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COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT             300 RICHARDS BLVD. 3RD FLR 

DEPARTMENT                                                                                           SACRAMENTO, CA 95811 

                                                                                                                                                                                                                  

 
DATE:  May 24, 2013 
 
TO:  Interested Persons 
 
RE: NOTICE OF PREPARATION OF AN ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT FOR 

THE MCKINLEY VILLAGE PROJECT (P08-086) AND NOTICE OF SCOPING 
MEETING (SCH No. 2008082049) 

 
 

COMMENT PERIOD:  May 24, 2013 to June 24, 2013 
 

SCOPING MEETING 
 

Responsible agencies and members of the public are invited to attend and provide input on the scope of 
the environmental document for the proposed McKinley Village project at a community meeting on 
Wednesday, June 12, 2013, from 5:30 p.m. to 7:00 p.m. at the following location: 

Clunie Community Center – McKinley Park 
601 Alhambra Boulevard 
Sacramento, California 95816 

Responsible agencies and members of the public are invited to attend and provide input on the scope of the 
environmental document. Written comments regarding relevant issues may be submitted at the meeting.  

NOTICE OF PREPARATION OF AN ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 

INTRODUCTION 

The City of Sacramento (“City”) is the Lead Agency and will prepare an environmental impact report 
(EIR), pursuant to the guidelines of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) for the McKinley 
Village project (proposed project). The EIR will evaluate potential significant environmental effects of the 
proposed project.  

The proposed project consists of development of 328 residential units, a neighborhood recreation center, 
parks, and other public spaces on an approximately 48-acre site located in the City of Sacramento, 
California (see Figure 1, Regional Map, and Figure 2, Project Location Map).  

The City, as the Lead Agency, is issuing a Notice of Preparation (NOP) to inform all responsible and 
trustee agencies and members of the public of the preparation of an EIR to evaluate potential impacts 
associated with construction and implementation of the proposed project. The purpose of the NOP is to 
provide information that describes the project and its potential environmental effects and to seek input 
from responsible and trustee agencies, as defined by CEQA (California Public Resources Code Sections 
21069, 21070), and members of the public as to the scope of the environmental analysis. Agencies 
should comment on such information as it relates to their statutory responsibilities in connection with the 
proposed project. 
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The NOP and subsequent environmental documents are posted on the City’s Environmental Impact 
Reports webpage at: http://www.cityofsacramento.org/dsd/planning/environmental-review/eirs/index.cfm 

The project description, location, and the potential environmental effects are discussed below, and maps 
depicting the project location and proposed site plan are attached at the end of this document.   

SUBMITTING COMMENTS 

Comments and suggestions as to the appropriate scope of analysis are invited from all interested parties.  
Written comments or questions concerning the proposed project should be directed to the City’s 
environmental project manager at the following address by 4:00 p.m. on June 24, 2013. Please include 
the contact person’s full name and address: 

Dana Allen, Associate Planner 
City of Sacramento, Community Development Department, 
300 Richards Blvd., Third Floor, Sacramento, California 95811 
916.808.2762 
dallen@cityofsacramento.org 

PROJECT LOCATION/SETTING/HISTORY 

The project site is located along the south side of Capital City Freeway north of the Union Pacific rail lines 
(UPRR), largely east of Alhambra Boulevard and largely west of Lanatt Street in the northeast area of 
downtown Sacramento (see Figure 2, Project Location). The Assessor’s Parcel Number is 001-0170-028. 

The project site is bounded on the south and east by an elevated portion of the UPRR tracks and on the 
north and west by the Capital City Freeway. Surrounding land uses include the former City of Sacramento 
28th Street Landfill to the north (the former landfill site has been designated as a future regional park – 
Sutter’s Landing Regional Park), and the River Park neighborhood to the east. Land uses to the south and 
west include the Cannery Business Park and residential neighborhoods in McKinley Park and East 
Sacramento. The American River is located approximately 0.5 mile east of the project site. 

The project site is currently vacant and contains a fallow field dominated by non-native grasses and 
shrubs along with four freestanding billboards and overhead utility lines and poles. Two groundwater 
monitoring wells and six soil gas probes are located along the northern portion of the project site used for 
post-closure monitoring of the 28th Street Landfill. Access to the project site is currently limited to an 
unimproved road (A Street) that connects to the downtown transportation grid at 28th Street. A two-lane 
roadway overpass across Capital City Freeway connects to the western end of the site. The project site 
is currently designated Planned Development (PD) in the City’s 2030 General Plan and zoned Heavy 
Industrial (M-2). 

A largely residential project with 397 housing units, which included a church site, was filed in 2008. The 
current proposal retains the same name and project number as the project filed in 2008. 
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The proposed project includes development of a 328-unit residential neighborhood on an approximately 
48-acre site (see Figure 3, Conceptual Land Use Plan). A variety of residences are proposed on different 
lot sizes. Second units would be offered as an option on some of the home plans. The overall density of 
the project is approximately 10.9 units per acre. One of the project applicant’s objectives is to provide a 
continuation of the existing residential neighborhoods in McKinley Park, East Sacramento, and Midtown 
south and west of the site. 

To address noise concerns, the project is proposing a 30-foot wide landscape/sound buffer adjacent to 
the northern boundary of the site with an approximately 10-foot high sound barrier consisting of a soil 
berm topped with a solid sound wall immediately adjacent to the edge of the property boundary. In 
addition, an 8-foot wide landscape buffer is proposed in the southern portion of the site adjacent to the 
UPRR right-of-way. The residences proposed adjacent to both the northern and southern boundaries of 
the site have been designed to provide a buffer for noise from the freeway as well as the UPRR tracks.    

Recreation and Open Space 

The proposed project includes three parks that total approximately 2.4-acres, and also includes an 
approximately 1-acre neighborhood recreation center and pool in the center of the project site (see 
Figure 3). The recreation center may also include a small local serving retail use (i.e., café, deli). The 
project includes landscaped public spaces—including public art and street furniture—as public places for 
residents and visitors. 

Landscaping includes over 2,000 trees throughout the site, including street trees along all project 
roadways consistent with City requirements and adjacent residential neighborhoods.  A mix of evergreen, 
deciduous, and coniferous trees (e.g., redwood, Deodor cedar) are proposed in the landscaped buffer 
areas adjacent to the freeway and UPRR right-of-way. Separated sidewalks are included along all 
roadways. The applicant’s objective in the design of project landscaping and tree-lined streets is 
intended to develop a project with character consistent with the surrounding residential neighborhoods in 
East Sacramento, McKinley Park, and Midtown. 

Access and Circulation 

Access to the project site would be provided from A Street and 28th Street to the west and 40th Street to 
the east (see Figure 4). The project is proposing to upgrade A Street and the freeway overpass in order to 
provide vehicle access to the site. Improvements include widening the bridge to add a second sidewalk and 
upgrading the guardrails. A second vehicle access is proposed in the eastern portion of the site through the 
extension of 40th Street through the Cannery site connecting to C Street between 40th Street and Tivoli 
Way. This connection would require an underpass to be constructed under the UPRR embankment. A 
pedestrian/bicycle tunnel is also proposed under the UPRR embankment connecting to the northern 
terminus of Alhambra Boulevard and B Street, in the southwestern portion of the site.  While the project site 
is in Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) Zone X and has 100-year flood protection, flood 
gates would be installed at the underpass and tunnel as a secondary flood control device in the event of an 
American River levee failure. 

As shown in Figure 3, the project is proposing a modified grid roadway layout with streets connecting 
throughout the site. 
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Utilities and Energy Features 

The project is proposing to tie into existing City water line connections at Alhambra Boulevard and C 
Street to create a “looped” system. Stormwater infrastructure would connect to an on-site detention 
facility that would retain flows during flood events to minimize any potential overflows. Storm drain flows 
would be pumped to Sump 99 via a proposed force main following either the new 40th Street extension 
and C Street or Lanatt and C Street. On-site wastewater lines would connect to the existing City 
Combined Sewer System at Alhambra Boulevard, and on-site detention would be constructed to meter 
wastewater during flood events, similar to storm drainage. The proposed project includes two stormwater 
detention basins in the western portion of the site, on the north and south side of A Street. The ultimate 
size of these basins will be determined once the drainage study is complete. The project may reserve 
land within the project site for a separate future City detention project that would require the installation of 
a subgrade holding tank to accommodate existing city combined sewer/stormwater flows. The exact 
location and timeline of this project is unknown at this time. 

Two groundwater monitoring wells and six soil gas probes located along the northern portion of the 
project site used for post-closure monitoring of the 28th Street Landfill would be relocated within the 
western and northern perimeter of the project site and the northern portion of the site. 

The proposed project includes energy conservation features including homes that are energy efficient 
with a goal to exceed the state’s Title 24 requirements. Homes would be pre-wired for solar and electric 
vehicle chargers and would incorporate sustainable materials such as low or zero volatile organic 
compound (VOC) paint and carpet. Energy required for the recreation center would be offset with on-site 
solar panels or other energy efficiency technology and measures.  

Project Phasing 

The project would be constructed in three phases starting with the easternmost portion of the site and 
continuing to the west. Construction of the extension of 40th Street and the underpass through the 
UPRR embankment connecting to the project site as well as the extension of A Street through the site, 
and improvements to the overpass would all be completed in the first phase. Construction of the 
pedestrian/bicycle tunnel through the UPRR embankment would occur in the third phase of development. 
A detailed phasing plan will be included in the EIR. 

Grading and Construction 

Construction of the proposed project would require site clearing, grading, utility trenching, and installation 
of utilities and roadways followed by building construction. It is anticipated construction activities would 
occur over an approximately 4-year period in three phases. It is anticipated construction of the backbone 
roadway infrastructure would occur in the first year followed by construction of the residences and other 
roadways anticipated to occur over a 3-year period. Construction equipment and construction worker 
vehicles generally would be staged on site or at the adjacent Cannery site. 

Off-Site Improvements 

The project also includes improvements to facilities off site that are required for the project. The off-site 
improvements include improving A Street from the intersection with 28th Street to the project site to meet 
current City roadway standards, and widening the overpass, as described above, that crosses the freeway; 
potential improvements to the at-grade railroad crossing at 28th and B Streets; constructing an extension of 
40th Street connecting to C Street and construction of an underpass under the UPRR embankment for 
vehicles; constructing a tunnel under the UPRR embankment for pedestrians and bicycles connecting to 
Alhambra Boulevard and B Street; and improvements to Sump 99. The proposed project also includes 
construction of a stormwater detention basin in the southwestern portion of the site on city-owned land. 
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Project Objectives 

The overarching goal of the proposed project is the orderly and systematic development of an integrated 
and sustainable residential community that is not only consistent with the goals and policies of the City of 
Sacramento 2030 General Plan and SACOG Blueprint Plan, but also is compatible with the aesthetic 
character of the McKinley Park and East Sacramento neighborhoods. Accordingly, the project applicant 
has developed the following objectives for the proposed project: 

 Create a residential community that incorporates the aesthetic qualities of the surrounding East 
Sacramento and McKinley Park neighborhoods.  

 Place residential uses near existing jobs and services to reduce vehicle miles traveled.  
 Make efficient use of an opportunity for infill development. 
 Utilize sustainable design and low impact development concepts. 
 Create a pedestrian-friendly development that promotes bicycle use and provides excellent 

bicycle access to downtown and other surrounding neighborhoods. 
 Incorporate parks and open space into the project design in a manner that provides community 

connectivity and is aesthetically pleasing. 
 Provide adequate access points for vehicular traffic. 

In addition to the applicant’s goals above, the City has developed the following objective for the 
proposed project: 

 Enhance the City’s supply of housing that provides a range of housing opportunities available to 
residents from a wide range of economic levels. 

POTENTIAL ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS 

The EIR will analyze potentially significant impacts that result from construction and operation of the 
proposed project. The project-level EIR will evaluate the potentially significant environmental impacts of 
the proposed project, on both a direct and cumulative basis, and will identify mitigation measures that 
may be feasible to lessen or avoid such impacts. The EIR will also identify and evaluate alternatives to 
the proposed project. The EIR will evaluate the following environmental issues contemplated for 
consideration under CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines, including: 

 Aesthetics 
 Air quality 
 Biological resources 
 Cultural resources  
 Greenhouse gases  
 Hydrology and water quality  
 Hazards and hazardous materials 
 Noise  
 Public services and public utilities  
 Traffic and circulation. 

Based on the site or project characteristics, it is not anticipated that impacts would occur within the following 
environmental topic areas, and therefore these specific environmental impact criteria would be scoped out 
and included in the Effects Found Not To Be Significant section of the EIR. A brief description of why each 
topic or impact area was found not to be significant, and therefore scoped out, is provided below. 
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Agricultural/Forest Land Resources: The 2010 Sacramento County Important Farmland Map identifies 
the project site as Farmland of Local Importance and indicates the project site does not contain soils 
designated as Important Farmland (i.e., Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide 
Importance) (California Department of Conservation 2012). The site is not designated or zoned for 
agricultural uses, and with the exception of a small orchard that was removed a number of years ago, the 
project site has not been used for any agricultural activities. There are no trees on the project site, and 
there are no Williamson Act contracts that affect the project site. Therefore, development of the site 
would not result in any impacts on agricultural or forest lands. 

Geology/Soils: The site is relatively flat and ranges from approximately 15 to 25 feet above mean sea 
level and is located within the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) 7.5-minute Sacramento East Quadrangle, 
Townships 8 and 9 North, Range 5 East. According to the Fault Activity Map of California and Adjacent 
Areas (Jennings 1994) and Peak Acceleration from Maximum Credible Earthquakes in California (CDMG 
1992), no active faults or Earthquake Fault Zones (Special Studies Zones) are located on the project site. 
The nearest mapped faults to the site are the Foothills Fault Zone located 20 miles east and  the 
Dunnigan Hills fault located approximately 24 miles to the west–northwest. According to the Soil Survey 
of Sacramento County (1993), soils within the project site belong to the Columbia soil series. The 
Columbia soil is classified as an Aquic Xerofluvent: a recently formed soil subject to frequent flooding. 
The depth to groundwater ranges between 13 to 16 feet and has been recorded as shallow as 6 feet 
below the surface. 

General Plan Policy EC 1.1.2 requires projects to prepare geotechnical investigations to determine the 
potential for ground rupture, ground-shaking, and liquefaction due to seismic events, as well as 
expansive soils and subsidence problems on sites where these hazards are potentially present. In 
addition, the City requires that all new development prepare a grading and erosion control plan (Chapter 
15.88.250) that includes, among other things, best management practices and a description of the 
location and methods of storage and disposal of construction materials. The design and future 
development of the project would comply with all City requirements. It is anticipated impacts to geology 
and soils would be less than significant. 

Mineral resources: The project site does not contain any land designed MRZ-2, as mapped by the 
California Geological Survey which indicates areas where significant mineral deposits are present or 
where a likelihood exists mineral resources may be present. Therefore, there would be no impacts on 
mineral resources. 

The EIR is focused on those issue areas most germane to the project and where potential impacts 
may result. 

Lead and Responsible Agencies 

The City of Sacramento will be the “lead agency,” in conformance with Sections 15050 and 15367 of the 
CEQA Guidelines. Responsible agencies that may have a role in issuing a permit or reviewing aspects of 
the project are listed below. 

Lead Agency Contact 

Dana Allen, Associate Planner 
City of Sacramento, Community Development Department, 
300 Richards Blvd., Third Floor, Sacramento, California 95811 
916.808.2762 
dallen@cityofsacramento.org 
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Responsible and Permitting Agencies 

 Regional Water Quality Control Board – Ensures compliance with the City’s National Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permit for any stormwater discharge associated with 
construction activity. 

 California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) – Encroachment permits for any work 
within or adjacent to a state roadway or within their right-of-way. 

 Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District – Oversees air quality and has the 
authority to require mitigation fees. 

 California Public Utilities Commission – Approval of a public crossing for the underpass and 
the bicycle/pedestrian tunnel. 

 Twin Rivers Unified School District, Sacramento City Unified School District, and the 

County Committee on School District Organization – To approve the territory transfer from 
the Twin Rivers Unified School District to the Sacramento City Unified District to the extent that 
such action is not otherwise exempt from CEQA. The Governing Boards of each district may take 
an action approving the territory transfer and the County Committee on School District 
Organization will be the agency with authority to approve the transfer.  Appeals may be filed with 
the State Board of Education which will act as the final arbiter in the event of an appeal. 

Required Entitlements and Permits 

The project applicant, Encore McKinley Village, is requesting the following entitlements and approvals for 
the proposed project. 

 Certification of the EIR and adoption of the Mitigation Monitoring Plan 
 General Plan Amendment to redesignate the site from Planned Development to Traditional 

Neighborhood Medium Density (8–21 dwelling units per acre (du/ac)) 
 Rezone from Heavy Industrial (M-2) to Single-Family Alternative (R-1A PUD) zone 
 Establishment of the McKinley Village Planned Unit Development (PUD) Guidelines and 

Schematic Plan 
 Tentative Subdivision Map 
 Large Lot Tentative Subdivision Map to subdivide 48.8 acres 
 Subdivision Modifications to allow non-standard street sections and alleys. 

Attachments: 
 
Figure 1 – Regional Map 
Figure 2 – Project Location Map  
Figure 3 – Site Plan 
Figure 4 – Connectivity Map 
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FIGURE 3

Site Plan
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FIGURE 4

Connectivity Map
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From: vitosgromo [mailto:vsgromo11@comcast.net]  

Sent: Monday, July 08, 2013 12:06 AM 
To: Dana Allen; Evan Compton; Steve Cohn; Sue Brown; 'Jameson Parker'; Peter Fenolio; ILee Muller; 

Anne Romo; Consuelo Hernandez 
Cc: 'Alan Parker'; 'Dale Kooyman'; 'Vickie Valine'; mhvaline@gmail.com; 'Burgua William'; 'Karen 

Jacques'; 'Smith Clara'; smdtyler@aol.com; berdany@aol.com 

Subject: McKinley Village Proposal Response 

 

July 7, 2013 

Dana L. Allen, Associate Planner 
Environmental Planning Services 
Community Development Department 
City of Sacramento 
300 Richards Blvd., 3rd Floor 
Sacramento, CA 95811 
 

McKinley Village Proposal Response PO8-086 

 

I am writing to respond to the proposal by River West Investments to build 325 homes 

at the Assessor’s Parcel Number 001-0170-028.The project site is bounded on the 

south and east by the elevated portion of the UPRR tracks and on the north and west by 

the Capitol City Freeway. 

 

If approved as proposed, this project has major negative impacts to several regional 

development projects and future area transportation expansions. 

 

1. Sutter Landing Parkway (Richards Boulevard Connector). 

The General Plan (http://www.sacgp.org/index.html) has identified the future development 

of a parkway road, Sutter Landing Parkway (Richards Boulevard Connector) as a road 

that must be built to connect the I50 Highway to the Sutter Landing Regional Park, 

Route 160, to the major Railyard Central City Development and the new proposed 

arena and surrounding Downtown entertainment district. The Sutter Landing parkway is 

critical to the development of a regional park, the largest urban infill project in the West 

Coast and the new arena. 

Negative Impact: McKinley Village Proposal would if approved would eliminate the 

Sutter Landing Parkway by abandoning the ELvas Roadway and Lanett route and 

eliminating the needed land inside the proposed McKinley Village Proposal.  

 

Recommendation: River West Investments must alter their plans by allow enough land 

for the future Sutter Landing Parkway and abandon the 40th Street underpass and use 

Lanett Street as the underpass to connect to Elvas Boulevard Road.  



2. Union Pacific Railroad Expansion 

UP is planning additional train lines (see attached reports, Sacramento Roseville 3rd 

Track and CAL HSR).  

 

Negative Impacts: River West Investments must set aside sufficient land to allow UP to 

expand. Also these additional train lines and the train traffic will eliminate the use of 28th 

Street as an access point for the McKinley Village Housing Proposal. 

 

Recommendation: River West Investments must set aside sufficient land to ensure UP 

can add the additional tracks. Also River West Investments must designate 28th Street 

as a bike and pedestrian access since in the near future it will no longer be available for 

automobile traffic and enlarge the opening at Alhambra for 2 way auto traffic. 

 

3. Caltrans I80 Expansion 

Caltrans is planning a future expansion of the I 80 Highway that borders the McKinley 

Village Project (See attachment SR 51 PL Final 01-08-13). This should include on and 

off ramps to connect to the Sutter Park Landing Parkway.  

 

Negative Impacts: River West Investments has not allowed sufficient land to allow 

Caltrans to expand I80 thereby improving a bottleneck highway, reducing pollution and 

connecting with the Sutter Landing Parkway. 

 

Recommendation: River West Investments has to redesign its housing proposal to allow 

sufficient land for the Caltrans expansion and the addition of an on and off ramps to 

connect to the Sutter Landing Parkway. 

 

4. Traffic Impacts to Local Streets 

River West Investments is funding a traffic study on the impacts of their proposal to 

access 28th and 40th Streets for automobile access to the McKinley Village housing 

project. According to the General Plan (http://www.sacgp.org/index.html) both streets are 

designated as local streets.  

 

Negative Impacts: Although the traffic study has not been completed, the increase traffic 

could potentially exceed the capacity of the local streets.  

 

Recommendation:  River West Investments should re-design the access points into 

their proposed housing developments to connect with city streets designated as 

collectors or artilleries such as ELvas Boulevard through Lanett and to Alhambra 

Boulevard.  

 



5. Caltrans New Proposed Capitol Railyard 

Caltrans is currently examining the use of the land River West Investments has 
proposed for their housing project for a major new railyard and maintenance facility for 
Amtrak trains. Caltrans needs to build a new maintenance facility for Amtrak’s Capital 
Corridor and San Joaquin Corridor trains (See attached Sacramento Bee Article, Friday 
July 5, 2013) 

Negative Impacts: River West Investments if approved would have a very serious 

impact to the expansion of train transportation in Northern and Central California.  

 

Recommendation: Place a temporary hold on any approval for the River West 

Investments McKinley Village Proposal until City and State officials determine the final 

location of the Capitol Railyard. 

 

Conclusion 

 

McKinley Village proposal if approved in its current design would negatively impact 

several major transportation and development plans including the development of the 

UP Central City Railyard Infill Project and Arena Entertainment District that are larger in 

scale than the McKinley Village Project and have not only city but regional impacts.  

 

For the greater good of the city of Sacramento and Northern California I suggest 

that McKinley Village Project be placed on hold until the new Capitol Railyard 

location is finalized. Also if the McKinley Village Project is still planned for the 

current suggested site it must alter its design to allow sufficient land for 

transportation rail and road expansions and relocation of automobile access to 

Alhambra Boulevard and Lanett Streets that are designated to handle the 

increased traffic.  

 

Let me know if you have any questions or if you need further information. 

Thank you. 

 

Vito Sgromo 

Cell 916 719-1477 

 



SACRAMENTO 

State wants new capital railyard 

CALTRANS LOOKS AT CITY PARK OR FORMER CENTRAGE SITE AS PLACE TO 

SERVICE AMTRAK TRAINS 

By Hudson Sangree hsangree@sacbee.com 

 

Sacramento has spent decades cleaning up and finding new uses for two historic city railyards. 

Now the state of California wants to build a new one in the urban core. 

State transportation planners are looking at sites in east Sacramento and at Sutter’s Landing 

Regional Park along the American River, as places to build a major new railyard and 

maintenance facility for Amtrak trains. 

Word of the state Department of Transportation’s plans spread in the last few days and surprised 

city officials and developers hoping to build hundreds of homes on the east Sacramento site. 

“We just learned about it this week,” said Megan Norris, vice president of Riverview Capital 

Investments. The firm, headed by former state Treasurer Phil Angelides, has been promoting 

plans to build Mc-Kinley Village, a 328-home development, on the vacant swath of land by the 

Capital City Freeway. The property is commonly known as Centrage, after one of several failed 

projects there. 



Sacramento City Councilman Steve Cohn, whose district contains both areas under 

consideration, said the revelation that Caltrans was looking at the sites to service Amtrak trains 

“came as news to me.” 

He said any plans to put a railyard at Sutter’s Landing Park, built atop a former landfill, would be 

unacceptable. A map of the proposal suggests the railyard could impinge on city parkland. Even 

if it didn’t, Cohn said the city is planning to expand the park by acquiring acreage now in private 

hands. “We spent a lot of time and effort to convert an industrial facility into a park,” he said. 

Caltrans spokesman Mark Dinger said the department’s plans are preliminary, with the two 

Sacramento locations being evaluated. 

“We are going to be in discussions with the city of Sacramento on the proposed sites,” he said. 

“However, it will be some time before a determination is made.” 

Caltrans, he said, needs to build a new maintenance facility for Amtrak’s Capital Corridor and 

San Joaquin Corridor trains. The current maintenance facility in Oakland is at or near capacity, 

he said. “They want to develop another one for future needs.” 

A Caltrans project description says the Federal Railroad Administration last year awarded it a 

$168 million grant to buy six locomotives and 42 passenger cars to bolster the two lines, and the 

Oakland facility will be unable to maintain all the new cars. 

A new facility would provide inspections and repair, along with refueling, food restocking and 

cleaning of the interior and exterior of trains. 

A Caltrans rendering of the proposed maintenance facility on the 48-acre McKinley Village site 

shows 28 tracks with shops to service locomotives and coaches. It includes buildings for 

contractors and administrators, employee parking and a train wash. 

Cohn said he would be open to the facility at the Mc-Kinley Village site, where some neighbors 

oppose the proposed housing development. The area is walled off from existing neighborhoods 

by a 20-foot elevated rail line and sits beside speeding freeway traffic. Noise mitigation 

measures might be put in place, and modern rail facilities tend to be cleaner than their 19th and 

20th century predecessors, Cohn said. 

News that central Sacramento might get a new rail-yard arrived the same week that state 

environmental officials approved a toxic cleanup plan for the central shops section of the 

downtown Sacramento railyard. The area was a locomotive manufacturing and railroad 

maintenance facility for 130 years, leaving numerous contaminants in the soil. The 240-acre 

former Southern Pacific railyard is being readied for redevelopment as an extension of 

downtown with housing, offices and stores, as well as a major railroad technology museum. 

At another former railyard in the Curtis Park neighborhood, developer Paul Petrovich spent $30 

million cleaning toxics from the soil. He plans to build 268 homes and retail shops on 72 acres 

near Sacramento City College. Construction is expected to start soon. 



To address the prospect of a new railyard, Cohn and city staff members are planning to meet 

with Caltrans officials Monday to learn more about their plans. 

“We know our region better than they do,” Cohn said. 

McKinley Village developer Norris said she had spoken briefly with Caltrans officials earlier 

this week. She said she came away with the idea that they preferred the approximately 54-acre 

site at Sutter’s Landing because it is at-grade with the existing rail line. 

“If they decide it’s going to be our site, we could have to look at it,” she said. 

The McKinley Village site was once owned by Caltrans but is now controlled by developer 

Angelo K. Tsakopoulos. The former peach orchard has seen a series of development plans 

defeated by neighborhood opposition. 

The failures included a high-rise office, apartment and hotel development plan in the early 1990s 

called Centrage. Many area residents still know the land by that name. 

The current housing plan has already ignited debate about whether it’s the best use for the 

awkward site. 

Norris said the property remains zoned industrial and could easily accommodate the rail plan. 

But the McKinley Village plan for leafy residential streets, with a central park and walking paths 

is a better option, she said. 

“We have every intention to move forward with this project,” Norris said. “We think it’s a great 

project and the best fit for the surrounding neighborhood.” 

Call The Bee’s Hudson  

Sangree, (916) 321-1191. Bee staff writer Tony Bizjak contributed to this report.  

 



MEMORANDUM
 

299 Nevada Street · Auburn, CA 95603 · (530) 823-4030 · FAX 823-4036 
www.pctpa.net 

TO: PCTPA Board of Directors DATE:  March 27, 2013
  
FROM: Celia McAdam, Executive Director  
  
SUBJECT: PRESENTATION: THIRD TRACK RAIL PROJECT BETWEEN 

SACRAMENTO AND ROSEVILLE 
 
ACTION REQUESTED 
None.  For discussion only. 
 
BACKGROUND 
The Board has a long-standing policy to aggressively pursue additional passenger rail service to 
Placer County.  This has involved working closely with the Capitol Corridor Joint Powers 
Authority (CCJPA) in addressing the interests and needs of Union Pacific (UPRR) as we pursue 
their permission to add passenger trips.  After more than 20 years of these efforts, we still remain 
at one round trip per day. 
 
Hopes were rekindled in 2008 when Union Pacific has expressed a willingness to discuss 
additional passenger service as part of a package of improvements that would benefit both freight 
and passenger capacity.  The improvements can be roughly categorized as follows: 
 
Donner Project 
UPRR has long been interested in double tracking an approximately 10 mile segment of their rail 
line in the Donner Summit area as a way of improving their freight capacity.  Trade Corridor 
Improvement Fund (TCIF) under Proposition 1B was identified by UPRR as a promising source 
of financing.  Requirements for the TCIF include sponsorship by a public agency and a 50% 
match from UPRR.    

 
CCJPA, with PCTPA concurrence, agreed to sponsor and support UPRR’s bid for TCIF funding 
for the Donner project provided that UPRR allow a second Capitol Corridor round trip to 
Auburn.   

 
Sacramento-Roseville Third Track Project 
Full implementation of the CCJPA Business Plan includes 10 round trips daily to Roseville.  It 
has long been challenging to negotiate this with UPRR, as Roseville is home to the largest 
freight yard west of the Mississippi, providing a convergence of UPRR’s Donner and Feather 
River routes that connect California to the rest of the US.  The Sacramento – Roseville section is 
a particular area of freight traffic congestion that UPRR would like to address.   

 
The specific project being considered to improve both passenger and freight rail capacity is to 
add a third track between Sacramento and Roseville, and potentially move the Roseville rail 
station to a location that would reduce impacts to freight traffic.    
 
 



PCTPA Board of Directors 
SACRAMENTO-ROSEVILLE THIRD TRACK PROJECT 
April 2013 
Page 2 
 
 
 
In 2002, PCTPA programmed $3 million in Regional Choice funds and the Caltrans Division of 
Rail programmed $3.3 million in Interregional funds in the State Transportation Improvement 
Program (STIP) for environmental clearance and design of the Third Track Project.   
 
After many years of delays, work is now underway on the environmental phase, including 
Federal compliance, with completion expected in 2014.  Design, right of way, and construction 
will follow.  CCJPA is in the lead for this project, with consulting assistance from HDR 
Engineering.  PCTPA and the City of Roseville are key partners in the effort. 
 
DISCUSSION 
In early March, CCJPA and PCTPA were advised that UPRR elected to withdraw their offer to 
provide the required matching funds for the Donner Project.  As a result, the project is no longer 
eligible to be considered for Proposition 1B funding. 
 
Jim Allison, CCJPA Director of Planning, will provide the Board with a presentation on the 
Sacramento-Roseville Third Track Project environmental process, along with the identified 
alternatives and issues. 
 
CM:ss 
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INTRODUCTION 
 
The State Route  (SR) 51 Preliminary  Investigation  (PI)  is one of a  series of  studies being  conducted by Caltrans 
District  3,  in  coordination  and  consultation with major  stakeholder  partners,  to  determine  the  feasibility  and 
prioritization of improvements to the State Highway System within a segment of the larger corridor defined within 
the 2009 Interstate 80 and Capital City Freeway Corridor System Management Plan (I‐80/SR 51 CSMP), as shown in 
Figure 1.  The PI is the first stage of the project initiation document process, which is the linkage between planning 
and  project  development.    The  PI  provides  critical  initial  project  scoping  and  assurances  regarding  project 
feasibility and selection, and significantly  improves and streamlines  the development of  the  subsequent Project 
Initiation Document (PID), thereby focusing resources on achieving the most mobility benefits for the least amount 
of cost.   
 
The SR 51 PI addresses the need for operational and capacity improvements for the entire segment of SR 51 in the 
City of Sacramento.   Candidate  improvement projects  include Transportation Operation System  (TOS) elements, 
High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV, Bus/Carpool) lanes, and auxiliary/transition lanes. 
 
PRELIMINARY INVESTIGATION NEED AND PURPOSE  
 
There  is  a  need  to  address  the  traffic  conditions  on  SR  51 which  is  currently  operating  beyond  capacity,  and 
congestion and delay will be exacerbated by proposed local land use development in the vicinity and by population 
growth.    Planned  development,  particularly  at  Cal  Expo, will  increase  traffic which will  degrade  travel  times, 
average speed, and other traffic performance measures.  The 2009 Mobility Performance Report (MPR) identified 
SR 51 as having five of District 3’s top 10 bottlenecks.    
 
The purpose of  the SR 51 PI  is  to create a planning approach  that  focuses on gaining early consensus regarding 
needed  improvements,  determine  feasibility,  and  prioritize  projects  to  reduce  congestion  and  improve  traffic 
operations.  This will allow for a coordinated approach to programming (funding) the capital investments to achieve 
an efficient  transportation  system based on  the most effective  improvements.   Early and  consistent  collaboration 
with  local partners and stakeholders  is needed  to gain a consensus on a  funding and programming approach  to 
implement  needed  improvements  within  SR  51  to  ensure  the  timely  implementation  of  improvements  for 
continued efficient operation of the highway. 
 
CORRIDOR BACKGROUND 
 
As shown in Figure 2, SR 51 is located in the City of Sacramento and is officially signed as part of Business Loop 80 
and named the Capital City Freeway.  SR 51 is a route of vital importance to regional and interregional travel and 
goods movement.  It provides a vital link for downtown Sacramento, Cal Expo, and Arden Mall, and it connects two 
major highways, US Highway 50  (US 50) and  Interstate 80  (I‐80).    It  is a heavily traveled  facility and experiences 
significant congestion during peak periods.   As growth continues,  local  land use development will put additional 
pressure on SR 51. 
 
The 8.9‐mile urban arterial freeway runs southwest to northeast and begins at the junction of US 50 and SR 99 as 
an elevated 6‐lane  freeway with one Bus/Carpool  lane and auxiliary  lane  in each direction.   Between Exposition 
Boulevard (Bl.) and SR 160, the facility  is five  lanes until SR 160 when SR 51 becomes an 8‐lane facility and then 
narrows to and remains a 6‐lane  freeway  from SR 160 to  its eastern  junction with  I‐80.   Bus/Carpool  lanes exist 
between SR 99 and J Street (St.), and auxiliary  lanes run  in the north and southbound directions between SR 99 
and  J  St.  as well  as  between  the Arden Way  and Marconi Avenue  (Av.)  interchanges.    The  lane  configuration 
diagram is shown in Figure 3.   
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          Figure 1: Interstate 80/Capital City Freeway Corridor System Management Plan Network 
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Figure 2: SR 51 PI Project Area 
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Figure 3: SR 51 Lane Configuration Diagram 
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       Match Line A                                      Match Line B   
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EXISTING AND FUTURE CONDITIONS 
 
EXISTING CONDTIONS 
 
The PI used existing data supplied in the 2009 I‐80/SR 51 Corridor System Management Plan, the 2011 I‐80/SR 51 
State of the Corridor Report, and the 2012 SR 51 Preliminary  Investigation Modeling Report.    It should be noted 
that some of the existing facility performance data is several years old.  However, the current economic recession 
has  resulted  in stagnant growth and  traffic volumes have  remained  relatively  flat.     Therefore,  the performance 
data is still valid.  These Plans and Reports show that SR 51 is currently operating with low free flow speeds, stop‐
and‐go  traffic,  bottlenecks,  and  significant  vehicle  hours  of  delay.    There were  approximately  855,000  annual 
vehicle hours of delay  in 2009  for both directions on  the corridor.   The cost of  these vehicle hours of delay are 
calculated by  factoring  lost  time,  fuel consumed, and wear and  tear on  the vehicle.   Vehicle hour of delay cost 
equals $17.35 based on the vehicle mix of trucks and cars, the price of fuel, value of time and wages, and vehicle 
repairs.  In sum, annual vehicle hours of delay on SR 51 cost $14.8 million in 2009, as shown in Table 1.   
 

Table 1: Existing Facility Conditions 

Segment 
Post 
Miles 

Location 
Description 

Existing 
LOS 

Existing Facility 

Total Annual 
Vehicle Hours 
of Delay (60 
mph) SR 51 
NB, 2009 

Total Annual 
Vehicle Hours 
of Delay (60 
mph) SR 51 
SB, 2009 

Cost 
of 

Delay 
per 
Hour 

Total 
Annual 
Cost of 

Delay, NB 
and SB, 
2009 

1  0.0/4.4 
US 50/SR 99/ 
SR 51 IC to 
Arden Way 

F 
6F + 2 HOV to N St + 2 
Aux to J St., 6F to 

Arden Way 
437,000  171,000  $17.35  $10,548,800 

2  4.4/8.9 
Arden Way 
to I‐80 

F 
6F + 2 Aux to Marconi 

Av., 6F to I‐80 
150,000  97,000  $17.35  $4,285,450 

 
The more  recent MPR  identified  an  increase  in  annual  vehicle  hours  of  delay  for  both  directions  in  2011  to 
approximately 959,693.  This equates to an even greater annual cost of $16.7 million.  
 
Southbound (SB) daily delay increases steadily throughout the week with the lowest delays occurring on Monday 
and the highest delays on Fridays.  Northbound (NB) daily delay remains fairly constant throughout the week.  The 
NB direction  of  SR  51  experiences minor delay  in  the morning  peak period  and major  delay  in  the  afternoon, 
peaking between 3:15 and 6:15 p.m.   As shown on Figure 4, the SB direction experiences peaking between 6:00 
and 9:00 A.M. and 3:00 and 6:00 P.M..  
 

   Figure 4: SR 51 NB and SB Delay 

 
Vehicle Hours of Delay under 65 MPH by Time of Day, April 1‐14, 2008 

0

100

200

300

400

500

600

700

800

900

1000

5
:0
0

6
:0
0

7
:0
0

8
:0
0

9
:0
0

1
0
:0
0

1
1
:0
0

1
2
:0
0

1
3
:0
0

1
4
:0
0

1
5
:0
0

1
6
:0
0

1
7
:0
0

1
8
:0
0

1
9
:0
0

2
0
:0
0

NB

SB



6   EXISTING AND FUTURE CONDITIONS | State Route 51 Preliminary Investigation  

 

BOTTLENECK ANALYSIS 
 

The 2000 Highway Capacity Manual defines a bottleneck as “a road element on which demand exceeds capacity.”  
Bottleneck  locations and causality were  identified for SR 51 as part of the development of the  I‐80/SR 51 CSMP.  
Bottleneck  locations  identified  in  the  CSMP  were  determined  using  a  combination  of  Caltrans  Performance 
Measurement System (PeMS) data, the Highway Congestion Monitoring Program (HICOMP) report, probe vehicle 
tachometer (“tach”) runs, and field observations.   Causalities for these major bottlenecks range from high traffic 
demand  (congestion),  heavy  weaving/merging  areas,  or  physical  constraints  such  as  lane  drops,  incomplete 
Bus/Carpool  lane network, and  incomplete Auxiliary/Transition Lane network.   Minor or hidden bottlenecks are 
less pronounced but may  result  in a major bottleneck  if another major bottleneck  is  removed or not activated.  
These minor bottlenecks include the termination of auxiliary lanes.  The report compared the tach run data, field 
observations, and the number of days a particular bottleneck occurs to determine the severity of the bottlenecks.  
Table 2 shows a summary of the SR 51 bottlenecks. 
 

Table 2: SR 51 Bottlenecks 

Location  Post Miles 

PeMS Speed 
Contours 

Caltrans Probe 
Vehicle Runs  Cause 

AM  PM  AM  PM 

Northbound 

E St.  2  Minor  Major    Major 
The upstream lane drop combined with the increase in traffic 
from E St and the short merge at the E St. on‐ramp. 

Exposition Bl.  2.5  Minor  Minor    Minor 
Exiting vehicles at Exposition Bl., as well as the lane drop at the 
Arden off‐ramp. 

El Camino Av.  4.5  Minor  Major     

The increase in traffic demand from El Camino Av. causes the 
bottleneck at El Camino Av..  Also, the lane drop and horizontal 
curve at the Marconi Bridge cause a reduction in capacity, 
resulting in a bottleneck and a queue that extends back to El 
Camino, and sometimes to the SR 51/SR 160 merge point. 

Marconi Av.  5.5  Minor  Minor     
The termination of the auxiliary lane at Marconi Av. and a 
horizontal curve on SR 51 just past the Marconi Av. interchange. 

Watt Av.  8        Major 
Vehicles exiting and entering at Watt Ave create a merging and 
weaving  

Southbound 

Watt Av.   7  Major    Major   
The increase in traffic entering from Watt Ave and is perpetuated 
by the upstream lane drop and heavy volumes from I‐80. 

El Camino Av.   4.5  Major    Major   
Weaving vehicles headed to Arden or SR 160, along with vehicles 
entering from El Camino and the lane drop at SR 160. 

Exposition Bl.   3    Major    Major 
The increase in traffic entering from Exposition Bl., the heavy 
volume exiting at Exposition, heavy demand from Arden, and the 
downstream lane drop. 

E St.   2  Minor      Minor 
The narrowing of the freeway right‐of‐way as it crosses under the 
railway and service bridges while rounding a corner. 

 

The more recent 2011 MPR and 2012 PeMs data identified an additional SB AM bottleneck at Auburn Bl. (PM 7.6), 
NB and SB PM bottlenecks between E St. and the American River Bridge,  and NB and SB PM bottlenecks by T St. 
(PM 0.1).   
 
FUTURE CONDITIONS 
 

Overall traffic has increased and will continue to increase due to development within the corridor.  Table 3 depicts 
the current and forecasted data for the facility as identified in the I‐80/SR 51 CSMP.  Traffic volumes are forecasted 
to increase 40 percent (%) in the twenty years from 2007 to 2027 for both the peak hour traffic and the average 
annual daily traffic.   While the actual volume  increases between 2007 and 2027 will  likely be smaller due to the 
downturn  of  the  economy,  there will  still  be  significant  increased  demand.    Along with  this,  the  volume  over 
capacity (V/C) ratio will significantly increase from 1.02 to 1.29 on Segment 1 and from 1.08 to 1.54 on Segment 2.  
With such  large  increases,  it  is  imperative  to provide  improvements  that will ensure  the continued  functionality 
and operating efficiency of SR 51. 
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1
 Peak Directional Split:  The percentage of total traffic in the heaviest traveled direction during the peak hour. 
2 
Average Annual Daily Traffic (AADT): The average number of vehicles per day in both directions. 

3
 Volume over Capacity (V/C): The volume of traffic compared to the capacity of the roadway. 
4
 Data derived from SACMET Travel Demand modal 

 
 

PROJECT IMPROVEMENTS AND PRIORITIZATION PROCESS 
 
A prioritized list of candidate improvement projects was developed based on the following process: 
 
A SR 51 PI Project Development Team (PDT) composed of representatives from Caltrans’ Planning, Right‐of‐Way, 
Environmental,  and  Traffic Operations,  as well  as  the City of  Sacramento,  Sacramento Regional  Transit District 
(SacRT), and  the Sacramento Area Council of Governments  (SACOG) participated  in a  series of meetings where 
they identified the scope, desired outcomes, resource needs, and a candidate list of improvements to SR 51.  The 
improvements  included  traffic  operations  system  (TOS)  elements,  auxiliary/transition  lanes,  Bus/Carpool  lanes, 
and widening of structures, and are depicted in Figure 5.   
 
Once  the  candidate  improvement  projects  were  identified,  they  were  analyzed  to  identify  their  incremental 
contribution  toward  corridor  mobility  and  prioritized  based  on  the  results  of  the  individual  and  aggregated 
analyses.   Transportation modeling  applications,  including micro  simulation  analysis, were used  to quantify  the 
benefits and determine  the prioritization of  the auxiliary/transition  lanes and Bus/Carpool  lane projects.   Ramp 
metering and  Intelligent Transportation System projects were not  included  in  the micro simulation analysis, but 
are the highest priority based on their relatively low cost and high benefits.   
 
The micro simulation modeling determined the traffic impacts and measures of effectiveness of specific/packaged 
projects on  the SR 51 mainline and  interchanges. The modeling  incorporated PeMS count data, manual counts, 
origin/destination data, and projected growth from the SACMET travel demand model.   
 
The modeling was conducted  in two separate studies.   The first focused on alternatives associated with adding a 
transition lane in the NB direction from E St. to the American River (Am. River) Bridge. The second examined the 
benefits of adding auxiliary/transition lanes compared to adding Bus/Carpool lanes on all of SR 51.   The E St. NB 
transition lane project was separated from the second modeling study because it involved the possible closure of 
the E St. on‐ramp and, therefore, would require unique considerations. 
 
The final list of prioritized projects is indicated in Table 4. 
 

Table 3:  Current and Future Travel Conditions

County  Location 

Current Traffic Data—2007  Future Traffic Data — 20274 

% of 
Trucks 

Peak 
Directional 

Split1 

Peak 
Hour 
Traffic

Average 
Annual 
Daily 
Traffic2 

Volume 
over 

Capacity3

Peak 
Hour 
Traffic 
(Build) 

Average 
Annual 
Daily 
Traffic 
(Build)2 

Volume 
over 

Capacity 
(No‐
Build)3 

Volume 
over 

Capacity 
(Build)3 

SAC 

Segment 1: US 50/SR 99 to 
Arden Way/SR 51/ 160 IC 

4%  59%  13,000 166,000 1.02  18,200  232,400  1.29  1.29 

Segment 2: Arden Way/ SR 
51/ 160 IC to I 80 

4%  59%  11,800 151,000 1.08  16,520  211,400  1.54  1.54 
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            Figure 5: SR 51 PI Improvement Projects
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Table 4: SR 51 PI Prioritized Projects 

Project 
# 

Post 
Mile 

Location  Description 

Cost Estimates ($1,000) 

Road  Structures 
# Parcels 
Impacted 

ROW  
Subtotal 
(capital 
costs)

TOTAL 
(with 

support)

Ramp Metering Projects 

1 

A  0.1  T St.   Add Ramp Meter, southbound (SB)              $500  $660 

B  0.6  N St.  Add Ramp Meter, SB              $500  $660 

C  1.1  H St.  Add Ramp Meter, SB               $500  $660 

D  3.3  Exposition Bl.  Add Ramp Meter, northbound (NB)              $500  $660 

E  3.4  Exposition Bl.  Add Ramp Meter, SB              $500  $660 

F  4.1  Arden Way  Add Ramp Meter, SB              $500  $660 

G  4.2  Arden Way  Add Ramp Meter, NB              $500  $660 

H  4.6  El Camino Av.  Add Ramp Meter, NB              $500  $660 

I  4.8  El Camino Av.  Add Ramp Meter, SB              $500  $660 

J  5.4  Marconi Av.  Add Ramp Meter, SB              $500  $660 

K  6.7  Fulton Av.  Add Ramp Meter, SB              $500  $660 

L  8.6  SR 244  Add Ramp Meter, SB              $500  $660 

Intelligent Transportation System (ITS) Projects 

2  6.22   Bell St.  Convert Traffic Monitoring Station to Automatic Vehicle Counter for improved vehicle classification data set.  $60  0  0  0  $60  $79 

3  0.0/8.8  US 50 to I‐80 
Install fiber‐optic communication lines along corridor to connect all ITS elements, and improve communication and reliability.  Also, 
add Blue Tooth reader for improved travel time measurement. 

$880  0  0  0  $880  $1,300 

E Street Transition Lane Project 

4A  1.4/2.6  E St to the Am. River Bridge   
Add NB Transition Lane.  This Project alternative assumes that the E St. On‐Ramp will remain open.  Additional Structural and ROW 
costs will become necessary to lengthen B St. and Elvas St. underpasses, and A St. overcrossing (OC). 

$3,780   $8,600   11 to 20  $35,000 +/‐ $15,000  $47,380   $62,500 

4B  1.4/2.6  E St to the Am. River Bridge 
Add NB Transition Lane.  This Project alternative assumes design exceptions for reduced lane width in certain locations and that the E 
St. NB On‐Ramp will close.  No additional Structural and ROW costs will become necessary. 

$2,940  $0  $0  $0  $2,940  $3,900 

American River Bridge Project 

5  2.6  Am. River Bridge  Widen from 3‐ to 5‐lanes in each direction for phased inclusion of Transition and Bus/Carpool lanes.  $2,700  $91,300   1 to 10  $3,000 +/‐ $2,000  $97,000   $128,000 

Transition and Auxiliary Lane Projects 

6  2.6/3.1  Am. River Bridge to Exposition Bl.  Add NB Transition lane.  $2,700  $0  1 to 10  $3,000 +/‐ $2,000  $5,700  $7,500 

7  3.1/3.7  NB Exposition Bl. to SR 160  Add NB Transition lane.  Widen NB SR 160 SEP to 4‐lanes  $3,000  $31,500  0  $25 +/‐ $25  $34,525  $45,600 

8  5.5/7.6  Marconi Av. to Watt Av. 
Add NB Transition lane.  Lengthen Marconi, Fulton & Watt Avs. OC. Reconstruct Howe & Bell Avs. Ramps. Lengthen SB on‐ramp from 
Auburn/Watt Av. ramp flyover ramp. Widen Arcade Creek Bridge to 4‐lanes each direction. 

$19,500  $21,200  1 to 10  $3,000 +/‐ $2,000  $43,700  $57,700 

9  5.5/8.7  Watt Av. to Marconi Av.  Add SB Transition lane.   Lengthen Marconi, Fulton & Watt Avs. OC. Lengthen SB on‐ramp from Auburn/Watt Av. ramp flyover ramp.  $17,500  $0  1 to 10  $3,000 +/‐ $2,000  $20,500  $27,000 

10  3.0/3.2  Exposition Bl.   Add Auxiliary lane SB between ramps.  Modify EB Exposition Bl. loop on‐ramp.  $9,000  $0  0  $500 +/‐ $500  $9,500  $12,500 

11  1.4/3.1  Exposition Bl. to E St. 
Add SB Transition lane.  Lengthen B St. underpass.  Lengthen A St. OC.  Extend Bus/Carpool lane.  This Project Alternative assumes 
completion of Project 2B.  Structures work not required if Project 2A completed.   

$5,200  $8,600  11 to 20  $50,000   $63,800  $84,200 

Bus/Carpool Lane Projects 

12  0.0/8.2  US 50 to I‐80  Add Bus/Carpool lanes  $150,100  $76,500  100 +  $50,000+  $276,600  $365,100 

Other Projects 

13  1.8  Sutter’s Landing IC & Parkway  Construct a full interchange  and 4‐lane parkway from SR 160 to SR 51 (City of Sacramento Project)  $100,000  TBD  21 to 50  $35,000 +/‐ $15,000  $135,000  $178,200 
 Cost Estimates include roadways, structures, right of way (ROW), and support costs (32%).  Roadway costs include retaining and sound walls, and ramps.  Structures costs include over and under crossings, separations, connections, bridges, and demolitions.  For the Bus/Carpool Lane Project, ROW acquisition costs 
and the number of parcels impacted are based on ROW needs of 300 feet from the centerline to the north and south (600 total), and include commercial, residential, railroad, State, and other public lands.  Actual costs and number of impacted parcels should be substantially less.  ROW costs do not include utility 
conflicts and/or relocation costs, if any, but do include environmental permits and mitigation.  For all projects, the average ROW cost from the cost range was used to determine the total cost.  All costs are planning‐level rough estimates and have been rounded.   Actual costs may vary.  More precise cost estimates 
will be determined at the projects' PID and PA&ED phases.  
 A Project Initiation Document (PSR/PDS) is currently being prepared for Ramp Meters at Various Locations (EA 03‐0F350) and include Projects 1A, 1B, 1C, and 1G.  Ramp metering cost estimates do not include any potential structure and roadway costs.    
 It is assumed that the bridge structure will only be widened once to accommodate the ultimate 4‐lane addition (2‐Auxiliary/Transition and 2‐Bus/Carpool) with standard shoulders.  Roadway costs are for Transition lanes only.  Additional roadway costs will be required for Bus/Carpool lane additions.

 Structure work required for Projects 7 and 10 have been combined into Project 7, and Structure work required for Projects 8 and 9 have also been combined into Project 8 as it is assumed that overcrossings, separations, and demolitions cannot be completed for just the NB or SB direction only.  The apparent high 
ROW costs for Project 11 are due to the need to reconstruct two railroad grades (geometry, ballast, track, signal equipment, and flagging around $8.6 million) and landfill acquisition.  

 Bus/Carpool lanes will be constructed in phases.  Structure costs assume completion of Project 5 (Am. River bridge).   Roadway costs include $16.2 million for retaining/sound walls.  This cost can be reduced if coordinated with the retaining/sound walls required in the transition/auxiliary lane Projects 8, 9, and 10.   
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E STREET TRANSITION LANE MODELING  
 
The purpose of modeling the E St. to Am. River Bridge transition lane as an individual project was to evaluate and 
compare the two alternatives for the project: adding the transition  lane and closing the E St. on‐ramp or adding 
the transition lane with the on‐ramp open. The modeled scenarios were as follows: 
 

 2020 Future Base (No Build) 

 2020  Future Base + Transition lane with E St. on‐ramp open 

 2020  Future Base + Transition lane with E St. on‐ramp closed 

The study area for this analysis was NB SR 51 from the P St. on‐ramp to the end of the proposed transition lane, 
the beginning of the Am. River Bridge, a distance of 1.8 miles.  The Study area also included the P St., J St., and E St. 
on‐ramps.  The PM peak period (3:00 P.M. – 7:00 P.M.) was chosen as the analysis time period because the PM has 
much higher congestion in the study area than the AM peak period.  
 
The  models  were  developed  using  Paramics  micro  simulation  software  and  produced  several  measures  of 
effectiveness,  including  traffic  volumes,  average  speeds,  travel  times,  and delays.    Figure 6  compares  the  total 
vehicle hours of delay (all vehicles) per day for each scenario.   Figure 7 compares the vehicles hours of delay for 
each scenario based on facility type.  

 

 Figure 6:  PM Total Delay Comparison 

 
 

 Figure 7:  PM Delay Comparison by Facility Type 

  

376

362

339

No Build Transition Lane, E Street 
Open

Transition Lane, E Street 
Closed

2020 PM Total Delay Comparison (Veh‐Hrs) 

291 281 246

85 81
93

No Build Transition Lane, E Street 
Open

Transition Lane, E Street 
Closed

2020 PM Delay Comparison (Veh‐Hrs)

Mainline Delay Onramp Delay

No Build        Transition Lane, Transition Lane, 
           E Street Open   E Street Closed 

No Build        Transition Lane, Transition Lane, 
           E Street Open E Street Closed 
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The addition of the transition  lane reduced overall mainline delay for both scenarios.    In comparison to the “No 
Build” scenario, the transition lane with the E St. on‐ramp open reduced overall vehicle hours of delay by 4 percent 
(%).  The transition lane eliminated the bottleneck upstream of the E St. on‐ramp, which is caused by a lane drop 
from 4 to 3 lanes and merging from the J St. on‐ramp.  The project does create a new bottleneck at the Am. River 
Bridge where the transition lane ends, but the new bottleneck is not as intense as the existing bottleneck.  
 
The  transition  lane with  the E St. on‐ramp closed  reduces overall vehicle hours of delay by 10%.   This  scenario 
eliminates  the same bottleneck as  the E St. on‐ramp open scenario plus  removes  the congestion caused by  the 
merging from the E St. on‐ramp.  Vehicles flow with no congestion due to weaving or merging until the end of the 
transition  lane.   This scenario also creates a new bottleneck at the Am. River Bridge that  is not as  intense as the 
existing lane drop bottleneck.  As expected, the elimination of the E St. onramp does increase the delay on the J St. 
on‐ramp  slightly; however because  freeway access  is  reduced,  the mainline delay  reduction  is more  substantial 
than with E  St. on‐ramp open.   Our  initial modeling  also  indicates we would be  able  to meter  traffic onto  the 
freeway at a  rate which prevents any queuing  to  the  local street system and still maintain substantive mainline 
freeway benefits which exceed those with the E St. off‐ramp remaining open. 
 
Figure 8 compares the PM peak period travel times for all three alternatives on NB SR 51. The transition lane with 
the E Street on ramp closed decreases  the  travel  time per vehicle more  than  the other  two scenarios especially 
during the 5:00 P.M. – 6:00 P.M. peak hour.  The peak hour travel time reduced by 3% with E St. open, which is less 
than  the 9%  reduction with E St. closed.   Adding  the  transition  lane and closing E St. provides more congestion 
relief and costs much less than leaving E St. open.  

 

       Figure 8: Travel Time Comparison by Scenario 

 
 
 
BUS/CARPOOL LANE‐TRANSITION LANE COMPARISON MODELING  
 
This modeling study focused on the SR 51 corridor as a whole and the cumulative traffic impacts of the proposed 
projects.  The I‐80/SR 51 CSMP micro simulation models included base year, future year, and project specific future 
year scenarios and modeled  the entire SR 51 corridor as well as  its connections  to  I‐80, SR 99, and US 50.   The 
CSMP modeling effort had two additional future scenarios available for the I‐80/SR 51 corridor, which were used to 
derive the performance measures in this report.  Table 5 shows the proposed projects that were modeled. 
 
 
 

2.5

2.7

2.9

3.1

3.3

3.5

3.7
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2020 NB SR51 PM Travel Time Comparison (Min per Veh)

No Build E Street Open E Street Closed
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Table 5:  Projects Modeled 

Project 
# 

Post 
 Miles 

Location  Project Description 

4A  1.4/2.6 
E St. to the 
American 

River Bridge 

Add NB Transition Lane with E Street on‐ramp open. 

4B  1.4/2.6 
E St. to the 
American 

River Bridge 
Add NB Transition Lane with E Street on‐ramp closed. 

5  2.6 
American 

River Bridge 
Widen to 4‐lanes in each direction 

6  2.6/3.1 
American 

River Bridge to 
Exposition Bl. 

Add NB transition lane. 

7  3.1/3.7 
NB Exposition 
Bl. to SR 160 

Add NB transition lane and widen NB SR 160 SEP to 4‐lanes. 

8  5.5/7.6 
Marconi Av. to 

Watt Av. 

Add NB transition lane.  Lengthen Marconi, Fulton & Watt Avs. OC.  Reconstruct Howe & 
Bell Avs. Ramps.  Lengthen SB on‐ramp from Auburn Bl./Watt Av. ramp flyover ramp.  
Widen Arcade Creek Bridge to 4‐lanes each direction 

9  5.5/8.7 
Watt Av. to 
Marconi Av. 

Add SB transition lane.   Lengthen Marconi, Fulton & Watt Avs. OC.  Lengthen SB on‐ramp 
from Auburn Bl./Watt Av. ramp flyover ramp 

10  3.0/3.2  Exposition Bl.  Add auxiliary (aux) lane SB between ramps.   Modify EB Exposition Bl. loop on‐ramp. 

11  1.4/3.1 
Exposition Bl. 

to E St. 
Add SB transition lane and lengthen B St underpass.  Lengthen A St. overcrossing.  Extend 
Bus/Carpool lane. 

12  0.0/8.9  US 50 to I 80  Add Bus/Carpool lanes. 
 

 
The study combined the proposed projects into the scenarios described below because only two future scenarios 
were available: 
 

 2020 Future Base plus key CSMP projects (No Build) 

 2020 No Build plus projects 4‐11 (All Aux/Transition lanes) 

 2020 No Build plus project 12 (Bus/Carpool Lane) 
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The study area for this analysis was the entire SR 51 corridor (NB and SB) as well as all of the on and off ramps.  
The AM and PM peak period (6:00 – 10:00 A.M. and 3:00 – 7:00 P.M.) were used as the analysis time period.  The 
models  were  developed  using  Paramics  micro  simulation  software  and  produced  several  measures  of 
effectiveness,  including traffic volumes, average speeds, travel times, and delays.   Figures 9 through 12 compare 
the mainline vehicle hours of delay  for all  three modeled alternatives  for each peak period.   On‐ and off‐ramp 
delay stayed consistent for all three scenarios.  
 

  Figure 9: 2020 AM Delay ‐ NB/SB             Figure 10: 2020 AM Delay ‐ Combined 

      
 
 
Figure 11: 2020 PM Delay – NB/SB                        Figure 12: 2020 PM Delay ‐ Combined 

      
 
Overall delay was reduced significantly in most scenarios.  For example, the NB PM delay reduced by 52% with the 
Aux/Transition  lanes alternative and 18% with  the Bus/Carpool  lane alternative.    SR 51 NB AM also  saw major 
delay savings of 54% and 34% with the Aux/Transition lanes and Bus/Carpool lane alternative.  
 
Delay in the SB AM on SR 51 decreased by 11% with the Aux/Transition lanes and 18% with the Bus/Carpool lane 
added to the network. Unexpectedly, the PM delay  in the SB direction increased by 36% with the Aux/Transition 

131

61
86

386
343

318

No Build Aux/Transition 
Lanes (Projects 

2‐9)

HOV Lane 
(Project 10)

2020 AM Delay Comparison (Veh‐Hrs) 

SR51 Northbound SR51 Southbound

131
61 86

386

343 318

No Build Aux/Transition 
Lanes (Projects 

2‐9)

HOV Lane 
(Project 10)

2020 AM Delay Comparison (Veh‐Hrs) 

SR51 Northbound SR51 Southbound

725

352

596

281

381

285

No Build Aux/Transition 
Lanes (Projects 

2‐9)

HOV Lane 
(Project 10)

2020 PM Delay Comparison (Veh‐Hrs) 

SR51 Northbound SR51 Southbound

725

352
596

281

381

285

No Build Aux/Transition 
Lanes (Projects 

2‐9)

HOV Lane 
(Project 10)

2020 PM Delay Comparison (Veh‐Hrs) 

SR51 Northbound SR51 Southbound

No Build       Aux/Transition         HOV Lane
        Lanes (Projects       (Project 12) 
    4‐11) 

No Build      Aux/Transition         HOV Lane
        Lanes (Projects       (Project 12) 
    4‐11) 

No Build       Aux/Transition         HOV Lane
        Lanes (Projects       (Project 12) 
    4‐11) 

No Build      Aux/Transition         HOV Lane
        Lanes (Projects       (Project 12) 
    4‐11) 



State Route 51 Preliminary Investigation  | PROJECT IMPROVEMENTS AND PRIORITIZATION PROCESS 15

 

lanes alternative and 2% with  the Bus/Carpool  lane alternative.   The  increase  in delay  for SB SR 51 was due  to 
additional congestion caused by weaving and merging between Marconi Av. and SR 160.  Even though there was 
no  specific mainline  improvement,  vehicles  in  the model  approached  this  section  from  an  additional  lane  and 
changed the lane distribution of vehicles.  This created additional lane changes and weaving through the section.  
In addition to this preliminary analysis, further analysis is needed to determine the causality of the congestion and 
identify any potential improvements that would alleviate the potential congestion on this section of SR 51. 
 
During the PM Peak Period, overall delay for both directions was reduced by 27% Aux/Transition lanes alternative 
and 12%  in  the Bus/Carpool  lane alternative. During  the AM Peak Period, overall delay  for both directions was 
reduced by 22% in both alternatives.  Figures 13 and 14 compare the PM travel times for all three alternatives on 
NB and SB SR 51.  
 
 

Figure 13: 2020 Northbound PM Travel Time Comparison                            

 
 
 

Figure 14: 2020 Southbound PM Travel Time Comparison 
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The NB PM peak hour travel time improved by 23% with the Aux/Transition lanes alternative and over 5% with the 
Bus/Carpool  lane alternative.   Because of  the additional weaving and merging,  the SB  travel  times  increased by 
2.5% with the Aux/Transition lanes alternative and decreased by 1% with the Bus/Carpool lane alternative. The AM 
scenarios saw travel time improvements in both SB and NB directions.  
 
Both  the  Aux/Transition  Lanes  and  Bus/Carpool  Lane  project  scenarios  provide  significant  congestion  relief.  
However, since the Aux/transition lane alternatives are substantially lower in cost, they are prioritized higher than 
the Bus/Carpool lanes.  Combining both the Aux/Transition lanes and the Bus/Carpool lanes offer significant cost‐
efficiencies, though, because widening the American River Bridge is assumed to only occur with the Aux/Transition 
Lanes and Bus/Carpool Lane combined project scenario. 

 
CORRIDOR CHALLENGES  
 
Improvements to SR 51 face a number of significant challenges associated with  its constrained  location and high 
traffic volumes.   The  lack of multiple American River crossings  in the Sacramento urban core and  limited parallel 
roadway capacity contribute toward high travel demand on SR 51.  SR 51, along with I‐5, SR 160, Jibboom St., J St., 
Watt Av., and Howe Av., is one of only a few vehicle crossings of the American River in the City of Sacramento.  In 
addition, because the corridor passes through downtown Sacramento, there are several challenges to implement 
improvements, such as  land use, financial, limited right‐of‐way (ROW), environmental and geometric constraints, 
and high construction costs. 
 
LAND USE  
 
There are several challenges along  this corridor  that stem  from  land use and environmental  issues.    In  terms of 
land  use,  SR  51  traverses  the  eastern  boundary  of  downtown  Sacramento with  its  high  and medium  density 
residential, commercial, and industrial uses.  There are also large trip generators along the corridor, namely retail 
shopping in Arden, the State Fair site at Cal Expo, and more commercial, retail, and housing to its connection with 
I‐80, which provides interstate travel opportunities.  Land use adjacent to SR 51 is built out with the exception of 
the State‐owned Cal Expo property and 48 acres of property located near Sutter’s Landing Park on the southeast 
side of SR 51.   Numerous development proposals  for this Sutter’s Landing property have been submitted to the 
City of Sacramento over the years ranging from a 397 dwelling units project to a mixed‐use project with 1.0 million 
square  feet  (sq.  ft.) of office  space, over 400,000  sq.  ft. of  retail/restaurant  space,  a 350  room hotel,  and 900 
dwelling units.  The most current proposal includes solar panels to be constructed on the site.  Several proposals 
have been made  for  the Cal Expo property, such as an arena  for  the  local professional basketball  team.   Such a 
large trip generator would pose several challenges for the corridor.  Any large proposal would create another large 
trip generator.   
 
FINANCIAL AND ROW 
 
It  is  anticipated  that  several  funding  sources  will  be  needed  to  support  the  needed  improvements  to  SR51, 
including Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality  Improvement  (CMAQ), Regional Surface Transportation Program 
(RSTP), developer fees, and other local and regional transportation dollars.  Funding these projects will most likely 
require phasing or incremental improvements to the facility due to funding limitations. 
 
In  part,  these  financial  constraints  stem  from  the  ROW  challenges  on  the  corridor.    The  facility  is  surrounded 
almost  in  its  entirety  by  developed  private  lands  with  high  land  values.    The  high  land  costs  and  potential 
disruption in those communities would pose several challenges to any facility expansion project. 
 
A creative solution to the financial and ROW problems for one of the key projects has already been proposed.  This 
is the proposed E St. on‐ramp closure.  At this location, there is not sufficient ROW for an auxiliary/transition lane, 
and purchasing new ROW would be prohibitively expensive.   Further, widening would require the expansion and 
reconstruction of the A St., B St., and Elvas St. crossing, which would be very costly.  Instead, this PI has analyzed 
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the closure of the E St. on‐ramp.  The ROW from the acceleration lane would be used for the auxiliary/transition 
lane.  It would not require the reconstruction of the crossings, thus saving significant funds.  This, however, would 
require design exceptions  for 11  foot wide  lanes under  the  structures.   Also,  this would  impact  two SacRT bus 
routes that use this on‐ramp.  This closure would require SacRT to re‐route busses to the J St. on‐ramp.  Caltrans 
will continue to explore this option with the City of Sacramento and SacRT. 
 

NEXT STEPS 
 
The projects identified in the SR 51 PI will take many years to implement and will require several different funding 
sources to bring to fruition.   Caltrans will continue to work with  its  local and regional partners to plan, program, 
and  construct  individual  projects  and  segments  as  upcoming  transportation  funding  opportunities  become 
available.   
 
In addition, Caltrans will continue to remain engaged with the City of Sacramento as developments are proposed 
which may  impact SR 51.   This will allow Caltrans, the City, and  the applicant developer  to review, analyze, and 
coordinate  the mitigation of direct  and  cumulative  significant  impacts  to  SR51  relating  to  the  specific  land use 
proposal and, as appropriate and  indicated by an objective nexus study, provide  for developer contributions  for 
the needed improvements to SR 51.  It is hoped that this PI can be used to streamline that process.   
 
Prior  to programming and constructing the proposed  improvement projects, a Project  Initiation Document  (PID) 
must  be  prepared  for  each  project  or  group  of  projects  to  identify  the  purpose  and  need,  scope,  cost,  and 
schedule.   As an  initial  step, Caltrans will begin  to  include  the highest priority projects  into  the Three‐Year PID 
Work  Plan.    This  allows  resources  to be  allocated  for  PID  development  and  to  compete  for  funding.    Projects 
identified  in this SR 51 PI that are  included  in the Fiscal Year 2012/13 Non SHOPP Three‐Year PID Work Program 
include many of  the Ramp Metering Projects  (Project 1),  the E  St.  to  the Am. River Bridge NB  Transition  Lane 
Project (Project 4A/4B), the Am. River Bridge Widening Project (Projects 5), the Am. River Bridge to Exposition Bl. 
NB Transition Lane  Project (Project 6), the Exposition Bl. to SR 160 NB Transition Lane and widening the NB SR 160 
Separator Project (Project 7), and the Marconi Av. to Watt Av. NB Transition Lane Project (Project 8).  Caltrans will 
add  the  remaining  SR  51  projects  in  future  PID  Work  Programs.    The  planned  completion  dates  of  the 
aforementioned PIDs range from June 30, 2013 to June 30, 2016, though contingent on available PID resources.   
 
It  is  likely  that  Caltrans  will  propose  funding  for  the  first  phase  project  development  (Project  Approval  and 
Environmental Document  –  “PAED”)  for  the  northbound  extension  of  the  transition  lane  from  E  Street  to  the 
American River Bridge  through  the next SACOG programming  cycle  in 2013.   During  this process, a  substantive 
public and stakeholder outreach dialogue would occur regarding the project and, specifically, the alternative which 
includes closing the E St. on‐ramp.  Also, more detailed micro simulation modeling would be performed to assess 
the impacts to the J St. interchange and the surrounding local street network.  Consideration should also be given 
to an innovative project funding strategy which would allow for the programming of full project funding during the 
upcoming  SACOG programming  cycle  to  ensure  the  timely  completion  of  final  project design  and  construction 
immediately following the PAED phase based on the selected alternative. 
 



























































































































































































































Dana Allen,
Associate Planner
City of Sacramento,
Community Development Department,
300 Richards Blvd., Third Floor, Sacramento, California 95811
916.808.2762
dallen@cityofsacramento.org

Subject: NOTICE OF PREPARATION OF AN ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT (EIR) FOR
THE MCKINLEY VILLAGE PROJECT (P08-086) (SCH No. 2008082049)

Dear Ms. Allen,

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the Notice of Preparation (NOP) of an
Environmental Impact Report for the McKinley Village Project. The following recommendations
are requested to be included in the EIR:

Traffic and Circulation

- A traffic and noise study that takes into consideration the potential impacts to all existing
streets in the neighborhood between C Street and H Street, and between Elvas Avenue
and 27th Street, including but not limited to:
o 40th Street between C Street and H Street,
o Tivoli Way between C Street and McKinley Boulevard,
o Meister Way between C Street and Aiken
o 28th Street between the project access road and J Street,
o 29th Street between E Street and J Street,
o 30th Street between H Street and C Street,
o C Street between Elvas Avenue and Alhambra Boulevard and again between

29th Street and 15th Street,
o Alhambra Boulevard between C Street and J Street.

- A traffic study of the cumulative impact to traffic on the local roads, freeways and on-
and off-ramps as a result of this project in conjunction with the Sutter Memorial Hospital
in-fill project (Sutter Park), the Mercy Hospital expansion, the Sutter General Hospital
expansion and the downtown arena plan. Studied freeway on- and off-ramps should
include but not be limited to:
o the northbound E Street and J Street on-ramps to Business I-80,
o the southbound H Street on-ramp to Business I-80,
o the northbound N Street and H Street off-ramps from Business I-80, and
o the southbound E Street and J Street off-ramps from Business I-80.

- Levels of service evaluations typically evaluate the transportation experience of the
driver.  What this lacks is the experience of the existing neighborhood. With the
proposed increase in traffic for this area and for the streets listed above, what increased
levels of service can be expected for the existing neighborhood? Please include in your
analysis how the increase in traffic will impact the quality of life for current East
Sacramento residents, particularly those residing on the neighborhood streets listed
above.



Schools

The addition of 328 new homes will result in additional burdens on neighborhood
schools – particularly Theodore Judah Elementary School and Sutter Middle School.
The study should include possible mitigations to address overcrowding at the schools,
including but not limited to potential expansion or replacement of the schools as was
done for the new Sacred Heart School. Please also include comprehensive analysis
related to planned school closings, including but not limited to Washington Elementary
School, and the impact of these closures on the aforementioned schools.  Please also
include analysis of the impacts on the schools as a result of planned new housing in the
Sutter Park development.

Air Quality and Noise

This is a 4-year proposed project with phases that will require heavy machinery and
construction and then once the construction is completed, the addition of 328 homes and
accompanying vehicles. Please address the cumulative effect on air quality and
greenhouse gases as a result of this project and in conjunction with the planned Sutter
Park project, the Mercy Hospital expansion, the Sutter General Hospital expansion, the
downtown arena and the proximity of this project site to Business I-80 and the Union
Pacific Railroad. Please also include an analysis of mitigation measures to
accommodate the existing neighborhood both during and after construction.

With the increase in traffic due to construction, what measures are going to be taken to
minimize emissions and particulates generated by driving in and out of an undeveloped
area?  What minimization measures will be taken to avoid spillover of dust and dirt onto
existing streets and homes during site preparation and construction?  Please consider
this as part of the air quality and greenhouse gases analysis.

Aesthetics

Please include a description of how the proposed project incorporates the aesthetic
qualities of the surrounding East Sacramento and McKinley Park neighborhoods.
Analysis should address the following but not be limited to:
o The proposed housing density does not correspond to existing East Sacramento

and McKinley Park neighborhoods;
o The proposed architectural style of the housing does not correspond to existing

East Sacramento and McKinley Park neighborhoods;
o The large garage, suburban-style housing does not correspond to existing East

Sacramento and McKinley Park neighborhoods, where houses typically have
one-car garages.

Please also include a description of how the proposed open spaces provide for
community connectivity.

The Off-Site Improvements portion of the NOP is very limited in its description of how the
existing neighborhoods are going to experience benefits from the construction of this
development. Please also include any analysis and off-site improvements currently
planned for the adjoining neighborhood. Note that it is the desire of the existing
neighborhood that a larger, meaningful discussion occurs to explore Off-Site
Improvements in detail.



This proposed development could play a key role in providing a more efficient traffic
corridor to midtown and downtown that would relieve the current crushing traffic situation
on C Street, McKinley Boulevard and H Street. Yet, the street system is designed only
to get residents of the development in and out of the development and only worsens the
traffic on existing streets.

Public Health

The proposed development is surrounded by the Union Pacific Railroad mainline, the
Business 80 freeway, and the old city dump.  Please include a detailed analysis of the
potential impacts on public health particularly among children.

Public Services

Given the scope of recent budget cuts that have reduced the number of police officers
and firefighters in Sacramento, please include an analysis of how this development will
affect fire and police response times both in the proposed development area as well as
in existing neighborhoods of East Sacramento and McKinley Park, and a mitigation plan
to ensure that services are not further reduced.

Please also study the environmental impact of any public transportation (buses, light rail)
that will serve the proposed project area.

In the Project Objectives portion of the NOP it is emphasized that this project “Make
efficient use of an opportunity for infill development.”  What are the criteria that are being
used to designate this site for “infill development”?  How the proposed development
impacts the environment including improving air quality, reducing greenhouse gases,
reducing noise, improving the efficiency of traffic circulation and providing for improved
public services and public utilities needs to very clearly explained.  A “like” project that
has already been completed in a similar setting and which has been able to meet all of
the stated objectives would be very useful in addition to explaining how potential
environmental effects to the existing environment will be considered acceptable with the
proposed mitigation measures.

I would like to be kept informed of the release of any environmental documents and public
meetings concerning the McKinley Village project and I look forward to contributing to further
discussions on this matter.

Sincerely,

Steve Swindel
3176 C Street
Sacramento, CA 95816

steve@swindel.com
916-492-1884














































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































