing. It's a rather large document.

C1-3

15
16

nn•4,

So when I see my street is designated as more than
2,000 or more cars per day, that doesn't make me very happy.

17

I'. 1.l turn it over to someone else.

18

FACILITATOR NIXON:

19

And then is it a simple clarification question?

The handling of truck traffic.

20

cam:4,just ask if there is base line or existing current

21

information in the EIR?

22

So we'll have to get back to you on that.

23

Another question or comment?

24

MS. KENNEDY:

25

Karen Kennedy from the New Era Park Neighborhood

Okay.

I have a question.
.1
•
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1

Association, very close to where Tom and Marge live.

2

When the NPTP goes to Council is the Council going

3

to be asked to go in total on one option or the other or a

4

mix and match or throw it into the hopper and even new

5

options or alternatives about where diversions would be,

6

et cetera, et cetera?

am.

And then I want to know that because I want to

7

make a comment later.
FACILITATOR NIXON: Let's see if there is some

9
10

response on that.
MR. BUDERI: I think the only answer to that is

11
12

that that's up to the Council to deal with the project and

13

study which option.
FACILITATOR NIXON: I think Fred just clarified

14
15

that it would have to be covered in the EIR, whatever

16

elements.

17

Okay. So some more comments?

18

MR. TRUEBLOOD: My name is Tom Trueblood. I live

19
20

ii

at 2313 Q Street.
I was looking at where this study is going to be
=Mr

21

done and it seemed to be ignoring great areas around the

22

area that's being study. I think it's going to be giving

23

kind of a skewed result. If you look at one area they say

24

we can implement this and this is going to happen here, but

25

it really doesn't say what's going to happen to-all the
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9
other surrounding areas. If those surrounding areas have
2

tremendous impact to traffic, which I imagine it will, then
if we holler and raise our hand and say we want this too,
then it's going to change what's going to happen back at
that original site.
And I don't see how this is going to be able to

7

study just one area and decide that this is going to happen
to that area and then it's going to stay that way. I don't
think it's very good.

10

FACILITATOR NIXON: Okay. Thank you.

11

MR. OSTROM: Brook Ostrom, 2631 G Street.

12

0-s-t-r-o-m.
And I just want a clarification, related

13
14

specifically to the first comment and maybe you can also

15

comment on this too. The C Street closure as a separate

16

issue related to the Blue Diamond negative declaration is

17

not a part of the Neighborhood Preservation Transportation

18

Plan

19

separately by the Council?

20

itself. That's an issue that's going to be considered

I think like if, Fred, you Can address this a

21

little bit more, but that issue, the closure of C Street is

22

separate from the NPTP and was not considered in the

23

original development of the plan for the project.

24
25

FACILITATOR NIXON: I think that's true. Right?
I think that's true.
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10

II

In fact, that reminds me of something. Betty
Kosman mentioned that there was a meeting scheduled tomorrow
night for the Blue Diamond project and that it has been

II

postponed. If anybody had been planning on attending that,

1

Betty has a list or a clipboard that she's going to leave on
the table over there if you're interested in finding out
when that meeting is going to occur. Please just put your
name on there and address and she'll make sure that you're
informed when it happens.
10
11

MR. SPIVEY: I'm Steve Spivey. I live 2721 H
Street.. The last name

S-p-i-v-e-y.

My concern, I support the plan, but my concern is —

12
13

is spelled

C5

if we have a major whoops after it's implemented, is it
C5-1

14

going to take like another 15, 20 years to, You know, fix

15

it?
e•••

I'm not talking about a specific thing where

16
17

there's a real major specific problem, but like one corridor

18

or something like that.

19

•

FACILITATOR NIXON: Okay. So it seems like I can

20

probably turn that around to a concern. you're concerned

21

that if something doesn't work that it may take too long to

22

fix it.
.MR. SPIVEY: It's a question too if something can

23
24

be fixed fairly easy or will it be another long, drawn-out

25

process?
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1
2

11
FACILITATOR NIXON: I think that's probably a hard
question to respond to. It depends on the magnitude of it.

3

Do you want to add anything to that?

4

MR. BUDERI: If it means another project beyond

5

this one, I don't know how long it would take of course, but

6

every project is subject to environmental review so I think

7

that it is, it's really hard to say what would happen on a

8

case like that.

9

FACILITATOR NIXON: Okay.

10

MS. ZWEIFEL-ZEFF: My name is Pamela Zweifel-Zeff,

11

Z, as in zebra, w-e-i, f, as in Frank, e-1, hyphen, Z-e-f-f.

12

And I live at 2810 E Street and I also have a business at

13

2425 J Street.

C6

14

I had several concerns.

15

One was the truck routes, which in several of the

MI&

41n1

16

plans if there are closures, have closures on E Street or

17

28th, there would be a considerable concern as to where the
C6-1

18

trucks go and how far out of their way do they have to' go to

19

weave their way back through the streets to get to where

20

thiikre going.

21

My other concern that wasn't addressed in the EIR

22

that I couldn't find was the use of alleyways. And anybody

23

who lives in Midtown knows which alleys they can use, which

24

ones aren't paved, which is a shortcut to where they want to

25

be. And I'm concerned that there will be a gre'ater use of
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1

alleyways should some of these diversions go into place.

.2

People will just go around them, bypass them totally and use

3

the alleyways.

4
5

The other thing that I didn't find in the report
was a description of the textured crosswalks on J Street.

6

There was one section there relating to rapid

7

transit and how the increased volumes on J Street would

8

affect their travel times.

9

And there was a whole section about possibly

10

eliminating parking during the peak hours and several other

11

solutions to their buses being delayed, but it didn't

12

mention anything about the textured crosswalks.

13

C6-2

I.

And one of the original purposes of the textured

14

crosswalks were to give drivers an audible signal, thank

15

you, an audible signal that they were going through an area

16

where there was pedestrians trying to cross J Street.

17

. And I didn't find anything in there related to the

18

textured crosswalks and how that was even going to slow down
C6-3

19

traffic or affect rapid transit or any description of what

20

they l*ed like.

•nn•

—

21

And I didn't see anything in there about whether

22

you have to remove existing stop signs in order to put in

23

traffic circles or one-way block diverters. There really

24

wasn't a map in here of*existing signals or stop signs,

25

which would have been helpful to really see where you were
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1

stopping or where there was a signal.
I think that pretty much covered my basic

2
3

1
1

questions.

4

Exactly what were the peak hours again?

5

FACILITATOR NIXON:

Do you know?

6

FROM THE AUDIENCE:

We can respond to that in the

7

formal response.
•

8
9

FACILITATOR NIXON:

because I think it's different times.

10

Okay.

11

MR. FREEDLANDER:

12

So clarify peak hour traffic,

Some more comments?
Thank you for the opportunity to

comment, present public testimony on the traffic plan.
My name is Ken Freedlander, F-r-e-e-d-l-a-n-d-e-r.

13
14

And I'm here on behalf of myself and the Fremont Park

15

Neighborhood Association.
It's hard to give comments to the EIR, because

16

And I hate the

17

it's so inseparable from the plan itself.

18

plan, so it's -- some of it's going to be tied up in a few

19

comments.
Because the plan is quite self-interested, it has

20
21

the effect of separating the city against each other in

22

isolating one third of Midtown from another third of

23

Midtown.

24

of the way the demography and geography and the way the

25

lines are drawn between one third of the city and the rest

It creates a two-sided affect, phenomenon, because
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of the city.

By creating a north and south Midtown, one can
look forward to the further ghettoizing of the Midtown area.
We'll have a south of Capitol or south of N or north of
Capitol. And then the city does not need more divisions.
There are quite suspicious assumptions in this
report.
The plan discusses something that is referred to

n10

as the hydrology model of traffic flow. This model has
C7-2
application for persons accustomed to taking a certain route
to work and once finding that route thwarted to choose
alternatives as close to the original as close as possible.
They tend not to deviate from a familiar path.
The key that makes application of this model

•1

nonsense is that Midtown -- is that there is not a similar
pattern until one gets over to the main artery of P Street..
Everythingin the barricaded section of Midtown
forces traffic to flow away in an absolutely convoluted
manner. This may keep the one-time or intermittent traveler
'
in the- same neighborhood for a periodic trip or one visit,

1
1
1

but it is profoundly wrong to believe that people who come
downtown each day to work will follow some ludicrous
hydrological paradigm and behave like water.
These people who come from the suburbs have
elevated commuting to an art form. They know how to squeeze

1
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1

an extra ten minutes out of their pillow, how long it takes

2

to shower, iron, make their kids' lunches, warm up the car'

3

and calculate their arrival time at their desk within five

4

minutes. This is not a normal city. This is a government

5

town.

6

People come down here in huge herds between 7:30

7

and 8:30 and leave between 4:00 and 5:00. These herds are

8

not going to gingerly pick their way through cute barricaded

9

and quaint diffusing traffic mazes as they hydro-navigate

10

their way home. No. They're going to carefully recalculate

11

their traffic path home and saturate each alternative while

12

this one community takes unfair advantage of every other
marginal high-risk neighborhood in the city and purposefully

14
15

It's hard to believe this plan even got this far.

16

If you want a traffic plan, here's an alternative. .

17

Take the city out of the model, compress it into ten blocks

18

and run it across the whole top of the city from A through

19

X, running north and south, and east and west from 30th to

20

2 1st —

21

I.

1

and selfishly moves them one step closer to ghettohood.

This creates a traffic obstacle for the entire

22

Midtown area and provides a benefit to all communities

23

equally and keeps commuter traffic up on the freeway and

24

allows our communities to . begin recovering from all the

25

months and all the years of being commuter byways.
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No serious provisions exist for expansion of the
plan or for backup planning if it turns out, surprise,
surprise, that there's a dramatic impact on the rest of the
city.
There is no provision for testing this ridiculous
hydrological hypothesis except for a brief emergency access
provision.
Please require an alternative such as a barrier
across the city from five to ten blocks deep that benefits
the entire city.
Please reject this EIR and consider the city as a
whole.
The risk is huge increases and expense for both
City police, traffic control and Crime.
Automotive saturation and high speeds through
neighborhoods create the impression of neglect. The
impression of neglect fosters urban decay. The impression

Of decay will bifurcate this town and create problems for
law enforcement, neighborhood associations and residents
beyond 4We.existing barriers to safe urban living.
The EIR suggests a significant impact on N Street
C7-3
with no feasible mitigations.
It doesn't go over to P and Q, which are
enormously popular arteries, even if it's just to say there
will be a huge impact with no feasible mitigations.
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17
The report does say that there will be a

1
2

significant impact at the P Street off ramp of the freeway,

3

but doesn't bother to go down P Street.

.1n1,

C7-4
•=11.

Thank you very much for the opportunity to

4

1

5

present.

6

FACILITATOR NIXON: Thank you.

7

Some more comments?

8

MR. COX: My name is Ed Cox. I live at 2118 E .

9

Street.
I just wanted to follow up with some sort of a

10
11

comment to the previous speaker and that is that the City

12

just recently passed a program called Neighborhood Traffic

13

Management Program by which neighborhoods throughout the

14

city would be able to enact traffic comment measures.

15

So I don't know if it's as much as what you're

16

looking for, but I just wanted to make that comment as a

17

rebuttal to what I have been following.

18

.FACILITATOR NIXON: Thank you.

19

Comments?

20

I was wondering when you were going to comment.

21

MS. MILLER: Jackie Miller. I live at 2504 G

cs
22
23

Street.
I noticed in the traffic portion of the EIR that

24

they're talking about road classifications and they mention

25

arterial, minor arterials, collectors and locals.
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My-comment is specifically on locals where it says

2

the purpose of a local street is to serve the interior

3

neighborhood. D and E Streets are examples. And I think

4

it's important to note that F, G, H and I are also

5

designated as local streets and I think that that's

6

something that might be emphasized or brought out in the

18—

C8-1

OM.

7

final EIR.

8

FACILITATOR NIXON: Any more comments?

9

MS. KENNEDY: Karen Kennedy, 2330 E Street.

10

One comment I'd like to make is that whoever did

11

the chronology of the NPTP left out about four or five years

12

that precede that. And it wasn't as formal a time period

13

for this plan.

14

And anyway at the time that neighbors convened to

15

even approach the Council about doing something about

16

traffic in Midtown way back in '86 and '87, C Street was

17

purposely left out of any consideration of traffic because

18

it is a designated truck route and nobody wanted to touch

- 19

that hot potato. Nobody had any solutions. And also to

20

include :U would be to more or less torpedo any Midtown

21

traffic plan. So that was convenient.

22

For those people living on C Street that was a

23

problem, but that was also a roundabout solution for the

24

greater mass of folks living there.

25

All of a sudden C Street is part of this plan. It
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1

is not anything that we who support the NPTP want to see in

2

the plan, but we were told that if C Street is closed the

3

Blue Diamond study of the traffic impact would be rolled

4

into the NPTP- We look at the NPTP now and we see no •

5

analysis that says where those trucks, those Amador buses,

6

where are they going, where is all the commercial traffic

7

going. We hear roundabout answers from everybody. They

•n•n

•

C9-1
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8

shuttle us from one side to the other, being Blue Diamond

9

versus NPTP, and we have no idea where those trucks are

10

going.

11

That's Condor, that's ABC, that's all of those

12

drayage firms that are down there on, what is it, Richards

13

Boulevard. It's all the Richards Boulevard traffic. It all

14

uses C Street and it uses it in a direct cross-route

15

capacity.
.I travel now at 7:45 in the morning and 4:45 to

16
17

work on C Street. I watch the commuters in the cars.
MMI•

This plan does not look at how many cars are on

18
19

there, what is the speed they are traveling.

20

you, you're going 45, you're going too slow.

I'm telling

r

21

II

The reason earlier I asked could the Council mix

22

and match these options and the reason I asked that was

23

because very realistically C Street traffic has to go

24.

somewhere if it is closed for Blue Diamond.

25

most likely go to E Street, even though the charts show it

And it will
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going to D. I doubt that it will. It will go to E because
it has far fewer stop signs and it's more direct and it has
freeway access.
•n111.

•

So I would say that the Council, if pressed

politically, would vote to not implement the NPTP on E
C9-3

Street, it would sacrifice E, which means that E would just
as arbitrarily now become a busy street as C did.
•nn••n

Now C, for those of you who don't know, up and
through World War II was a trolley street, it has electric
10

trolley tracks still in it, and it was a quiet residential

11

street. By an act of the Council after the war it became

12

the truck route and it became busy.

13
14
15
16

So these arbitrarypolitical decisions can make
and break a neighborhood.
And to conclude I think that our neighborhood is
worth more than one can of almonds.

17

(Applause.)

18

FACILITATOR NIXON: Comment? Some more comments?

19
20
21
22

There must be more.
we done?
Certainly staff can stay around for a little bit
longer if you want to look at the boards some more.
NNW

23

MS. KENNEDY: It seems to me that the EIR, I

24

forgot to mention this earlier, the EIR should have looked a

25

little beyond the north part of Midtown to look at fraffic
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impact. It's been known for quite some time that the City
was committed to and would fund the Cal Expo 160 connector
and it's all done, the 160 side, and now they're finishing
up the Cal Expo. It seems to me that the EIR should look
north of the river to see if there are some other

II

alternative ways to route traffic.
FACILITATOR NIXON: That spurred a couple more .
comments.

II

MR. LARSON: My name is Richard Larson. I'm at 5
C10
10
11

I'

I'm just a visitor here, but one of the things

12

that I have noticed that is not mentioned in this whole

13

thing is rapid transit. I honestly , think that the City

14

needs to talk about ways of diverting the traffic coming

15

downtown to begin with.

16

One of the things I noticed is we have the state

17

fairgrounds. The City could lease the parking facilities,

18

charge a nominal fee to park there, get some kind'of

•:19

II

Yardis Court. That's out in the north area.

security that would help maintain the people's automobiles,

20

and theyeall park out there and divert traffic off of

21

downtown streets.

22
23
24
25

I have to commute into town periodically and I .
understand that there is a big problem.
But if everybody would look at the routes going in
and out of this town, there are not that many. This town
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22
was created several years ago basically for horse and buggy,
and it is still basically a horse and buggy town.
You've got freeways that you can park under, put
mass parking facilities in for people to park and keep them

C10-2

out of the downtown area.
Get the rapid transit system to work with our
people to provide earlier buses in the morning, even out in
the communities that people come from. I've rode the bus
system in town for years and I understand people's problems.
There are no buses available when they want to leave for
work and when they want to go home. Most of the buses go
out to a community during certain hours and they don't•go
• out anymore until that evening for the commute again.
And people, their biggest complaint is what
happens if I get Sick and I want to go home. There is no
facilities to move people around this community without
rapid transit. And that's buses, shuttles, whatever.
I think that is the answer. It's not

restructuring the city. I think the city is fine. It's
just fingng ways to restructure the people, stop them from
•

coming downtown.
' Thank you.
MR. HAYDEN: . My name is Don Hayden at 2620 I

C11

Street.
Several people have recommended that the plan be
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23

1

enhanced with maps of the existing traffic measures now and

2

stop signs and lights, especially for future public

3

demonstrations.
I've noticed in the few cases stop signs have gone

4

1

5

in during the period of the . study, and I would add that it

6

would be helpful to indicate those as well, there's two

7

things that happen there.

8

One is that it does affect the number of measures

9

that are being added to the plan, because some of those are

10
11

And second of all it does make a comment about the

12

ease at which certain measures get implemented without

13

anybody noticing it.

14

Thank you.

15

FACILITATOR NIXON:

16

FROM THE AUDIENCE: And they have been working

17

I.

actually already in place during the course of study.

well too.

18
19

FACILITATOR NIXON: That comment was they have
been working well too.

20

Any more comments?

21

I'm going to end this early, ten after 7:00? We

22

have some more time here.
This is definitely your opportunity to make

23
24
25

comments.
As I mentioned earlier, the team, the'City and

PETERS SHORTHAND REPORTING CORPORATION (916) 362-2345

C11-1

24
1

their consultants will be responding to each of these

2

questions in writing. These are part of the formal record.

3

And in addition to that, any comments that you

4

write down, the ones that you're asking the staff in the

5

back or giving to them,.we can't necessarily ensure that

6

those are formal and will get written down and recorded, so

7

we really want to encourage you to ask them here.
MS. KOSMAN: Just clarification with regard to

8
9

Blue Diamond. There are two Blue Diamond meetings tomorrow

10

night. The one that concerns the business watch program ., .

11

like some of the neighborhood folks are already going to, is

12

still on. The one that is being continued is the Planning

13

Commission meeting on Blue Diamond, and I don't have a date

14

certain, but I will have and anyone who wants to be noticed,

15

I'll take your name and address and be sure you receive a

16

notice on the project hearing before the Planning

17

Commission.

18

Thank you.

19

FACILITATOR NIXON: Thank you.

20

MS. ZWEIFEL-ZEFF: I'm Pamela Zweifel-Zeff.

21

I suppose, you know, if I sit here and think long

22

enough of the things that I want to say, probably write them

23

down and come back to the meeting on Saturday, but I should

24

probably go on record as a business on J Street.

25

And I've been following this process very closely
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1

and as a small business on J Street I depend on commuter

2

traffic, as well as residential traffic.
41n1n

And although we understand the concerns of the

3

II

4

residents in our neighborhoods that would like to have more

5

safety on their street, speed enforcement, we as businesses,

6

or I as a business, I should probably just speak for myself,

7

I as a business would hate to see peoplediverted to such an

8

extent that I would lose my customer base.

C12-1

9

And as a resident of the area, I know that any of

10

the plans create a maze even for the people who live in the

11

area.
But specifically as a business I would probably go

12
13

with the minimum diversion and hope that maybe by some of

14

the minimum diversions going in that we could solve some of

15

the problems without creating such a major diversion as to

16

completely isolate Midtown from the rest of the central

17

city.
MR. HAYDEN: I'm Don Hayden, H-a-y-d-e-n. 2620 I

18
19
20

Street.

1

C13

Another recommendation for additional data for us

21

and for future public meetings, several people expressed

22

concerns about the truck traffic, and I would like to

23

suggest that a map be added to differentiate anticipated

24

changes in the truck volume flows, similar to the ones that

25

give projections now of expected decreases and increases in
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26
general vehicle traffic. That might help answer some of
those questions.
FACILITATOR NIXON: Okay' . More comments?
MS. MILLER: Jackie Miller.
This is just a comment really on the document
itself. In general I think that it was quite comprehensive
and I think really Speaks to the issues.

And I think it's

for the most part an excellent document that is proving very
helpful and I just want to thank everybody who has been
10

involved in it.

It's a good document.

So thank you.

11

FROM THE AUDIENCE:

They got paid well for it.

12

FACILITATOR NIXON:

Millions.

13

Okay.

14
15

back here?

Some more comments from any of the folks

More thoughts on that?
I notice that another couple just came in.

We're

16

actually just about completed taking formal comments on the

17

environmental document process.

18

Did you have anything you wanted to add?

19

FROM THE AUDIENCE:

No.

20

FACILITATOR NIXON:

Okay.

21

Well, I think then we will formally adjourn this

22
.23

Anybody else?

Okay.

public meeting.
There is another meeting on Saturday.

24

you the details about that just before you leave.

25

going to get me the piece of paper on that.

Let me give
Fred is
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Saturday afternoon from 3:30 until 4:30 there will.

2

be the same type of an open house and then from 4:30 to 6:30

3

we'll do a similar type of thing, take comments. So if

4

.there's someone that you know that would like to learn more

5

about this project or comment on it, please invite them to

6

come. It will be at the Washington Elementary School

7

Multipurpose Room. And that's at 520 18th Street and that's

8

this Saturday.

II

9

And what we're * asking is that if you do have

10

written comments that you think about when you go home

11

tonight or after looking more thoroughly at the document or

12

any of the handouts we've given -- and we can make documents

13

available to you, we have a few here tonight, and then we

14

also have some at the City. There are also several places

15

that you can go and read the document. They're at the City

16

Central Library, the CSUS library, the McClatchy Branch

17

Library. • And what we're asking is that you write those

18

comments down and formally submit them by January 16th.

II

19

And then they will, as I mentioned earlier, be

20

addressed and responded to in writing in the final

21

Environmental Impact Report.

22

So there's one more comment here. Hold on.

23

MR. LEFFINGWELL: One thing, as a government

24

worker and speaker of techno-babble and the like, one thing

25

I found quite confounding trying to get into this document
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1

was the use of acronyms, especially ones that are not.

2

common. LOD being one of them. I finally figured -- or

3

LOS, pardon me. I finally figured out that was level of

4

service, but nowhere does it tell you what LOS mean. It's
complete jargon. And that kind of thing can be done easily.

6

FACILITATOR NIXON: Jackie.

7

MS. MILLER: Jackie Miller.

8

There is a list of acronyms and abbreviations in

9

the EIR, 10.0, but perhaps it might better if it were closer

10

to the beginning of the document because you do read

11

three-quarters of the way through and you find, oh, here's

12

the acronyms and abbreviations.

13

Sothat's a suggestion.

14

FACILITATOR NIXON: Okay. Great. So the

15

recommendation is to move that list of acronyms into the

16

front. Okay.
Again, thank you very much for attending this

17
18

evening. Appreciate your participation and hope that you

19

will

20
21
22
23

come back Saturday and bring your friends.
Staff will stay around for another hour. You're

welcome to talk to them.
(Thereupon the hearing was adjourned
at 7:17 p.m.)

24
25
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PROCEEDINGS
---000-MR. BUDERI: Okay. We will get started. Welcome
to everybody.
This is the second public comment hearing on the
Draft EIR for the Midtown NPTP project. My name is Fred
Buderi, and I'm a Planner with the City Planning Services
Section, the Coordinator for the preparation of this
Environmental Impact Report.
10

What we're going to do today is basically taking

11

comments on the adequacy and the content of the draft EIR.

12

As part of the Environmental Impact Report process,

13

frequently we only, accept letters during the comment period

14

given the notice that we sent out.
In this case, we are conduCting two hearings to

15
16

take comments on the Draft EIR. Your comments will be

17

entered into the record, and we will print up the transcript

18

with your comments, and then the City and its consultants

19

will write responses out of the comments that you've given

20

US.

21

So, by and large, today's hearing is one that will

22

serve to accept these comments. We are not expecting to

23

offer a lot of answers to questions you may have today, but

24

we want to go over the general-role that your comments play.

25

The hearing will be run by Bonnie Nixon, of the
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1

Public Affairs Management. You may remember her from the

2

scoping meeting held in May of last year.

3
4

She will ask you to focus your comments on the
EIR's adequacy.

5

As I mentioned, this meeting is exactly the same

6

as the format that we held on Wednesday night. So, the

7

purpose of the format, if you came the other night, it is

8

the same.

9

I mention if any of you were there and comments

10

that you didn't make that you felt were already said then,

11

there is nothing wrong with bringing those issues up again

12

and make your own comment on the same point.

13

When you speak, your comments will be entered into

14

the record, so give your name and address when you come up,

15

or you can make your comments. and wait until Bonnie has had

16

a chance to bring the microphone to you, or until you come

17

forward so that there is no confusion as we read the

18

transcripts.

19

There is information about the project and about

20

the NR process on several handouts over on the table. So,

21

if you haven't had a chance to get those, feel free to get

22

them.'

23

I have one copy of the Draft EIR left. So/ if

24

anybody has not had the chance to read it and wants to do

25

so, there is a copy there.
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There are probably two or three left in the

1

1

2

office, also. So, if anybody wants to get them, they can on

3

Tuesday.
We will be closed on Monday. I will be there

4
5

Tuesday. There are just a few left.
Next, I notice that City .Councilmember Steve Cohn

6

1
1

7

is here, and I wonder if he wants to say a few comments

8

before we get started.
COUNCILMEMBER COHN: Thank you, Fred, and welcome

9
10

everyone.
This is the second of a couple of workshops. We

11
12

welcome you Sacramento Unified School District building

13

here.
They are not all the disaster that you read about.

14
15

This one has been taken good care of, and the principal and

16

a lot of neighbors have a sense of ownership in the field

17

and just the whole school yard, as well as the school.
At any rate, on the traffic plan, I am here to get

18

I.

19

this moving here. We have been studying this thing long

20

enough.

21

The EIR is a very important aspect of the overall

22

process. This is really the last opportunity to mold the

23

actual plan, because once we get through the EIR process, at

24

that point we are going to get down to the real nitty-gritty

25

in terms of engineering and trying to find funding and doing
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all the things that we ultimately end -up approving.
So, this is an important part of the process that
has been a very long one, as many of your know, painfully.
There is still a ways to go..
We are going to be going through the Planning
Commission process before we even get to the Council. I
just wanted to let you know that in addition to the formal
environmental review and comments on that, I welcome any
comments that you have just in general on the project and as
it relates to other issues besides the environmental issue.
I expect we will probably be before the Council
sometime in the spring. Hopefully, we will do this before
summer and get this thing moving.
So, we welcome your comments, and once again,
thank you for coming, and I guess I will hand it over to
Bonnie Nixon at this point.
Thank you.
MS. NIXON: Okay. Before we continue, we would
like to have you say your name and address before you
comment.
As Fred said, there aren't a lot of specific
responses to some of the questions that you may have
tonight. We are simply here to provide clarification on
things.
If you have comments on the environmental document
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1

itself, this is the time to speak about it, because the City

2

will be responding in writing to each of the comments that

3

we make here tonight.

4
5

comment sheets. If you don't want to speak or something

6

comes to your mind later tonight or tomorrow, we are

7

receiving written comments until January 16. Please feel

8

free to fill that out in addition to speaking tonight.

9

1

What we also provided at the end of the rows are

Again, the comments on the environmental document

10

is a document that is prepared, and it looks at potential

11

impacts in the areas of air quality, noise, traffic,

12

cultural impacts, biology, that would be the trees and the

13

plants, and if there are any species affected and

14

consistency with current planned . land uses.

15

• Those are the types of things that we are

16

interested in hearing from you about, anything as small as

17

that, we received a lot of good comments or additional

18

information the other night, and we would like to hear that

19

again tonight.

20

With that; I would like to hand

it

over to you,

21

and for Vicki Medeiros, our. stenographer here, she needs to

22

hear your names and address, so if you could try to use the

23

microphone, that would be great. If you speak really loud,

24

you might be able to do away with the microphone.

25

Who would like to begin?
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MS. CILIAC: Hi, I'm Travis Ciliac, at 407 27th

C- 1
2

Street. I have a question.

3

It wasn't clear to me if the truck route

4

designation is going to be upheld or revoked. That's the

5

truck route that would be C Street, and then it turns and

6

goes down 28th to E.

7

MR. BROWN: Steve Brown, Public Works.

8

The issue with C Street is Blue Diamond proposed

9

that C.Street is Blue Diamond, is related to the Blue

10

Diamond project, and the C Street decision will not be made

11

until after this decision on this project. The timing and

12

the purposes are dealt with in that regard..

13

I know that does not dire any satisfaction at this

14

moment, but we are working . with the people at Blue Diamond

15

and trying to identify the trucking issue. Your comment

16

will be noted and will be formally addressed in the response

17

to comments.

18
19
20

This project doesn't propose to use C Street, but
the Blue Diamond project does propose to use that.
COUNCILMEMBER COHN: I want to say briefly, the

21

linkage with Blue Diamond, I have not, and I made sure that

22

as many councilmembers that I have confidence in have not,

23

'committed to Blue Diamond to do anything in the way of

24

street closure other than agree to analyze it.

25

We have not made any commitments, and they made it
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1

clear that their staying here was not dependent on C Street

2

closure. So, that will have to justify itself on its own.

3

I'm pretty skeptical about it, but I am open, and

4

I want-to be able to listen to their arguments and so forth.

5

But there is no way we are going to close C Street in the

6

way proposed by Blue Diamond without satisfactorily

7

addressing it to everyone's reasonable satisfaction about

8

the whole traffic issue.
I am committed to that, and I think being the

9
10

Councilman for this area I have to have some influence on

11

the other councilmembers in that regard.
So, referring to the linkage, and I should

12

I.

13

probably be careful getting into too much legal mumbo-jumbo,

14

but as I understand it, the closure of C Street for the Blue

15

Diamond proposed has relied on the environmental review

16

being done here, but it's really a totally separate

17

procedure.
So, that will be analyzed irrespective of this

18
19

Midtown Neighborhood Preservation Traffic Plan.
UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: I respectfully say that you] C2-

20
21

are not going to be able to go ahead and implement the

22

Midtown traffic plan without first considering whether Blue

23

Diamond is going to be allowed to close that part of C

24

Street.

nINIP

C2-1

•••••

25

Because, if you do it afterwards, it's going to
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1

majorly affect the whole traffic plan and make it

2

inoperable, because if that part of C Street is closed, you

3

have a truck route that has been there for 30 years, and we

4

-have not addressed the fact of where that truck route is

5

going, and we certainly do not want that truck route to go

6

down our residential streets, which would be D, E, F, G and

7

H.
We also do not want that truck route to turn on

8
9

20th and go across D and E, because you have an elementary

10

school on E Street that would be negatively affected by

11

large trucks *going by.

12

I think we have to not say that you are not going

13

to deal with this matter afterwards. You have to deal with

14

it before.

15

I think you have to change the planning, because

16

it is . not going to work that way. If you decide somehow or

17

other that you are going to close that truck route after you

18

have this other plan in place, you will find that you have a

19

very negative impact on the plan.

20

I know that's not anything . t . .at the plan had

21

envisioned; and it's not the fault of the plan, but I think

22

it's very unnecessary that the City can even address the

23

idea that this area would close and the negative impact of

24

the plan by even suggesting that they would even go along

25

with that when the plan was ready to be implemented. It's
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just another spoke of the wheel, not with our association

2

but what the city will give away from Blue Diamond.
MS. CILIAC: This is a follow-up comment. Travis

3

C3

4

1

Ciliac, again.
I think there is a truck route issue regardless of

5
6

Blue Diamond, because I see many posted signs that say

7

trucks are permitted if they are going to a designated

8

location within a zone, but no through truck traffic is

9

allowed.
I'm trying to figure out, regardless of Blue

10

1
1

11

Diamond, is this going to continue to be a truck route, 28

12

to C? It seems to be completely contrary to a traffic

13

mitigation plan that has well worked out over all these

14

years to continue to leave C Street an open truck zone,

15

especially given that there will be increased stop signs and

16

diverters or that mounds that don't work with trucks.

17

So, it seems like it's time for the City,

18

regardless of what happens with Blue Diamond, to say that is

19

no longer a through truck route. If Blue Diamond is not

20

staying there and for a period of time that the recycling

21

trucks need to be able to get into the landfill, those are

22

exempted, because they are part of the interior route, but

23

no through truck traffic.
MS. NIXON: I appreciate you turning that into a

24
25

Comment.
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We are here to put the City on the spot to answer
all the questions, but also to get your opinion and your
thoughts of what it should be, and this way they will
address it formally in writing.
MR. BROWN: Corey Brown, I live at 510 2.1st
Street.
First I want to thank the staff, the City for
working on the NPTP. It provides a very good documentation
and written comments by Tuesday, but I think it really

.

10.

provides hope for Midtown in terms of helping prevent what's

11

happening to some of the other communities where traffic has

12

really destroyed the residential areas, and it really is

13

probably one of the greatest hopes for protecting Midtown.

14

Overall, I think that the proposed plan provides

15

the best compromise with meeting safety issues in Midtown

16

while minimizing the displacement in other areas. There is

17

one place that you may want to look at the maximum

18

alternative areas around Washington Elementary School,

19

because it seems to provide some greater reduction to

20

traffic.

21

A traffic and treatment in E Street, additionally

22

with respect to Blue Diamond -- first I want to say thanks

23

. to Steve Cohn. Steve has been very instrumental in making

24

sure that the MOU the City signed made very clear that there

25

would not be a decision on C Street until after there was
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1

1

proper analysis and that neighborhoods had to be included in

2

that analysis.

3

1.

The City documents, what I have seen so far,

4

appear to hold that up very well until after the decision of

5

the Midtown plan, and that is the right process to make the

6

determination on the Midtown plan implemented before

7

determining the Blue Diamond street closure issue.

8
9
10
11

There are a couple of changes that should be made
on the development agreement. The negative declaration says
there are no discretionary decisions to be made.
The City's developing agreement states that there —

12

are no decisions to be made with respect to street closures,

13

but the development disposition has two discretionary

14

decisions , which is very contrary to what the negative

15

declaration says, and my comment is that settlement has

16

already paid for street closures and participate in that

17

both are discretionary decisions which contradict what was

18

actually stated in the environmental documents.

C4-1

19

That could be modified and submitted that it is

20

taken from the environmental documents and from the City's

21

DA, that makes sure that no decisions are made.

22
23

I want to thank the staff and City for their
effort on this, and hopefully the plan will be implemented.

24

MS. NIXON: Okay. Any other comments?

25

MS. TRAVIS: Betty Travis, 2222 C Street.
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1

I would like to have someone address -- I haven't

2

read the draft. Would the remaining stop signs stay in

3

place or the existing stop signs remain in place, because

4

they are not listed on the plans that I saw.

5

I also want to thank you for the report. I

6

thought it was well-written and understood, and I really

7

appreciate the work that you have done.

8
9
10

MR. BROWN: One question. The first question was
will the existing traffic controls stay in place?
And the answer is, yes. All the document,

11

proposed plan involves the minimum diversions in addition to

12

what is there today.

13

I'm sorry it wasn't more clear. We have heard the

14

paralegal say it was not clear. It's all added to what's

15

there today.

16

We appreciate your comments.

17

MS. NIXON: Okay. Any other comments?

18

MS. MALTZAN: Jan Maltzan, 2505 D Street.

19

The question and comments that I had, on D Street

20
.21
22

1

was proposed 2,000 more cars per day. That's not why I
bought my house there.
I am also wondering if when you say the traffic

23

signs that are still there are going to stay there, that's

24

2,000 more cars per day stopping at every other street,

25

putting a tremendous amount of pollution in the air, which
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1

is exactly what the people on H Street and McKinley had such

2

a fit about, and I don't quite understand why D Street,

3

which is almost entirely residential, in fact, it is all

4

residential, has to have 2,000 more cars, when you look at

5

some of the other streets like J, L, K, 0, P, Q that have

6

so -- now are business and commercial uses.

.=•1111

7

Why don't -- the last remaining residential

8

neighborhood, why ruin it with more traffic when you already

9

have all these other places that are already zoned

10
11

commercially?
I feel that if I have to live with 2,000 more cars

12

a day on my street that I will leave the neighborhood.

13

will not stay.

14
15
16

I think that probably a lot of my neighbors will
end up doing the same thing.
In that respect, housing property is going to go

17

down, and I think we all really have to think about what

18

happens. Do we sell?

19

Can't really sell, because as the property values

20

go down, we are not going to be able to get our money out of

21

our homes. Therefore, it will be turning into rentals.

22

I think we all know what happens when you get, you

23

know, an overpopulation of rentals in an area where nobody

24

is really interested in the area anymore.

25

I don't want 2,000 more cars a day going down my
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1

street.

2

MS. NIXON: Thank you.

3

MR. GATE: Don Gate, 2620 I Street.

4

I'd like to praise the staff for putting together

5
6

the work on the EIR. . It's a well-detailed plan.
There are some areas where things are not as clear

7

as I would like them to be and some of the questions have

8

come up. I think the displacement charts that show the

9

relative effects of where the traffic will eventually go and

10

increase cion't tell the full story, and the materials that

11

are provided for these sessions, that would be useful.

12

Some of the issues that I don't think are

13

addressed shows what the new distribution of the traffic is

14

in terms of the relative volumes currently. As the plans

15

were put together, a lot of people were saying that they

16

agreed in principle that the traffic remaining in the

17

neighborhood should be fairly distributed between the

18,

streets that support it rather than to be biased towards the

19

streets that are unfairly taking high volumes of traffic.

20

I think that these charts, even though they use an

21

arbitrary figure which would certainly clarify by talking to

22

the consultants directly and asked the question, they were

23

very helpful in explaining what the charts do say, but I

.24
25

C7

C7-1

don't think it's apparent to look at it without that
explanation to know that an arbitrary figure was chosen for
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1

1

the traffic volumes to show the effect, and what you are notj

2

seeing is the fact that certain streets right now, they are

3

very heavy volumes and other streets are light volumes.

4

So, the redistribution where you see traffic

5

increases and places where traffic decreases, in some cases,

6

is a leveling out of the volume of traffic, which many

7

people agree from the neighborhoods that was actually

8

relatively a fair thing.

9

real hard hit, what we need to see is some additional

11

material to make it clear as to whether or not that it's

12

simply maybe is making it more fair or the burden of the

13

various streets are distributing.

15
16

C7-2 .

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: Consideration of that as a .
graphic, that would be helpful to have.
MR. GATE: About the existing volumes, I think

17

several people made some comments that you don't see what

18

the current volumes are represented graphically, and that

19

would be a good starting point, say A Street has 2,000, and

20

D has 5,000, those are the starting points to make looking

21

at these materials , a lot more clear to begin with.

22

Thanks.

23

MR. BOWERS: Ken Bowers, 1800 G Street.

24

It may seem like a minor thing, but on the

25

—

So, whereas it looks like D Street may be taking a

10

14

C7-1

intersection, I notice on the diagrams , that say it's going
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1

to take out the planter on the corner

2

concrete.

3

planters in those corners, and where the City has concreted

4

over those, they should be restored to planters.

5

and

fill it with
mim•

I feel that it's important to maintain the

That corner,

I put in flowers and a garden in

8-1

6

there, and it really aesthetically improves the area.

7

think it's important that the City not concrete those areas

8

in.
n•n1

9

MS. NIXON:
MS. KENNEDY:

10

Okay.
Karen Kennedy, from 2230 E Street,
9

11

and I spoke Wednesday, too.

12

One of the questions that I asked Wednesday was

13

that the Council would be obligated'to chose here all the

14

diverse and mix and match' and put the pieces together, and

15

the City staff said, gee, we're not sure.
I guess Steve wanted to know that, too.

16

So, that

17

is an issue that you should be aware of is that is most

18.

likely a possibility.
We, in our apartment association, pay for the

19
20

maximum diversion plan for obvious reasons.

One reason is

21

that-that keeps as many cars as possible out of D.
We also want the get all trucks out of the Midtown

22

C9-1

It's not a matter of saying C Street or some other

23

area.

24

castaway street that now can have them.

25

They do not belong there, and they never did.
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1

want to get them out of Midtown unless they have legitimate

2

business there.

We want to see something like a 160 connector, the

3

11

4

Cal Expo-160 connector, something like that designated as a

5

truck route, and most importantly there has to be education

6

and enforcement, and I'll give you an example of education.
The Wednesday night and yesterday morning at 7:45,

7

ji

8

I got in my car ready to go to work, and here comes a huge,

9

huge truck. It was at least 18 wheels. .
It was huge and ominous.

10

It looked like Darth

11

Vader coming down the street, and I followed it.

12

right here to this intersection of 18th and E where it

13

stopped, and it couldn't figure out what to do.

14

It came

I could see why it couldn't figure out, because I

15

was behind it.

.16

signal, and he tried turning in this intersection right

17

where the body shop is.

Finally he put on his right-hand turn

18

He went up slightly over the curb.

19

much room for him to make the turn, blocked the traffic

20

every which way and proceeded to go down to 18th and C,

21

where it went into Blue Diamond.

It took that

22

So, being more than a little angry, I followed him

23

to Blue Diamond, and the security came out and asked me what

24

I wanted.

25

he was on D Street.

I want the truck driver, and I want to know why
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18
He said, the dispatcher sent me that way, because
it was the only direction I had. I know, I understand.
I've run into this before.
The dispatcher, who knows where they are from,
they give instructions that these truckers on Business 80
and 99 can take D Street. We have to change that.
We are going to have to have some legitimate
trucks coming into town, but we have to indicate to people
that they do not take these residential streets. Give them
maps or something.
So, that's my one comment, given how confusing
this is about making . the decisions, and I know some
councilmembers probably want to go with minimum diversion,
because they are anticipating with Blue Diamond, and they
want to keep their options open, think about things, like
how do those trucks turn?
They are going to be wiping out parking spaces at
all these corner intersections. Those trucks can't get
around.
Some people say, well, they'll come in here and
jog over to E, et cetera, et cetera, or 18th and make the
jog.
You are going to change the tenor of those
residential areas if you have those big trucks trying to get
around those corners. It's ludicrous.
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1

Thank you.

2

MS. JAMAN: I'm Dorothy Jaman, 405 26th Street

3

C10

between D and E.
I am concerned about the north and south diversion

4

to D. I live on 26th, and the whole thing seems to be a
6

circle at the corner of 26th and E.
The trucks and other vehicles know that they have

7
8

to go to D on this map. So, where are they going to turn?
There is a circle there. They are already

9
10

starting to turn there.
They are going to go down 26th to D Street. We

11
12

have now a hundred fewer cars a day on that street. I walk
out there where it's quiet, safe fot people crossing and so
forth.
Where the people on 28th Street live there, bought

11

16

there, rent there and know that is heavy traffic, not too

17

heavy, but it is heavy traffic, including trucks.

18
19

because of the earlier version there was a traffic circle on

20

26th Street.

21

Well, how about separating that to all the

22

streets? Why trick -- take the traffic circle out and let

23

everyone have it. Don't channel everything onto one street.

24

It

So, why is 26th chosen? I was told probably

25

It really gripes me, and I forgot to put that in
my letter, so I wanted it in the record.
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1

MR. BROWN: I just want to clarify. It's not that

2

we are not concerned but just that one's that are more

3

complicated, we will respond to in writing in the final

4

writing.

5

The clarification comments, we will try to give

6

you an answer today, but those of you that are not getting

7

an answer, don't think that it is not because we don't care

8

about it.

9
10

MS. NIXON: Okay.
MR. BRAMSON: My name is George Bramson, and I

C11
11
12

live at 21st and G.
First of all, I would like to say thank you to the

13

staff for preparing what I think is a very comprehensive,

14

excellent report. Although I have only owned my property

15

/for two years on G Street, I want to say thanks to all of

16

those of you who have preceded me in pushing over the years

17

to get where we are today.

18

Of course, I speak as a great supporter of what I

19

think will be a great improvement for all of us living

20

there, and I think we will .,11 benefit.

21

My question goes to Steve. Without wanting to put

22

Steve too much on the spot, I'm curious if he would comment

23

a little bit on where we go from here in the sense of the

24

City Council.

25

I'm very much concerned, and I'm very much
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21
1

interested in hearing what we need to do to make sure that

2

it goes to the next higher level. I was encouraged after

3

the last meeting, at Boulevard Park, where Steve indicated

4

subsequently that there is going to be an affirmative or

5

some sort of recommendation that will go forward from staff

6

to the City Council, and of course, it's a double-barreled

7

question, Steve, what --

8
9

, Can you share with us your thoughts on what will
happen at the City Council level; and number two, can you

10

give us some suggestions about what we need to do as a

11

motivating force behind the whole thing to make sure that

12

the City Council understands how important it.is for us to

13

get this thing through?

C1 1- 1

14
15
16

what I say in the EIR here.
This is like an evidentiary hearing. So, we need

17

to be -- the best way to be sure to get something to pass

18

the Council is to negate whatever impacts are identified, to

19

have a plan that's as clean as possible to ensure that that

.20
21

1

COUNCILMEMBER COHN: I have to be a little careful

will go through. That is the best way.
I think what I need to do is take an opportunity

22

at some other forum that's not a hearing on the EIR to talk

23

about things, but just generally speaking, we are going to

24

need to be sure that we take care of, for example, the truck

25

issues and whatever other issues there are, minimize those
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1

so that when it comes to the Council we don't have a lot of

2

opposition to the proposal.

3

That's the cleanest way to do that. The more

4

opposition there is, even though they might be from

5

different angles, somebody concerned about this and somebody

6

concerned about that, that can erode . overall the support and

7

could create problems when we get to the Council.

8
9
10
•11

As soon as this EIR process is over, we can get
more.into that phase. So, once we finalize the EIR and we
start moving into the phase where the staff presents to the
Commission and comes up with the actual recommendations, but

12

here what we want to do is based on the EIR, and all the

13

other analysis, then we can start moving forward and come

14

up -- don't forget there is a funding part on this, too.

15
16

We don't have all the funding identified for the
whole program, so we have to identify that, too.

17

MS. NIXON: Okay.

18

MR. HAYDEN: Don Hayden, 2620 I Street.

19

If I understand talking to the consultants on the

20

plan, the EIR does not contain recommendations for

21

engineering refinements.

22

My understanding of the process is that when the

23

neighborhood proposed the plan to the City Council, it's

24

through the understanding that because the neighborhood

25

committee that put this together without engineers so that
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It

1

they want the opportunity for refinements to be offered by

2

consultants so that adjustments could be made to make the

3

proposal work as effectively as possible.

4

If that is true, that is not part of the charter
Maybe that clarification could be added to

5

of this effort.

6

say that that was not requested by the City Council, so that

7

minimum effort had been made thus far to perfect the plan

8

from the engineering standpoint.

C12-1

9

Also, perhaps the consideration or recommendation

10

or endorsements of the fact that such procedure was done

11

might be effective in increasing the liability of whatever

12

plan moves forward and minimizes the negative impacts.

13

MS. NIXON: Any other comments?

14

MR. BERGSTROM: Jay Bergstrom, 2505 D Street.

15

I'd just like to comment here. I cannot comment

16

directly on the Draft EIR. I would like to get intothe

17

record one example.

•nn

C13

ANN/

111

18

Something that I have working in the community

' 19

works very effectively is where everyone drives about 24
C13-1

20

miles an hour. It's all enforced and people do not speed

21

because something happens.

22
23
24
25

So, it's enforcement based and a Louisiana cop.
will enforce you.
The plan and the EIR, I will look and have written
comments submitted.
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1

Thank you very much.

2

MS NIXON: If I stand here long enough, I figure

3

everybody will talk.

4
5

Are there any questions or clarification or
comments?

6

No?

7

Make it easy.

8

MS. JAMAN: The whole EIR, which I read most it, ] C14

9

speaks of near term and farther down the line, and I think
14-1

10

we should be told what near term means.

11

MR. BROWN: We will respond in writing.

12

In general, what it means, if it were submitted

13

today or next year or two.
MS. JAMAN: Is that the next year or next two

14
15

, years or next three years?

16'

MR. BROWN: It's when --

17

MR. BROWN: Hopefully it's 15, because I won't be

18
19

alive then.
MR. BROWN: Near term means it will be done

20

immediately, not today, but it means as soon as the Council

21

makes the decision, and then there is 2010, year 2010, to

22

give another pick of what it will be.

23

MS. NIXON: Okay. Any closing comments?

24

Anybody else?

25

Any written comments that you have need to be
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25
1

subMitted by January 16. The sheet of paper that you all

2

got on the way in gives you an address to write back to.

3
4

We really appreciate your taking time to come out,
and we will let you know when the next meeting occurs.

5

MR. BUDERI: This is the fax number, 264-7185.

6

(Thereupon the Public Comment Hearing was

7

adjourned at 5:10 p.m.)

8

--o0o--

9
1.0
11

12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

1
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Responses to Verbal Comments
Neighborhood Preservation Transportation Plan
Public Meeting
January 10, 1996
Comment 1: John Leffingwell
Comment C1-1: The EIR does not distinguish between types of vehicles. With
proposed improvements to C Street, trucks will be dispersed through neighborhoods.
The truck route analysis was conducted as part of the environmental studies of the Blue
Diamond Growers proposed street closures. A new truck route using C Street west of 17th
and west of 19th, 19th Street between C and D Streets, D Street between 16th and 19th
Streets, and 19th Street between C and D Streets was recommended as part of that study.
'Refer to the response in Section III, comments 14-2 and 16-1.
Comment C1-2: The plan has no designated truck route.
Refer to the response in Section III, comment 1-1.
Comment C1-3: EIR maps don't show current traffic or controls. Traffic volume
needs to include the base line in order to effectively evaluate.
Refer to the new exhibit (attached).
Comment 2: Karen Kennedy, New Era Park Neighborhood Association
Comment C2-1: When the NPTP goes to the City Council, can they eliminate and
add to parts of the plan? Can they create new options or alternatives?
Yes, the City Council can choose to modify the project. However, substantial revisions
may require additional environmental analysis.
Comment 3: Tom Trueblood
Comment C3-1: The study ignores great areas that surround Midtown. This will
skew the analysis. It fails to mention the impacts to the surrounding areas.
This EIR included a study area that was larger than the project site in an effort to assess
the areas most affected by the proposed project. Assessment of every possible effect is not
generally feasible, nor required by CEQA. However, the City realizes that surrounding
areas may have their unique traffic issues and that is why the City established the
Neighborhood Transportation Management Program which is intended to deal with localized problems. SAC/I 16543/010.WP5
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Comment 4: Brook Ostrum
Comment C4-1: Is the Blue Diamond, C Street closure going to be considered
separately by the City Council?
Yes. An additional environmental document will be circulated before any decisions are
made.
Comment 5: Steve Spivey
Comment C5-1: If there are problems with the plan after implementation, how
quickly can we fix them?
The Draft EIR recommends an interim installation period to identify unforeseen negative
impacts that can be fixed through minor adjustments. Any conditions deemed to be
hazardous would be immediately addressed.
Comment 6: Pamela Zweifel-Zeff
Comment C6-1: Several of the plans show closure of E Street or 28th Street. This
will cause trucks to weave around areas causing greater problems.
The proposed project calls for a half street closure at 28th and E Streets and 29th and C
Streets. Although it is likely that truck traffic may have to use E Street for one block
(between 29th Street and 28th Street), in order to divert traffic back to C Street, specific
truck routing patterns will be considered as part of the Blue Diamond Growers request to
close parts of C Street.
Comment C6-2: There will be greater use of alleyways if the diversions are implemented.
Although this may be possible, the likelihood is low since use of alleyways could not save
time due to the narrow width and unpredictable obstacles, such as people, trash pickup
and traffic.
Comment C6-3: There is nothing concerning textured crosswalks, how they look and
how they intend to slow traffic.
Although not yet designed, textured crosswalks will likely have a raised striping which
would be design to provide added safety to pedestrians. The textured crosswalks, as
proposed for this project, are designed to be located as shown in Exhibit 3-4 of the Draft
EIR. That is, as shown in the Proposed Improvements Exhibit, textured crosswalks would
be located at every intersection between 22nd and 29th Streets on J Street. The purpose
in providing them in a series, is to highlight to a driver, that pedestrians frequently cross
this corridor. The overall effect would be to slow down traffic.
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Comment C6-4: There is nothing discussing the removal of stop signs for traffic
circles or one way block diverters. There needs to be a map of all existing stop signs
and traffic signals.
Refer to the attached Existing Traffic Controls Exhibit in Section VI of this Final EIR.
Comment C6-5: What were the peak traffic hours?
Peak traffic hours are generally 7:00-9:00 AM and 3:00-6:00 PM.
Comment 7: Ken Freedlander
Comment C7-1: The plan separates Midtown. It isolates north and south.
The boundary of the Midtown plan was established by a committee of Midtown residents.
The purpose of the boundary was not to isolate north and south areas but to focus on the
main areas where the project improvements would occur.
Comment C7-2: The hydrology model of traffic flow only evaluates commuters
accustomed to taking a certain route. It is a huge assumption.
The model used, SAC-MET, is the model used by the City and region. However, as with
all model applications various assumptions must be made. The data used as input for this
' model was the most representative of the likely conditions.
Comment C7-3: The EIR suggests a significant impact on N Street without feasible
mitigations.
The Draft EIR does not indicate that N Street is already at capacity. The Draft EIR
predicts that the 30th and N Street intersection will operate at LOS E (which is just below
capacity) in the future, both with and without the project. The 29th and N Street
intersection is projected to operate at LOS E with the project. All other intersections
along N Street are shown to operate at LOS C or better in both the near-term and longterm.
Comment C7-4: The report mentions a significant impact on the P Street 'freeway
off ramp but doesn't discuss further down P Street.
The exhibits attached with response to comment letters, Exhibits 5.2-3 through 6, show
traffic level changes on surrounding street segments.
Comment 8: Jackie Miller
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Comment C8-1: The EIR needs to emphasize that F, G, H and I Streets are designated as local streets.
Refer to the Draft EIR, Exhibit 5.2-1 and the graphics shown in Appendix C (Figure C-1)
and see also pages 2-2 through 5.2-4 in the Draft EIR.
Comment 9: Karen Kennedy
Comment C9-1: The NPTP failed to explain where the trucks and buses are going to
be routed. We need to know if C Street will be closed.
Refer to the responses in Section III, for letters 14 and 16 (comments 14-2 and 16-1).
Comment C9-2: The plan does not look at how many cars are on C Street and their
speed.
Refer to the response in Section HI, comment 1-1.
Comment C9-3: The implementation of NPTP would sacrifice E Street.
Under the proposed project, E Street has a half-street closure at 28th and E Street; it is
not likely that diverted C Street traffic will select E Street as a better route. Additional
analysis and discussion of all the impacts associated with the Blue Diamond Growers plan
and C Street closures are evaluated in the environmental document for that project.
Comment C9-4: The EIR should look at traffic beyond the north of Midtown.
Although a detailed analysis of traffic to the north of Midtown was not completed, it is
believed that this project would not substantially affect traffic LOS along the north part of
16th Street, Richards Boulevard or Northgate Boulevard because the proposed project
would not generate new trips nor direct additional trips to those areas.
Comment 10: Richard Larson
Comment C10-1: The city needs to discuss ways of diverting t r-Iffic from coming
into town.
Increased transit usage is important for the long-term viability of the Central City. However, improvements to regional transit were never considered as an alternate to the project
because the necessary investment would be far greater to provide the same benefits to the
neighborhoods; furthermore, implementation would take decades. Also refer to the City's
plan to reconstitute the Central City Strategic Transportation Plan and to explore longrange mobility issues.
Comment C10-2: Put mass parking facilities in and improve the city's rapid transit.
Refer to the response in Section III, comment 10-1. .
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Comment 11: Don Hayden
Comment C11-1: Enhance the plan with maps of all existing traffic measures, traffic
lights, and stop signs.
Refer to the attached new exhibit.
Comment 12: Pamela Zweifel-Zeff
Comment C12-1: Diverting traffic from J Street will affect commercial businesses.
Under the proposed project more traffic would be expected to occur on J Street due to the
diversion within the project site.
Comment 13: Don Hayden
Comment C13-1: Add a map that shows anticipated changes in truck volumes.
Refer to the responses in Section III, comments 14-2 and 16-1.
Comment 14: John Leffingwell
Comment C14-1: Include the list of acronyms in the front of the document.
Acronyms are included as Section 10.0 of the Draft EIR. However, it is acknowledged that the list of acronyms placed at the beginning of the document would render them more
useful.
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Responses to Verbal Comments
Neighborhood Preservation Transportation Plan
• Public Meeting

January 13, 1996
Comment 1: Travis Celiac
Comment C1-1: Is the truck route along C Street to 28th onto E Street going to be
implemented?
A truck route plan will be developed as part of the Blue Diamond Growers environmental
review and project. Refer to the response to comment 2-1 for a description of the Blue
Diamond Growers analyses.
Comment 2: Unidentified Speaker
Comment C2-1: You cannot implement the Midtown Traffic Plan without
considering if Blue Diamond will close off part of C Street.
The NPTP considered the potential environmental issues associated with C Street closure
(Draft EIR, Page 5.2-7). Full analysis of impacts of C Street closure are discussed in the
Blue Diamond Growers environmental evaluation.
Comment 3: Travis Celiac
Comment C3-1: It is contradictory to allow 28th Street to C Street to continue to be
a truck route.
Refer to the responses in Section III, comment C1-1.
Comment 4: Corey Brown
Comment C4-1: The city's development agreement states there are no decisions to
be made concerning street closures but the development disposition has two
discretionary decisions which contradict the negative declaration.
No decision on C Street will be made until NPTP EIR is adopted and the project
approved. Refer to the responses in Section III, comment 14-3.
Comment 5: Betty Travis
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Comment C5-1: Would the existing stop signs stay in place? They are not listed in
the plans.
Yes. Refer to the new Exhibit in Section VI.
Comment 6: Jan Maltzan
Comment C6-1: D Street is residential. Why put heavy traffic onto a primarily residential street? There are other commercial streets which are better suited.
It is acknowledged that increased traffic volumes will occur on D Street. However, under
the No Project alternative, volumes will also increase. See also the response to comment
2-1 for a discussion of truck routes.
Comment 7: Don Gate
Comment C7-1: Clarify that an arbitrary figure was chosen to evaluate traffic
volumes. It is not clear that currently, certain streets have heavier and lighter traffic
volumes.
Denoting whether a street segment would experience a change in traffic volumes has been
illustrated in Exhibits 5.2-3 to 5.2-6 (refer to the Revised Graphics in Section VI of this
Final E1R). The purpose of these exhibits is to indicate whether a change in traffic
volume (either an increase or decrease) will occur. The use of 2,000 vehicles per day was
selected as an indicator of a change that could be perceived or noticeable.
To further clarify volume changes on the roadway segments, two new exhibits have been
added (Exhibits 2A and 2B) to Section VI of this Final ElR which illustrates a
comparison between traffic volumes of the Proposed Project and the No Project
alternative.
Comment C7-2: There needs to be additional information to clarify that a leveling
of traffic volumes will occur.
Although traffic volumes will increase on some streets and decrease on others, the overall
effect on LOS is insignificant. In addition, also refer to the Revised Graphics in
Section VI to show comparative street segment volumes for the Proposed Project and the
No Project alternative.
Comment 8: Ken Bowers
Comment C8-1: It is important to maintain the planters in the street corners.
Already concreted planters should be restored.
As discussed in the Draft ELR (Page 5.5-7, Mitigation measures 5.5-2) all historic/cultural
features will be retained where possible or carefully removed and replaced where feasible.
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Comment 9: Karen Kennedy
Comment C9-1: Take the trucks out of Midtown. There is little enforcement of the
existing truck route. Consider how large the trucks are and the difficulties with small
residential streets.
Removal of trucks entirely would be detrimental to small businesses. Establishment of a
revised designated truck route will be created as part of the Blue Diamond Growers
Project. (The proposed C Street closures were approved by the City.) Refer to the
response to comment 2-1.
Comment 10: Dorothy Jaman
Comment C10-1: The north and south diversion to D Street will bring heavy traffic.
Why is 26th Street chosen? Don't channel everything onto one street.
Refer to the responses in Section III, comment 24-1.
Comment 11: George Bramson
Comment C11-1: Where does this project go from here in regards to the City
Council.
Councilmember Steve Cohn responded to this question on page 21 in the response of
comments.
Comment 12: Don Hayden
Comment C12-1: The EIR does not contain recommendations for engineering refinements.
Final design of traffic control devices will not occur until after the City Council takes
action on the project. The City staff intends to conduct a community outreach program to
solicit input on the final design.
Comment 13: Jay Bergstrom
Comment C13-1: There needs to be strict enforcement of speed laws in the Midtown
area. This would help eliminate some concerns.
This comment is acknowledged. The intent of the NPTP is to slow traffic speeds and
reduce volumes. During the project's first year, the City will be studying the effectiveness
of the project and issues related to speed will be noted.
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Comment 14: Dorothy Jaman
Comment C14-1: Define near-term and long-term.
For the purpose of this EIR, near-term refers to the year in which the proposed project
could be implemented and future refers to the build-out of the City's General Plan refer to
page 2-5 of the Draft EIR).

1
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Section VI
Errata
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Errata to the Draft EIR
The following changes to the Midtown Neighborhood Preservation Transportation Plan are
a result of responding to comments received on the Draft EIR. Additions to the text are
indicated with underline and deletions are indicated with strikeout.
Response to Comment 2-2
A location operates at LOS D or worse without the project, and the project causes a
change in the volume-to-capacity ratio of 04 or greater.
A location operates at LOS D or worse without the project, and the project causes a
change in the volume-to-capacity ratio of 0.02 or greater.
Response to Comment 4-1
The table on page 2-6 is revised to clarify relationship of significant impacts and violation
of standards. Refer to attached revised graphics. For purposes of identification, the table
is numbered as "Table A" in this Final EIR.
Response to Comment 4-6
Bicycle safety concerns would increase in the project site over time as traffic becomes
worse.
Pedestrian safety concerns would increase in the project site over time as traffic volumes
increase.
Response to Comment 5-2
Page 5.5-3, fourth paragraph, sixth line, is amended as follows:
•

•

: -

• r,

" - •

- : :

-

The 1848 grid laid Out by John Sutter, Jr. that approximates the present Central City
defined Sacramento's boundaries until 1911, when the first suburb (1896), Oak Park, areas
of East Sacramento, and Curtis Park to the south were annexed by the city.
The sixth paragraph of page 5.5-3 has added, the following sentence (underlined below):
In 1869, the transcontinental railroad linked Sacramento more directly to the central and
eastern United States. Since that time, the City has continued to grow in importance as a
regional center of government, industry, transportation, commerce, and agriculture. A
second transcontinental track, built in 1909 by Western Pacific Railroad, bisected the
Central City and the Project Area between 19th and 20th streets. Associated businesses
SAC/116543/011.WP5
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were constructed along its length that included a passenger depot (built at 19th and J
streets), a large hotel (20th and J Streets) and numerous warehouses.
The seventh paragraph of page 5.5-3 has added the following paragraph (underlined
below):
The final change that to some degree defined the Midtown area was the construction of
the 29/30 Freeway in the 1950's. Neighborhoods to the east of the freeway were cut off
and now tend to be identified with the East Sacramento district. The pre-1911 700 block
Central City boundaries were set up primarily by physical limits to the east. City
followed the sale by James Ben Ali Haggin of the 44,000-acre Rancho Del Paso in 1910.
It was accessed by the construction of the 12th Street underpass below the SP railroad
track in 1912. This link fostered the cross-town use of 12th, 15th and 16th streets as the
major north-south arterial to connect to the agricultural areas of the Delta (and even the
Bay Area until the Yolo Causeway Originally Route 40, and later designated as State
Highway 160) it significantly bisected the Central City creating the present distinction
between Downtown through the implementation of a one-way street pattern. As a means
of accommodating the ever increasing numbers of commuters to the outlying, one way
conversions to G. J, 19th and 21st Streets occurred later in the Project Area as elevated
freeways were constructed. The final changed that to some degree in the 1960s.
Construction occurred at much the same time that Sacramento undertook one of the
earliest and most extensive urban develo s ment programs in the nation. The "slum
•clearance" carried out under redevelopment, primarily on the west end of the Central City,
displaced about 10,000 people in its first decade (1958-1968). In addition, about 100
square blocks, 15 percent of the Central City, was removed for freeway clearance in the
1960s. The Central Cit y and Project Area were cut off on the east by the 29/30 Freeway;
the Central City to the south was cut off by the W/X Freeway built in 1966.
The following addition would be made to Planning Context on page 5.5-4:
The Sacramento Central City Housing Strategy, adopted 1991 contains the following goals
and policies related to cultural resources:
•

II. The maintenance and preservation of existing housing and neighborhoods.

•

III. Strengthen the residential identity and residential amenities of the
Central City Community Plan (Central City Plan), 1980, Preservation
Sections.

Response to Comment 5-3

Page 5.5 - 10, under AC is amended as follows:

no impact.
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The No Project Alternative would not affect the project site or nearby preservation areas
because traffic and historical resources would not change as a result of any action. However, traffic volumes will continue to increase due to development in the Central City and
the project site would continue to experience the effects of these increased traffic
volumes.
Response to Comment 5-5
Text suggested for addition has been included in Appendix E and is referred to in the
Final EIR as Appendix E-1. Refer to attached "Revised Appendixes" section:
Response to Comment 5-6
The following has been added to Table 1 of Appendix E and is referenced in this Final
EIR as Table IA.
Appendix E Table lA
Historic .Properties
City Ranking
(if known)

Other Status

321 20th Street

Priority Structure

N/A

415 21st Street

Priority Structure

' N/A

338 22nd Street

Priority Structure

N/A

709 22nd Street

Priority Structure

N/A

2106 E Street

Priority Structure

N/A

2101 H Street

Priority Structure

N/A

2115 H Street

Priority Structure

N/A

2106 H Street

Priority Structure

N/A

2119 I-1 Street

Priority Structure

N/A

2201 H Street

Priority Structure

N/A

2217 H Street

Priority Structure

N/A

2131 H Street

Priority Structure

N/A

Address

N/A = Not applicable.
Response to Comment 9-5
A new exhibit has been added to show existing traffic control devices, directions, and
number of lanes. See new exhibit in attached section.
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Response to Comment 9-6
The middle paragraph of page 3-9 is amended as follows:
Traffic flow will be modified on segments of C, E, F, G, H, and I Streets. Traffic
directional flow changes will occur on C, E, and F Streets as a result of installing halfstreet closures which preclude traveling in one direction beyond that point. On F Street,
the half-street closures will be level with the pavement (painted-en-the-stFeet) to allow bus
access. G and H Streets will be converted from one-way streets to two-way streets
between 16th and 29th Streets. The striping between 15th and 16th and 29th and
Alhambra will also be modified at the approaches to half-street closures. Currently, G
Street carries one-way traffic westbound and H Street carries one-way traffic eastbound.
Painted bike lanes will be added to G and H Streets. I Street will have a modified diverter
:
at 21st Street.
Response to Comment 10-1
A new table (referred to as Table 2A for this Final EIR) has been added to show existing
street volumes on Midtown streets. Refer to attached Revised Graphic section.
Response to Comment 11-1
The first sentence of paragraph two on page 2-4 is amended as follows:
I.

:--

the-EwArenmentally-FropeFier-Altentative7
The Proposed Project is identified as the environmentally superior alternative from among
all of the project alternatives, including the No Project alternative.
Response to Comment 11-2
The following sentence from paragraph two on page 2-5 will be deleted.
Impacts to the environmental areas (some areas of traffic, air, noise, cultural resources,
public safety/emergency services, and biological resources,) would generally not occur
under the No Project alternative. As for-air quality, impacts in the near-term (i.e., 1997
when the project would be implemented) would be slightly better under the No Project
because construction of the elements ,(causing dust—PM 10) would not occur and
diversion of traffic (causing a slight increase in vehicle miles traveled and therefore
increased ozone precursors and CO) would not occur (refer to Air Quality section, Table
5.3-4). As for noise, the No Project alternative would not have impacts because there
would be no construction noise. The potential impact of encountering cultural or historic
resources, such as granite curbs, would not occur because sidewalks and curbs would not
be disturbed. The potential effects of increased response time from police and fire would
also not occur since there would be no obstructions to emergency vehicle access. As for
biological resources, the potentials impact of encroaching upon tree root systems would
SAC/116543/011.WP5
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also not occur because there would not be subsurface excavation. Ifi-eenelo9ien-,-411e-Ne

Response to Comment 11-6
Clarification of the last sentence on Page 4-4, paragraph 4 is as follows:

However, volumes under the No Project alternative would be greater on some streets than
under the Proposed Project.
Response to Comment 1177
The following is an addition to paragraph three, page 5.1-4:
Existing speeds on the local streets within Midtown are generally 35 mph (NPTP Evaluation Report, 1993). Some speeds on these one-way streets exceed 40-45 mph. The
proposed project would reduce speeds on local streets, given the effectiveness of traffic
circles and intersection portals on reducing speeds (NPTP Evaluation Report 1993). The
proposed project would be consistent with Goal C for Streets and Roads.
Response to Comment 11-8
The following is an addition to paragraphs four and seven on page 5.1-4:
Paragraph four
The No Project alternative would not promote Goal C because no actions would occur
that would protect the Midtown neighborhood from unnecessary levels of traffic. Traffic is
already heavy throughout parts of Midtown, and is likely to get worse in the future with
General Plan buildout. Even under the No. Project alternative, LOS will decrease in the
lon&term at some intersections.
Paragraph seven
The No Project alternative would not be supportive of Goal D because no action would be
taken to improve the LOS within Midtown. Local Streets would maintain their existing
LOS. Even under the No Project alternative, LOS will decrease in the long-term in some
intersections.
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Response to Comment 11-12
Page 5.2-19, under AC, is amended as follows:
All of the studied intersections are currently operating at acceptable levels of service in
the a.m. peak hour. In the evening peak, acceptable operations also occur except at the
intersections of 16th and F Streets (LOS D), 16th and H Streets (LOSE), 16th and
Capitol (LOS D), and Alhambra Boulevard and J Street (LOS D). Each of these
intersections either has heavy turning volumes or is an intersection of two major streets,
which correlates with decreased LOS. This would be a significant impact. This would not
meet the City's standards for acceptable LOS.
Response to Comment 1143
Page 5.2-21, under AC, is amended as follows:
Mitigation is not required because impacts are less than significant. There are no impacts
caused by the No Project alternative.
Response to Comment 11-14
Page 5.2-32, under AC, is amended as follows:
Mitigation is not required because impacts are less than significant. There are no impacts
caused by the No Project alternative.
.Response to Comment 11-16
Page 5.2-53, under AC, is amended as follows:
AC—Nefte-reeprired.
AC

Mitigation is not required because there are no impacts caused by the No Project
Alternative.

Response to Comment 11-17
Page 5.2-56, under AC, is amended as follows:

AC

The No Project alternative will not change anticipated travel time or travel demand
for transit. Therefore, the No Project alternative does not create any impacts.
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Response to Comment 11-18
The following text, under Regulatory Context, is added to page 5.5-4:
California Register of Historic Places—The California Register of Historic Places
addresses the significance and integrity of structures.
Response to Comment 13-1
The following addition was made to Mitigation 5.6-1, page 5.6-8, under PP:
Install the Proposed Project with temporary and movable traffic diversion elements to
•
service as diverters, half-street closures, and traffic circles for a minimum trial period of •
6 months. Response times will be monitored to determine the effect of the proposed
traffic elements on police response times. Install traffic signal pre-emption .for emergency
vehicles on the major east-west streets between 16th Street and Business 80. This mitigation measure will reduce the impacts to response times, but the final level of the resulting
impact remains undetermined. For this project, this impact is considered to be reduced,
but remains potentially significant and unavoidable.
Response to Comment 15-1
The misspelling an graphics has been corrected.
See attached graphic in Revised Graphics found in Section VI.
Response to Comment 20-1
The misspelling on graphics has been corrected.
See attached graphic in Revised Graphics found in Section VI.
Response to Comment 20-2
The graphics have been revised and attached.

See attached graphic in Revised Graphics found in Section VI.
Response to Comment 27-1
Page 8-2, under Long-Term Effects, is amended as follows:
•

•

: - : - - " "

Loss of on-street parking from proposed elements (extent of parking loss
depends on exact design of elements, and existing parking conditions at
each intersection).
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Revised Summary of the Errata
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Table 2-1
Impacts and Mitigation Summary
Sheet 1 of 14

Mitigation

Significance of Impact

Impact
5.2 Transportation and Circulation

Significance After Mitigation

•

5.2-2 Intersections—Near Term

16th/J St.: Significant

PP: . 16th/.1 Street: LOS C to D in the p.m. peak hour.
30th/N Street: LOS C to D in the p.m. peak hour.

30th/N St.: Significant

Alhambra Boulevard/1 Street: LOS D to worse
LOS D in the p.m. peak hour.

Alhambra Blvd./J St.:
Significant

AA: 16th/F Street: LOS D to F in the p.m. peak hour.
16th/G Street: LOS C to F in the p.m. peak hour. 16th/1 Street: LOS C to D in the p.n. peak hour.
16th/Capitol Avenue: LOS D to F in the p.m. peak
hour.
29th/G Street: LOS A to •D in the P.m. peak hour.
29th/J Street: LOS B to D in the p.m. peak hour.
30th/N Street: LOS C to D in the a.m. peak hour.
Alhambra Boulevard/1 Street: LOS D to E in the
p.m. peak hour.
Alhambra Boulevard/Capitol Avenue/Folsom

.
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30th/N Street: No feasible mitigations.

Significant and unavoidable

16th/G Street: No feasible mitigations.
•

16th/H Street: Stripe the eastbound approach for
three left-turn lanes.
16th/1 Street: Same as PP.

.
16th/Capitol Avenue: Restripe the northbound
approach for three through lanes and one rightturn lane.

Significant and unavoidable

16th/J St., 291h10 St., and
Alhambra Blvd./Capitol
Ave./Folsom Blvd.: Less than
significant
All others: Significant and
unavoidable

29th/G Street: Stripe the westbound approach for
three left-turn lanes.
29th/J Street: No feasible mitigations.
30th/N Street: No feasible mitigations.
Alhambra Boulevard/J Street: Same as PP.

Boulevard: LOS B to D in the a.m. peak hour.

Legend: PP = Proposed Project

Less than significant

Alhambra Boulevard/J Street: Restripe the
northbound approach for one shared left-through
lane and one shared right-through lane.
16th/F Street: No feasible mitigation.

Significant

16th/F1 Street: LOS E to F in the p.m. peak hour.

16th/1 Street: Restripe the eastbound approach for
one shared left-through lane and three through
lanes.

AA = Maximum Alternative

Alhambra Boulevard/Capitol Avenue/Folsom
Boulevard: Restripe the westbound approach' for
one shared left-through lane and one shared rightthrough lane.

AB = Minimum Alternative

AC = No Project
11/95

Table 271
Impacts and Mitigation Summary

•
Sheet 2 of 14
Significance After Mitigation

I6th/F Street: No feasible mitigation.

16th/H St.: Less than significant

16th/G Street: LOS C to D in the p.m. peak hour.

16th/G Street: Same as AA.

16th/H Street: LOS E to F in the p.m. peak hour.

16th/H Street: Restripe the eastbound approach as
two left and two through lanes.

All others: Significant and
unavoidable

Significant

16th/Capitol Avenue: LOS D to E in the p.m. peak
hour.

30th/N Street: No feasible mitigations.
-

Alhambra Boulevard/J Street: LOS D to worse
LOS D in the p.m. peak hour.
AC: No impact.
PP & BDG: Same as PP.

.

16th Street/Capitol Avenue: . Same as AA.

30th/N Street: LOS C to D in the a.m. peak hour.

—

Mitigation

Significance of Impact

•
Impact
—
16th/F
Street:
LOS
D
to
E
in
the
p.m.
peak
hour.
AB:

.

Alhambra Boulevard/J Street: Same as PP.
No impact
16th/J St.: Significant

None required.
Same as PP.

_ Not applicable
Same as PP

•

_

•

30th/N St.: Significant
Alhambra Blvd./J Si:
Significant
5.2-3: Freeway—Near Term
PP: Some of the traffic accessing Business 80 from the
E Street, H Street, and J Street ramps would be
shifted to the N Street and P Street ramps. In the
southbound weave section between H Street and
P Street, this shift pattern would reduce the H Street
on-ramp volume, but it also would increase the
P Street off-ramp volume. The net effect would be
a worsening of the LOS of the weave section from
LOS D to LOS E.
AA: LOS would be the same as for the No Project
Alternative.
.
—
AB: Same as PP.
AC: No impact.
PP & BDG: Same as PP.

Legend: PP = Proposed Project
SAC/116543/004.WP5

Significant

•
Significant and unavoidable

No feasible mitigations.
•

.

•
•
Less than significant

None required.

Not applicable

Significant
Less than significant
Significant

•No feasible mitigations.
.
None required.
No feasible mitigations.

Significant and unavoidable
Not applicable
Significant and unavoidable

AA = Maximum Alternative

AB = Minimum Alternative

AC = No Project
11/95
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Table 2-1
Impacts and Mitigation Summary

I Significance of Impact I

Impact

Mitigation

1

Sheet 3 of 14
Significance After Mitigation

5.2-4 Transit—Near Term
PP:

Increased travel times for Routes 30, 31, 32, and 34;
increase in travel time for eastbound buses on
J Street and westbound buses on L Street due to
signal delay.
.

AA: Schedule delays on I and L Streets and increase in
travel time greater than 15 percent.

Less than significant

Significant

•

'

.

Recommendation: Implement traffic signal
operations strategies that favor buses on J/L
Streets and design traffic diverters on F Street to
allow buses to pass.

Not applicable

Restripe I Street and L Street between 15th Street
and Alhambra to convert one through traffic lane
to a bus priority lane during the peak hour.

Less than significant

Prohibit parking during peak hours on J and
L Street between 15th Street and Alhambra
Boulevard and designate the parking lane as a bus
priority lane.

.
_

Install signal preemption equipment on buses and
at each signal on J and L Streets between 15th
and Alhambra.
AB: Increased volumes on J Street would add about
10 seconds to Route 30, 31, and 32 travel times, a
2 percent increase.

Less than significant

AC: No impact.

No impact .

None required.

Not applicable

Less than significant

None required.

Not applicable

PP & BDG: Same as PP.

•

None required.

.

.

5.2-5: Parking

•
Redesign the traffic circle features to reduce, to
the extent feasible, the amount of on-street
parking loss, while maintaining the planned travel
speed at the level as currently intended in the
NPTP (20 mph for comfortable travel around an
circle). This redesign would reduce the radius of
the circle and add intersection portals to eliminate
or reduce loss of on-street parking spaces.

Loss of 129 on-street parking spaces.

Potentially significant

AA: Loss of 116 on-street parking spaces.

Potentially significant

Same as PP.

AB: Loss of 116 on-street parking spaces.

Potentially significant

Same as PP.

PP:

Not applicable

Potentially significant and
unavoidable
.

Legend: PP = Proposed Project
SAC/I I6543/004.WP5

AA = Maximum Alternative

AB = Minimum Alternative

Potentially significant and
unavoidable

Potentially significant and
unavoidable

AC = No Project
1 1 /95
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Significance of Impact

Impact

Mitigation

Significance After Mitigation

AC: No impact.

No impact

None required. '

Not applicable

PP & BDG: Loss of 279 on-street parking spaces.

Potentially significant

Same as PP.

Potentially significant and
unavoidable

None required.

Not applicable

15th/H Street: Restripe the eastbound approach
for one through lane and two right-turn lanes.

'I5th/X Street, 16th/G Street,
29th/N Street, 30th/N Street, and
Alhambra Blvd./.1 Street:
Significant and unavoidable

5.2-6: Bikeways

•

PP, AA, AB, AC, PP & BDG: No impacts.

No impact

I

.

1

5.2-7: Intersection LOS—Future
PP:

Significant

15th/H Street: LOS C to D in the p.m. peak hour.
15th/L Street: LOS B to D in the p.m. peak hour.

15th/L Street: Restripe the southbound approach
for three through lanes and one right-turn lane.

•

15111/14 Street: LOS C to D in the p.m. peak hour.
15th/X Street: LOS D to worse D in the a.m. peak
hour.
.
16th/G Street: LOS D to F in the a.m. peak hour
and LOS F to worse LOS F in the p.m. peak hour.

15th/N Street: Restripe the southbound approach
for one left-turn and three through lanes.
15th/X Street: No feasible mitigations.
16th/C) Street: No feasible mitigations.

•

16th/Capitol Avenue: LOS C to D in the a.m. peak
hour.

16th/Capitol: Restripe the northbound approach
for three through lanes and one right-turn lane.

29th/N Street: LOS C to E in the p.m. peak hour.

29th/t4 Street: No feasible mitigations.

30th/N Street: LOS E to worse LOS E in the a.m.
peak hour.

.

'

-

Legend: PP = Proposed Project

30th/N Street: No feasible mitigations.
Alhambra Boulevard/I Street: Restripe the
northbound approach for one shared left-through
lane and one shared right-through lane.

Alhambra Boulevardll Street: LOS D to worse D in
the a.m. peak hour.
Alhambra Boulevard/L Street: LOS D to E in the
a.m, peak hour.

S

•

Alhambra Boulevard/L Street: Restripe exclusive
northbound left-turn lane to shared left-through.
Restrict parking and provide two northbound
through lanes for 100 feet north of the
intersection.

AA = Maximum Alternative
AB = Minimum Alternative
•

AC = No Project

SAC/116543/004.WP5
.

MIN MI

as in

All others: Less than significant

11/95

MID MO MI Ow

.

All Mt Wit

Mil MM.

ital

MI SP WIN NM SIMI MI WM me Ma ago gab gm

Ns

eit

its

sit

. •

Table 2-1
Impacts and Mitigation Summary

Sheet 5 of 14

AA: 15thil Street: LOS C to E in the p.m. peak hour.

15th/N Street: Same as PP.

15th/P Street: LOS C to D in the p.m. peak hour.
15th/W Street: LOS E to F in the p.m. peak hour.

15th/F' Street: Restripe the westbound approach as
one left-turn lane and three through lanes.

15th/X Street: LOS D to F in the a.m. and p.m.
peak hours.

15th/W Street: No feasible mitigations.

16th/G Street: LOS D to F in the a.m. peak hour
and LOS F to worse LOS F in the p.m. peak hour. '

16th/G Street: No feasible mitigations.

.
•

16th/J Street: LOS F to worse LOS F in the p.m.
peak hour.
.
16th/W Street: LOS E to worse.E in the p.m. peak
hour.

28th/H Street: LOS A to D in the p.m. peak hour.

Alhambra Boulevard/J Street: LOS D to F in the
a.m. peak hour and LOS F to worse F in the p.m.
peak hour.
Alhambra Boulevard/L Street: LOS D to F in the
a.m. peak hour and LOS C to D in the p.m. peak
hour.
Alhambra Boulevard/Capitol Avenue/Folsom
Boulevard: LOS F to worse LOS F in the a.m. and
p.m. peak hours.

SAC/11543/004.VVP5

AA = Maximum Alternative

16th/I Street: Restripe the westbound approach.
for two through lanes, one shared right-through
lane, and one right-turn lane.

160/X Street: No feasible mitigations.

29th/N Street: LOS C to D in the p.m. peak hour.
30th/N Street: LOS E to F in the a.m. peak hour.

'

16th/W Street: No feasible mitigations.

29th/G Street: LOS A to D in the a.m. and p.m.
peak hours.

Legend: PP = Proposed Project

All others: Significant and
unavoidable

16th/J Street: Restripe the northbound approach
for three through lanes and one shared rightthrough turn lane. Restripe the eastbound
approach for one shared left-through lane and
three through lanes.

16th/X Street: LOS C to D in the p.m. peak hour.

.

15th/J Street, 15th/P Street,
28th/H Street, and Alhambra
BlvdJL Street: Less than
Significant

15th/X Street: No feasible mitigations.

16th/1 Street: LOS E to F in the p.m. peak hour.

•

Significance After Mitigation

15th/J Street: Restripe the eastbound approach for
three through lanes and one right-turn lane.

Significant

15th/N Street: LOS C to D in the p.m. peak hour.
.

Mitigation

Significance of Impact

Impact

•
_

280/H Street: Restripe the westbound approach
for one shared left-through lane and one right-turn
lane.
29th/G Street: Stripe the westbound approach for
three left-turn lanes.
29th/N Street: No feasible mitigations.
30th/N Street: No feasible mitigations.

'

Alhambra Boulevard/I Street: Same as PP.
Alhambra Boulevard/L Street: Same as PP.
Alhambra Boulevard/Capitol Avenue/Folsom
Boulevard: Restripe the westbound approach for

AB = Minimum Alternative

AC = No Project
11/95

•

•
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Significance of Impact

Impact

•

AB: 15th/J Street: LOS C to D in the p.m. peak hour.
15th/N Street: LOS C to D in the p.m. peak hour.
15th/W Street: LOS E to F in the p.m. peak hour.

.

15th/X Street: LOS D to F in the p.m. peak hour. .
16th/G Street: LOS D to F in the am, peak hour
and LOS F to worse LOS F in the p.m. peak hour.
16th/l Street: LOS E to F in the p.m. peak hour'.
16th/J Street: LOS F to worse LOS F in the p.m.
peak hour.'
16th/X Street: LOS C to D in the p.m. peak hoUr.
29th/N Street: LOS C to D in the p.m. peak hour.
Alhambra Boulevard/J Street: LOS D to F in the
a.m. peak hour.
Alhambra Boulevard& Street: LOS D to F in the
a.m. peak hour.
Alhambra Boulevard/Capitol Avenue/Folsom Bouleyard: LOS F to worse F in the a.m. peak hour.

AC: No impact
PP & BDG: 16th/G Street: LOS D to F in the a.m. peak
hour and LOS F to worse LOS F in the p.m.
peak hour.

Significant
•

•

•

•

No impact
Significant

29th/N Street: LOS C to E in the p.m. peak
hour.

Mitigation
15tb/J Street: Same as AA.
15th/N Street: Same as PP.
15th/W Street: Same as AA.
15th/X Street: No feasible mitigations.
16th/G Street: No feasible mitigations.
16th/I Street: Same as AA.
16th/.1 Street: Same as AA.
16th/X Street: Same as AA.
29th/N Street: Same as PP.
Alhambra Boulevard/J Street: Same as PP.
Alhambra BoulevarcVL Street: Same as PP.
Alhambra Boulevard/Capitol Avenue/Folsom
Boulevard: Same as AA.
-

None required.
Same as PP.

Significance After Mitigation
15th/J Street and Alhambra
Blvd./L Street: Less than
significant
All others: Significant and
unavoidable

"

Not applicable
Same as PP

•

.
•

30th/N Street: LOS E to worse LOS E in the
a.m. peak hour.

.

Alhambra BoulevarcVL Street: LOS D to E
in the a.m. peak hour.
Alhambra Boulevard/Capitol Avenue/Folsom
Boulevard: LOS D to F in the a.m. peak
hour.

Legend: PP = Proposed Project
SAC/116543/004.WP5
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AA = Maximum Alternative

AB = Minimum Alternative

AC = No Project
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Impacts and Mitigation Summary
Impact
5.2-8: Freeways—Future
PP, AA, AB, PP & BDG: No impacts.

I
I

Significance of Impact
No impact

1
1

Mitigation
None required.

I
I
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Significance After Mitigation
Not applicable

5.2-9: Transit—Future
PP:

Increase in travel time of about 45 seconds, a
5 percent increase.

Less than significant

None required.

Not applicable

AA:

Increase in travel time of about 90 seconds, a
10 percent increase.

Less than significant

None required.

Not applicable

AB:

Increase in travel time of less than 5 percent.

Less than significant

•
None required.

Not applicable

AC:

No impact.

No impact

None required.

Not applicable

Less than significant

None required.

PP & BDG: Same as PP.

I

Not applicable

5.3 Air Quality
5.3-1 Ozone (Project Specific)

.

PP:

Additional 15 lb/day ROG and 17 lb/day NO 2
in 1997 study year.

Less than significant

?shine required.

AA:

Additional 72 lb/day ROG and 36 lb/day NO 2
in 1997 study year.

Less than significant

None required.

AB:

Additional 17 lb/day ROG and 5 lb/day NO 2 •
in 1997 study year.

Less than significant

None required.

Not applicable

AC:

No impact.

No impact

None required.

Not applicable

5.3-2 Ozone (Cumulative)

Not applicable
.

Not applicable

No impact.

.
Less than significant

None required.

AA:

Same as PP.

Less than significant

None required.

AB:

Same as PP.

Less than significant

None required.

Not applicable

AC:

No impact.

No impact

None required.

Not applicable

PP:

.

Increase in ambient CO levels near some
intersections and decrease in levels near
others.

Legend: PP = Proposed Project
SAC/116543/004.WP5

Not applicable
•

Not applicable
•

.

-

5.3-3 Carbon Monoxide (Project Specific)
PP:

.

Less than significant

AA = Maximum Alternative

None required.

AB = Minimum Alternative

Not applicable

AC = No Project
11195

Table 2-1
Impacts and Mitigation Summary
.

:
AC:

When added to background CO
concentrations, CO concentrations may
exceed the 8-hour standard for the 1997 study
year.
Same as PP.
No impact.

Implement improved signal phasing or lane
configuration.
•

Significant

Significance After Mitigation
Less than significant

•
.
No impact •

None required.

Not applicable

Less than significant
Less than significant
Less than significant
No impact

None required.
None required.

Not applicable
Not applicable

None required.
None required.

Not applicable
Not applicable

In the 1997 study year, the project would
contribute 46 lb/day PM-10.
In the 1997 study year, Alternative B would
contribute 36 lb/day PM-10.
In the 1997 study year, Alternative A would
reduce PM-10 emissions by 5 lb/day.

Less than significant

• None required.

No impact.

5.3-4 Carbon Monoxide (Cumulative)
•CO conditions would not exceed standards.
PP:
CO conditions would not exceed standards.
AA:
CO conditions would not exceed standards.
AB:
AC:

Mitigation

Significance of Impact

Impact
AA:

Sheet 8 of 14

.

No impact.

5.3-5 Particulate Matter (Project Specific)

PP:
AA:
AB:
AC:

Not applicable
•
•

Less than significant

None required.

Less than significant

None required.

Not applicable

No impact

None required.

Not applicable

Mitigation is not available.

Less than significant

Not applicable

.

5.3-6 Particulate Matter (Cumulative)

PP:

There would be a decrease in PM-10
emissions and therefore there would be no
impact.

Less than significant

AA:
AB:
AC:

Same as PP.

Less than significant

Mitigation is not available.

Less than significant

Same as PP.
No impact.

Less than significant
No impact

Mitigation is not available.
None required.

Less than significant

Legend: PP = Proposed Project

AA = Maximum Alternative

AB = Minimum Alternative

Not applicable

AC = No Project

SAC/I 16543/0011.WP5
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•
I Significance of Impact

Impact

I

Mitigation

S

I

Significance After Mitigation

'

5.4 Noise
5.4-1: Future Traffic Noise Impact on Adjacent Land

-

Uses

•

L„„ noise levels would decrease in the project
site and increase 2-3 dBA or less over time in
areas where traffic will be diverted.

Less than significant

AA:

- 1.,„, noise levels would decrease in the project
site and increase no more than 3 dBA over
time in areas where traffic will be diverted.

Less than significant

None required.

Not applicable

AB:

Ld„ noise levels would decrease in the project
site and increase less than 2 dBA over time
in areas where traffic will be diverted.

Less than significant

None required.

Not applicable
.

AC:

Traffic noise levels in the study area would
increase by an average of 2 dBA between
1995 and 2015 without diversion measures
due to a gradual increase in traffic on all
roadways.

Less than significant

None required.

Not applicable

Less than significant

None required.

Less than significant

PP:

None required.

Not applicable
•

.

5.4-2: Construction Noise

PP:

Within 50 feet of the receiver, temporary
construction noise levels could be as high as
85 to 95 dBA, however with implementation
of City Noise Ordinance, noise levels would
be less than significant.

•
•

Such features of the noise ordinance that do
this, include, but are not limited to:
•

Construction activities will be limited
to 7:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. on weekdays
and Saturdays as set by City code.

•

Engine-powered equipment will have
mufflers installed.

•

A disturbance coordinator will . be
available to act on citizen complaints.

Legend: PP = Proposed Project
SAC/116543/004.WP5

AA = Maximum Alternative

.

•

•
.

AB = Minimum Alternative

AC = No Project
11/95
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,
Mitigation

Significance of Impact

Impact

Significance After Mitigation

None required.

Less than significant

AA:

Same as PP.

Less than significant

AB:

Same as PP.

Less than significant

None required.

Less than significant

AC:

No impact.

No impact

None required.

Not applicable

None required.

Not applicable

5.5 Cultural Resources

.

5.5-1: Prehistoric Resources

_

Construction of the traffic features within
City streets would not impact,prehistoric
resources.

No impact

AA:

Same as PP.

No impact

None required.

AB:

Same as PP.

No impact

None required.

Not applicable

No impact.

No impact

None required.

Not applicable

Construction of traffic features within City
streets would not impact historic or cultural
resources. If present, granite curbs and
.sidewalks could be damaged by construction
equipment.

tess-thtift-sS ig n i fi c an t

If granite curbs or sidewalks are found, and it
becomes necessary to move them, care will be
taken to carefully remove them and then replace
them in the same location.

Less than significant

AA:

Same as PP.

Less than significant

Implement Mitigation Measure above.

Less than significant

AB:

Same as PP.

Less than significant

Implement Mitigation Measure above.

Less than significant

AC:

No impact.

No impact

None required.

Not applicable

A portion of the traffic in the project site
would be diverted to the south and into the
Sutter's Fort Preservation Area.

Less than significant

None required.

Not applicable

AA:

Same as PP.

Less than significant

None required.

Not applicable

AB:

Same as PP.

Less than significant

None required.

Not applicable

AC:

No impact.

No impact

None required.

Not applicable

PP:

AC:

,

.

n

•

Not applicable

5.5-2: Construction Impacts on Historic/Cultural
Resources
PP:

•

5.5-3: Project Impacts on Historic/Cut mai Resources
PP:

Leaenet: PP = Proposed Project

•

AA .= Maximum Alternative

AB = Minimum Alternative

AC = No Project

SAC/I I 6543/004.WP5
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1 Significance of Impact I

. Impact

,

Mitigation

11

Significance After Mitigation

5.6 Public Services
5.6-1: Emergency Response Routes, Times,
Operations—Police Service
Install temporary and movable traffic diversion
features to serve as diverters, half-street closures,
and traffic circles. Install traffic signal preemption for emergency vehicles on the major eastwest street between 16th Street and Business 80.

Potentially significant and
unavoidable

Implement Mitigation Measure above.

Potentially significant and
unavoidable

Less than significant

None required.

Not applicable

Less than significant

None required.

Not applicable

Potentially significant
(for mutes and response
times)

Implement Mitigation Measure 5.6-1.

Potentially significant and
unavoidable (for routes and
response times)

Potential increase in emergency response
times for police vehicles, particularly those
traveling though Midtown to. reach other
areas.

Potentially significant

AA:

Response times could increase more due to
implementation of additional traffic diversion
features.

Potentially significant

AB:

Response times would not increase as much
as those with the Proposed Project or
Alternative A a fewer traffic diversion
features would be implemented.
Response times could increase over time as
traffic conditions worsen in the project site.

PP:
•
•

AC:

"

"

!

5.6-2: Emergency Response Routes, Times, and
Operations—Fire Service
Proposed traffic features may require that
emergency vehicles take an alternate route to
an emergency which could increase response
time. Half street closures and intersection
portals have raised curbs which could
preclude or delay certain equipment from
being set up. Emergency vehicles may be
required to travel against traffic for one
block.

PP:

Less than significant
(for operations)

•

•

Impacts to routes and response times could be
.
negatively affected.
•

Operations impacts would not be negatively
affected.

Legend: PP = Proposed Project
SAC/116543/004.WP5

AA = Maximum Alternative

AB = Minimum Alternative

AC = No Project 11/95

.
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'
Impact
AA:

AB:

AC:

Same impacts as above but response times for
emergency vehicles could inc. ease even more
due to the implementation of additional
traffic diversion features.
Less likely to cause increased response times
•
for emergency vehicles as fewer traffic
diversion features would be implemented.

Traffic congestion would get worse over time
which could increase response times for
emergency vehicles.

Significance of Impact
Potentially significant
(for routes and response
times)
Less than significant
(for operations)
Potentially significant
(for routes and response
times)
Less than significant
(for operations)
Less than significant

Legend: PP = Proposed Project

Implement Mitigation Measure 5.6-1.

Flone required.

Potentially significant and
unavoidable (for routes and
response times)

None required.

Not applicable

.,

None required.

Not applicable

None required.
None required.

Not applicable
Not applicable

No impact

None required.

Not applicable

Less than significant

None required.

Not applicable

AA = Maximum Alternative

AB = Minimum Alternative

—

AC = No Project
11/95

SAC/116543/004.WP5

IMP OP MI lila

Significance After Mitigation
Potentially significant and
unavoidable (for routes and
response times)

..

5.6 - 3: Vehicle Safety
'
Less than significant
While vehicle safety inside the project site
PP:
would improve due to decreased traffic
volumes and speeds, areas outside of the
project site may experience decreased vehicle
safety due to potential increased volumes.
Less than significant
Same as PP.
AA:
Less than significant
Same as PP.
AB:
No impact.
AC:
5.6-4: Bicycle Safety
The addition of bicycle lanes and other traffic
PP:
features would improve bicycle safety in the
project site and would be a beneficial impact.
Safety concerns for bicyclists traveling in the
surrounding areas could increase if additional
traffic is diverted to these areas.

Mitigation
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Significance of Impact

Impact

Mitigation

Significance After Mitigation

None reqUired.

Not applicable

None required.

Not applicable

AA:

The same impacts as described above would
occur but bicycle safety concerns would
increase proportionally as traffic increased
outside of the project site.

Less than significant

AB:

Less traffic would be diverted out of the
project Site but would still be a beneficial
impact to bicyclists. Some additional traffic
congestion could occur outside of the project
boundaries, creating increased bicycle safety
concerns.

Less than significant

Bicycle safety concerns would increase in the
project site over time as traffic becomes
worse.

Less than significant

None required.

Not applicable

Proposed traffic features will have a .
beneficial impact on pedestrians within the
project site. Outside of the project site,
pedestrian safety concerns could increase due
to additional traffic increases.

Less than significant

None required.

Not applicable

The same impacts that are described above
would occur but pedestrian safety concerns
would increase proportionally as traffic
increased outside of the project site.

Less than significant

AC:

.
•

5.6-5: Pedestrian Safety
PP:

AA:

AB:

AC:

Less traffic would be diverted out of the
project site but would still be a beneficial
impact to pedestrians. Some additional traffic
congestion could occur outside of the project
boundaries, creating increased pedestrian
safety concerns.
Bicycle safety concerns would increase in the
project site over time as traffic becomes
worse.

Legend: PP = Proposed Project
SAC/116543/004.WP5

'

.

•
Less than significant

None required.

Not applicable

•
None required.

Not applicable

—

•
•
Less than significant

AA = Maximum Alternative

None required.

AB = Minimum Alternative

Not applicable

AC = No Project
11/95
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Impact
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.

Mitigation

Significance of Impact

Significance After Mitigation

5.7 Biological Resources
5.7-1: Tree Resources

PP:

AA:

AB:

•

No trees will be removed bui :ome City
street trees may require pruning for
installation of stop signs and traffic signals
and root cutting during curb and gutter
construction,

Less-thaft-sSignificant

Same as PP although likelihood of impacts
could increase due to the increased number of
traffic features that would be implemented.
Same as PP although likelihood of impacts
could decrease' due to the decreased number
of traffic features that would be implemented.
No impact

AC:
5.7-2: Vegetation
Urban landscaping features such as lawns or
PP:
shrubs could be damaged. No natural
vegetation exists in the areas of proposed
construction.
Same as PP
AA:
Same as PP
AB:
No impact
AC:
5.7-3: Wildlife.
No impact
PP:
No impact
AA:
No impact
AB:
No impact
AC:

Legend: PP = Proposed Project
SAC/I 16543/004.WP5

IND

Implement Best Management Practices during
construction. Coordinate with City Arborist and
obtain permit before pruning any City street trees
or performing root cutting. Submit construction
plans for placement of traffic signal poles to City
.Arborist for review prior to construction.

Less than significant

Less than significant

Implement Mitigation Measure above.

Less than significant

Less than significant

Implement Mitigation Measure above.

Less than significant

No impact

None required.

Not applicable

bess-then-sSignificant

If damaged, lawns and shrubs will be replaced or
restored to their original condition.

Less than significant

Less than significant
Less than significant
No impact

Implement Mitigation Measure above.
Implement Mitigation Measure above.
None required:

No impact
No impact
No impact
No impact

None required.
None required.

AA = Maximum Alternative

•

4

None required.
None required.

AB = Minimum Alternative

.

•

Less than significant
, Less than significant
Not applicable
Not applicable
Not applicable
Not applicable
Not applicable

AC = No Project
11/95

SIB MN MP IIIIIIII Ink MN MS MN MD INN QM nailIS CM

Revised Graphics

SAC/116543/020.WP5

Table A
Page 2-6, Number of Intersections Studied with Significant Impacts is amended as
follows:
Number of Intersections Studied with Significant Impacts
Locations Violating Standard

Significant Impact

Near-Term

Long-Term

35

10

3

10

Alternative A

10

17

10

17

Alternative B

6

12

6

12

Alternative C

4

14

0

0

Proposed Project

Near-Term

Long-Term

Note: Refer to Tables 5.2-1 and 5.2-6 for identification of these intersections.

1
SAC/116543/01 I .WP5

RR Tracks

Muir Playground

Grant Playground

Stanford Playground
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TABLE 3A
Queue Length Simmutry
Business 80 Off-Ramps
AM Peak Hour

'

N Street Off-ramp .

Alternative

AC

Poisson'

575'

Average x2'

900'

•

,

Near-Term Ahernatives
PP
AA
,
575'
650'
900'

1050'

•
AS

PP

575'

550'.

600'

900'

850'

950'

,

._

I

AA

.-

AS

675'

575'

1100'

900'

950',

Near-Term Alternatives
_
PP
AA

.

Alternative

AC

Poisson

450'

Average x 2

650'...

Romp Length

Future Alternatives

AC

Ranip Length'
H Street Off-ramp
,

•

_

Future Alternatives
AS

AC

PP

AA

AS

125'

325'

low

400'

450'

400'

450'

500'

175'

650'

550'

650'

750'

200'

.

I

1000'

Notes:
'AC=Alternative C (No Project): PP= Proposed Project: AA=Alternative A (Maximum Diversion); AB = Alternative B 9Minimum
Diversion)
'Poisson is a statistical equation commonly used by the traffic engineering profession.
'Average a 2 is the average queue length (assuming *90 second signal cycle) multiplied by 2. This methodology is commonly used by
Caltrans. The existing signal cycle length is 70 seconds, so this table shows conservative calculation results.
*The ramp length is measured from the signal limit line to the gore point on the freeway. Both off-ramps also have auxiliary lanes on the
freeway approaching the ramp entrance.
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Revised Appendices of the Errata

APPENDIX E-1
New additions
Appendix E, Cultural Resource Overview
MAP 9, buildup of Midtown area by 1911 is missing
Appendix E, Cultural Resource Overview Page 1, 2nd Paragraph
Insert the following passages before the first sentence that begins with "Since 1991, The City
of Sacramento and the Midtown Neighborhood Advisory Committee have been working
together..." The 1988 City of Sacramento General Plan (General Plan) and the 1980 Central
City Community Plan (Central City Plan) recommended actions to protect residential neighborhoods from "unnecessary through traffic." The Central City Plan further stated that G and
H streets in Midtown should be converted to two-way traffic. Some changes were implemented within the NPTP study area that included the. conversion from one-way to two-way
traffic on E and F streets. In 1989, residents of the Midtown area petitioned City Council for
more aggressive action to protect their neighborhood from traffic. In response, the City Council established the Capital Improvement Plan program entitled "Neighborhood Preservation/
Environmental Capacity/Traffic Control Program." Council directed PUblic Works staff to
make Midtown and East Sacramento the first priorities for establishment of these neighborhood traffic control programs.
The traffic consultant DHS, Inc. was chosen to work with Neighborhood Advisory Committees in Midtown and East Sacramento to produce a Neighborhood Preservation Transportation Study.
page 11, Paragraph 3, Insert after "...three parks lie within the B to C street corridor; they are
Washington, Grant and Stanford Park, from west to east.
Other Additions

Please include
• A current zoning map of the project area as a means to clearly identify the residential
nature of the Project Area.
• A map of preservation areas in Appendix E in addition to Section 5.5.
• A map of current neighborhood group areas.

Please add this additional section:
Cultural Resource—Historic Structures and Preservation Areas
The Project Area was built out by-the 1930s as residential with commercial or office zoning
along its edges (J, C, 16th and 29th streets), and along the 19th/20th Street railroad corridor.
Small mid-project commercial pockets are limited to a half-block grocery store and adjacent,
service shops on 23rd and F streets, a block along H (20th/21st St.) established in conjunction
with the pre-20th Century race track, and the site of an early 20th Century hospital, now bare
land (27th/28th, H/I streets). I Street below 21st Street has become a mix of office, housing
and retail while D, E, F, G and H streets are primarily residential except as noted above.

Approximately one-third of the project is contained within a City-designated preservation
area (see map). These areas take their names from some of the existing neighborhoods withir,
the project area. The neighborhoods are defined either by city plat map designation reflecting
the original area name bestowed by the developer (i.e., New Era Park) or the 1905 core area of
the larger. Boulevard Park. Two other neighborhoods are named after early 20th century grammar schools sites with corresponding park by the same name (both parks were granted to the
City by John Sutter, Jr.). These are the Washington School and Marshall School neighborhoods. The historic Marshall School building is still in use; Washington School was replaced
in the 1970s with a new structure.
The architecture Of the remaining pre-W.W.II housing Stock in the project area reflects at least
three distinct periods of construction. A scattering of large, ornate pre-1900s multiple story
Queen Anne and Italianate houses and smaller Delta-type frame houses still exist primarily
along H Street and in the Washington School Preservation area. A second group contains preW.W.I early 20th Century structures in the colonial revival, mission revival and craftsman
bungalow style. These architectural styles were used for single-family homes, and gracious
fourplexes and duplexes. Post-W.W.II smaller craftsman bungalows and cottages prevail in
the north edge of Boulevard Park and Marshall School neighborhoods and are the predominant style of New Era Park in the northeast corner of the project. The two earlier groups were
generally built with a first floor well above ground level as they pre-date the 1916 construction of Sacramento's major flood control weirs. After 1916, construction was generally at ground
level. The Project Area contains many individual structures of historical significance, based
on their possessing high artistic architectural value. Some of these structures are listed individually in Table 1 of Appendix E.
Cultural Resources (Preservation) Public Policy Planning by the City of Sacramento
Public policy explicit in City planning decisions has strongly influenced changes in the Project
Area's historic housing stock since the period of build-out, approximately 1930. The 1929
Bartholomew Plan for Sacramento zoned the residential area of the Central City for medium
density (R-4) and high density (R-5) uses, despite the thousands of single-family dwellings
found there and despite pro-preservation public sentiment The rezoning was justified as a
means to increase affordable housing units for the growing State work force. By 1940, 42
percent of the Central City's housing units were in multiple-unit structures. Although many
of the 1930s and 1940s multiple units were built in art deco, moderne, or revival styles, by the
1960s and 1970w, the prevalent multi-unit constructed was the seven (or more) unit shoebox
apartment house fit into the sir: -,le-family 40' x 80' lot.
State Highway 160 transformed 12th and 16th streets into an automobile-related corridor of
auto dealers, repair shops, gas stationsand motels by the 1950s. The construction of interstate
29/30 and X/Y •freeway in the 1966 further isolated the Central City from surrounding neighborhoods. The City's transportation policy in the 1950s and 60s facilitated the rapid movement of traffic from the freeways to the central business district by converting many two-way
streets to one-way streets.
In 1973, the local chapter of the American Association of University Women published

Van-

ishing Victorians. It marked a tide change in public attitude toward historic preservation. The
importance of preservation of older city structures became an explicit City planning policy
with the establishment of a preservation program,in 1975. The program's first action was the
survey of pre-1920 residential units in the Central City known as the Page Survey. Initially,
600 structures and 16 preservation areas were recognized (400 acres or 17 percent of the Central City's 2,400 acres). The Design .Review Board and Preservation Board were established to
review the consistency of building rehabilitation or new construction with City design standard more compatible with the older housing of the area.

The Sacramento Central City Housing and Related Services Analysis: A Technical Report was commissioned by city in 1975. This report contained results of surveys of city residents that strongly
supported preservation of exiting housing stock and limited new apartment construction. It
was closely followed by the 1976 Sacramento Central City Study Implementation Strategy
that emphasized measures to reduce automobile impacts in residential neighborhoods by
conversion of streets from one way to two way, traffic signals, and traffic control measures.
The 1980 Sacramento Central City Community Plan called for maintaining the Central City as a
mixed-use area where owner-occupied single-family dwellings are a permanent feature. The
changes reflected the City's support of historic preservation, recognition of neighborhood
character and city revitalization. The City down-zoned over 700 acres of the Central City's
2,400 acres; 170 acres were rezoned to single-family zoning (R-1b); and another 285 acres
were placed into new reduced-density multiple family categories (R-3-a or RO). The census
track with the largest proportion of single-family zoning, Census Track 4, corresponds dosely
to the Project Area boundaries and has the greatest number of blocks consisting entirely of
single family homes (see zoning map).
The Central City Housing Strategy—Study, adopted as policy by the City in 1991, promotes
further rezoning of an additional 175 blocks from commercial categories to residential or
mixed use. The proposed zoning changes further emphasized a commitment by the city to
preserve housing stock. "The maintenance and preservation of existing housing and neighborhoods" is one of three housing strategy keystones and is supported by the second—"The
strengthening of residential identity." A further recommendation (R1A7) is "changing oneway streets in residential neighborhoods to two-way streets in order to reassert their locally
oriented residential character." These strategies bring together the City's commitment to protect its cultural resources, its historic homes, and preservation areas, and to support traditional residential neighborhoods.
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LARGE VEHICLE TRAFFIC
LONG 2-AXLE VEHICLES (30'+) AND 3 OR MORE AXLE VEHICLES

P U13 11 CWORR5
CITY OF

SACRAMENTO

Part

XX . Before NPTP, Annual Average 1994-1996
(YY) - Post NPTP, 1998 (With and Without Closures)
Total Annual Collisions Pre-Project = 277
Total Annual Collisions Pre-Closures = 259
Total Annual Collisions Post Closures = 235
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