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COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 300 RICHARDS BLVD. 3%° 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.



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.



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.



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:

e 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.

e 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.



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



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 entitiements 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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From: vitosgromo [mailto:vsgromol1@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., 3" Floor
Sacramento, CA 95811

McKinley Village Proposal Response PO8-086

| 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 150 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 40™ 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 3™
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 28"
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 28" 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 180 Expansion
Caltrans is planning a future expansion of the | 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 180 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 28" and 40™ 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 Atrticle, 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 | 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
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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.
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TRANSPORTATION
PLANNING AGENCY
MEMORANDUM
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.

299 Nevada Street - Auburn, CA 95603 - (530) 823-4030 - FAX 823-4036

www.pctpa.net
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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 Pl is the first stage of the project initiation document process, which is the linkage between planning
and project development. The Pl 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 Pl 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 Pl 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 1-80. 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 Pl Project Area
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Figure 3: SR 51 Lane Configuration Diagram
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EXISTING AND FUTURE CONDITIONS
EXISTING CONDTIONS

The PI used existing data supplied in the 2009 /-80/SR 51 Corridor System Management Plan, the 2011 /-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

Total Annual Total Annual Cost ATr::lt::zl
. L. Vehicle Hours | Vehicle Hours of
Post Location Existing . - Cost of
Segment . .. Existing Facility of Delay (60 of Delay (60 Delay
Miles | Description LOS Delay, NB
mph) SR 51 mph) SR 51 per and SB
NB, 2009 SB, 2009 Hour 2009
US 50/SR 99/ 6F +2 HOV to N St + 2
1 0.0/4.4 SR51ICto F Aux toJ St., 6F to 437,000 171,000 $17.35 | $10,548,800
Arden Way Arden Way
Arden Way 6F + 2 Aux to Marconi
2 4.4/8.9 to 1-80 F Av., 6F to 1-80 150,000 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
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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 /-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

PeMS Speed | Caltrans Probe
Location Post Miles Contours Vehicle Runs Cause
AM | pm | AM | Pm

Northbound
Est. 2 Minor | Major Major IThe upstream lane drop combined with the increase in traffic
from E St and the short merge at the E St. on-ramp.
" . . . Exiting vehicles at Exposition BI., as well as the lane drop at the
Exposition BI. 2.5 Minor [ Minor Minor

IArden off-ramp.

[The increase in traffic demand from El Camino Av. causes the
bottleneck at El Camino Av.. Also, the lane drop and horizontal
El Camino Av. 4.5 Minor [ Major curve at the Marconi Bridge cause a reduction in capacity,
resulting in a bottleneck and a queue that extends back to El
ICamino, and sometimes to the SR 51/SR 160 merge point.

IThe termination of the auxiliary lane at Marconi Av. and a

Marconi Av. 55 Minor | Minor horizontal curve on SR 51 just past the Marconi Av. interchange.

Watt Av. 3 Major Vehic‘les 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. 45 Major Major Weaving vehicles headed to Arden or SR 160, along with vehicles

entering from El Camino and the lane drop at SR 160.

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

IThe narrowing of the freeway right-of-way as it crosses under the

E St. 2 Minor Minor . . . . .
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 BI. (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.

- EXISTING AND FUTURE CONDITIONS | State Route 51 Preliminary Investigation



Table 3: Current and Future Travel Conditions

Current Traffic Data—2007 Future Traffic Data — 2027*
: Peak Peak Average Volume 2L »Xl:;:if V‘;':'e':‘e VENIE
County Location %of | .~ Annual Hour . . over
Directional| Hour R over X Daily | Capacity X
Trucks 1 X Daily .. 3| Traffic " Capacity
Split Traffic Traffic? Capacity (Build) Traffic (No- (Buil d)g
(Build)® | Build)*
Segment 1: US50/SR99to| o
i 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| o
51/ 160 IC to | 80 4% 59% 11,800 | 151,000 1.08 16,520 | 211,400 1.54 1.54

! Peak Directional Split: The percentage of total traffic in the heaviest traveled direction during the peak hour.
? Average Annual Daily Traffic (AADT): The average number of vehicles per day in both directions.

* Volume over Capacity (V/C): The volume of traffic compared to the capacity of the roadway.

* 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.
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Figure 5: SR 51 Pl Improvement Projects
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Table 4: SR 51 PI Prioritized Projects

Cost Estimates ($1,000)®
Project Po.st Location Description # Parcels Subtotal TOTAL
# Mile Road Structures ROW (capital (with
Impacted costs) support)
Ramp Metering Projects®
A 0.1 | TSt Add Ramp Meter, southbound (SB) $500 $660
B 0.6 | NSt. Add Ramp Meter, SB $500 $660
C 1.1 | HSt. Add Ramp Meter, SB $500 $660
D 3.3 | Exposition BI. Add Ramp Meter, northbound (NB) $500 $660
E 3.4 | Exposition BI. Add Ramp Meter, SB $500 $660
1 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
1 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. S60 0 0 0 S60 $79
3 0.0/8.8 | US 50 to 1-80 Install fiber-optic communﬁcation lines anng_ corridor to connect all ITS elements, and improve communication and reliability. Also, $880 0 0 0 $880 $1,300
add Blue Tooth reader for improved travel time measurement.
E Street Transition Lane Project
| 1426 | Esttotheam RerBridge | o0 e &t and thas 5. undetpasscs, and A . overctosana 06) A RON T sa780 | sme00 | 111020 | $35,000+/-515,000 | 547380 | 862,500
[ 1020 estomenn mersnne e e T s o et ne i i s nd s [ 00| 0 o 0 |0 | s
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 | 1to 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 SO 1to 10 $3,000 +/- $2,000 $5,700 $7,500
7 3.1/3.7 | NB Exposition BI. to SR 160 Add NB Transition lane. Widen NB SR 160 SEP to 4-lanes $3,000 $31,500 0 $25 +/- 525 $34,525 $45,600
. Add NB Transition lane. Lengthen Marconi, Fulton & Watt Avs. OC. Reconstruct Howe & Bell Avs. Ramps. Lengthen SB on-ramp from

8 5.5/7:6 | Marconi Av. to Watt Av. Auburn/Watt Av. ramp flyover ramp. Widen Arcade Creek Bridge to 4-lanes each direction. »19,500 221,200 1to10 23,000 +/- 52,000 343,700 357,700

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 S0 | 1to10 $3,000 +/- $2,000 $20,500 $27,000

10 3.0/3.2 | Exposition BI. Add Auxiliary lane SB between ramps. Modify EB Exposition Bl. loop on-ramp. $9,000 S0 0 $500 +/- $500 $9,500 $12,500

" Add SB Transition lane. Lengthen B St. underpass. Lengthen A St. OC. Extend Bus/Carpool lane. This Project Alternative assumes

11 1.4/3.1 | E BI. to E St. 2 11to 2 4,2

/3 Xposition Bl. to E St completion of Project 2B. Structures work not required if Project 2A completed. 35,200 28,600 to 20 350,000 63,800 384,200
Bus/Carpool Lane Projects®
12 [ 0.0/8.2 | US50t01-80 | 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 | 21t050 | $35,000 +/- $15,000 | $135,000 | $178,200

O 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

2020 PM Total Delay Comparison (Veh-Hrs)
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362
339
No Build Transition Lane, Transition Lane,
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Figure 7: PM Delay Comparison by Facility Type

2020 PM Delay Comparison (Veh-Hrs)
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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

2020 NB SR51 PM Travel Time Comparison (Min per Veh)
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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 1-80, SR 99, and US 50. The
CSMP modeling effort had two additional future scenarios available for the 1-80/SR 51 corridor, which were used to
derive the performance measures in this report. Table 5 shows the proposed projects that were modeled.
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Table 5: Projects Modeled

Pro;ect I'\)/Ici.ls:s Location Project Description
E St. to the
4A 1.4/2.6 American IAdd NB Transition Lane with E Street on-ramp open.
River Bridge
E St. to the
4B 1.4/2.6 American IAdd NB Transition Lane with E Street on-ramp closed.
River Bridge
5 2.6 'Amerlc'an Widen to 4-lanes in each direction
River Bridge
American
6 2.6/3.1 | River Bridge to JAdd NB transition lane.
Exposition BI.
7 3.1/3.7 ’\:3? i:,?:fg)on [Add NB transition lane and widen NB SR 160 SEP to 4-lanes.
Marconi Av. to Add NB transition lane. Lengthen Marconi, Fulton & Watt Avs. OC. Reconstruct Howe &
8 5.5/7.6 Watt Av 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  |Add SB transition lane. Lengthen Marconi, Fulton & Watt Avs. OC. Lengthen SB on-ramp
Marconi Av.  [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 BI. loop on-ramp.
Exposition Bl. |Add SB transition lane and lengthen B St underpass. Lengthen A St. overcrossing. Extend
11 1.4/3.1
to E St. Bus/Carpool lane.
12 0.0/8.9 | US50to 180 |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

2020 AM Delay Comparison (Veh-Hrs) 2020 AM Delay Comparison (Veh-Hrs)
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Figure 11: 2020 PM Delay — NB/SB

Figure 12: 2020 PM Delay - Combined
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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
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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
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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
1-80, 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 Pl 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 Pl 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 BI.
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.
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BOULEVARD PARK NEIGHBORHOOD ASSOCIATION
Box 16317. Sacramento CA 95816

July 6, 2013

Dana Allen, Associate Planner

City of Sacramento, Community Development Department
300 Richards Blvd., Third Floor,

Sacramento, CA 95811

Dear Ms. Allen

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Notice of Preparation of the Environmental
Impact Report for the McKinley Village Project (P08-086). The Boulevard Park Neighborhood
Association (BPNA) understands the intent of the developer is to provide infill housing close to
the Central City, but before either endorsing or opposing the project, would like to ensure that it
does not create problems for or affect the livability of the existing residential neighborhoods. We
also have a long-standing interest in enhancing the wildlife values of Sutter’s Landing Park and
would like the EIR to encompass potential effects, both short and long-range, to those values..

Lastly, we would like the EIR to take into account the potential cumulative effects of the
proposed Union Pacific triple-tracking between the Sacramento and Roseville Stations, the
proposed Caltrans’ Rail Maintenance Facility, and Caltrans State Route (SR) 51 Preliminary
Investigation (January 2013), which is the scoping document for operational and capacity
improvements on SR 51, the Capital City Freeway.

BPNA has the following comments and questions to be addressed in the EIR

Project Location/Setting/History

In the second paragraph, second sentence, of this section of the NOP: although Midtown is listed
in the Project Description, please ensure for consistency and clarity that the EIR identifies
Midtown, or, more precisely, the Marshall School, New Era Park, and Boulevard Park residential
neighborhoods, as land uses to the south and west, since they are potentially affected by the
project.

We would like to see the project location, setting and history fleshed out to include the previous
use of the parcel as a peach orchard, which not only provided fresh fruit to Central City residents
(and is fondly remembered for that as a farm-to-fork amenity) but also provided habitat and open
space along the river and in the viewshed of travelers on Business 80 (Rte 51).

Recreation, Open Space, and Biological Issues

The project will include parks, a recreation center and pool. Will these be open to the public or
reserved for residents in the development? If open to the public, is there adequate parking for



non-residents using the facilities, and will they be handicapped-accessible? Will the parks
become part of the city’s park system? If not, how will they be maintained? Will the bathrooms
be open 24 hours? Will city police be responsible for security?

The description states that the recreation center may include a small deli or café. We believe
that would be an amenity that could reduce at least some trips out of the development and
suggest expansion of the concept.

The EIR should address not only the open space within the development but the effects of the
development on current open space, including the visual impact of replacing a riverine open
space along the American River with a housing development, the visual impact of the new and
widened A Street crossing on Sutter’s Landing Park’s natural setting, and the visual, noise, and
air quality effects of potential congestion in the Park and in the neighborhood of the at-grade
railroad crossing at 28" Street. We would appreciate inclusion of realistic visual simulations —
that is, without parallax distortions, be included in the EIR.

The EIR should evaluate effects of construction and of a larger access point on the riparian
habitat of Sutter’s Landing Park and on the habitat value of the proposed McKinley Village site
itself for wildlife. The EIR should address not only at-risk species, such as Swainson’s Hawk,
White-Tailed Kite, and Northern Harriers, but also effects to the other species present, all of
which form the fabric of the riparian environment, a considerable asset to the city. These habitat
values are articulated in A Vision for Sutter’s Landing Park published by Friends of Sutter’s
Landing/Friends of the River Banks, but are also present in the city’s Sutter’s Landing Park
Master Plan Background Report and subsequent documents.

Access and Circulation/Grading and Construction/Off-site Improvements

We request that the city and the developer to re-evaluate the possibility of an access road at the
northern terminus of Alhambra Boulevard. Or, as suggested at an earlier scoping meeting by
BPNA Board member David Philipp, is it possible to build an at-grade crossing at the Alhambra
location? With access at Alhambra Boulevard and 40" Street in East Sacramento, and 28" Street
in midtown, the new traffic load would be dispersed, creating less of a burden at the other access
points. The developer has stated that the cost of another railroad embankment tunnel would be
high and that it would be difficult to negotiate with the railroad. The developers’ concern,
however, only addresses only the upfront capital costs to the developer and should be weighed
against the long-term operational costs to the city (thus also the taxpayers) and to residents
outside the development. Those long-term costs include access for emergency vehicles,
policing, emergency evacuation, and servicing of utilities (storm water, sewer, electrical and
gas). Also, although the proposed floodgates would protect adjacent neighborhoods should this
low-lying area be flooded, there is a cost to taxpayers in assisting in recovery of services. Lastly,
city police will have an extra area to patrol. A cost-benefit analysis should include those factors,
which will be a cost to the city.

Without the third access point at Alhambra, McKinley Village residents are mody likely to use
the A Street exit for easier access to midtown and downtown, increased traffic on 28" Street and
on streets with open access to the west (C, F, H, and I Streets) is of major concern to BPNA. I



Street is designated as a collector street in the city’s 2030 General Plan. The others are
designated as residential streets, and traffic volume levels appropriate for that classification
should be maintained. C, I and 28™ Streets in particular already carry a relatively high volume
for residential streets; even small increases could affect their livability. Therefore, we request
the EIR include detailed traffic studies and address these areas of particular concern:

o The at-grade railroad crossing at 28" Street between A and B Streets is a likely source of
congestion because of frequency of trains, as well as delays inherent in the switching
functions at the rail station; this also limits access by emergency vehicles. The EIR
should have a detailed analysis of the train traffic at that intersection, what the proposed
improvements are, and how the proposed improvements to the intersection could address
the fundamental problems of access and congestion.

e Given the 4-year construction period is a considerable length of time, traffic and noise
studies should include the on-site construction area, as well as the projected routes and
additional traffic from construction trucks and construction workers going to and from
the job sites. In addition, the air quality effects on the Park, on wildlife, and on nearby
residences of construction vehicles and ambient dust and debris should be studied and
should be mitigated and monitored.

e Because of the potential to close the E Street on ramp, we ask that the traffic studies
include projections for scenarios both with and without the E Street on ramp.

e Traffic studies should include the potential cumulative impacts of traffic from the city’s
Corporation Yard, the concrete recycling plant, and the proposed siting of a Caltrans Rail
Maintenance Facility. '

e The goals of the Neighborhood Preservation Transportation Plan (NPTP) to ensure the
residential nature of the streets must be met.

e The EIR should address any impacts to the NPTP.

e Any traffic calming or control devices or changes in traffic patterns added as mitigation
should be evaluated for impacts to the midtown grid.

e Truck traffic counts, current and projected, should be included in the study.

e We note that the city transportation department’s truck route map shows C Street as a
truck route. Truck traffic on C Street is for local deliveries only, whether to and from
Blue Diamond or to stores such as RiteAid, and lost its truck route designation when the
NPTP was approved.

e We note that Caltrans Route 51 Study states that 28" Street and C Street are arterials.
The city’s 2030 General Plan Figure M 2B shows both to be residential. This erroneous
designation should not be used in the EIR nor any city document, and we request that the
city transportation department ask Caltrans to correct the error.

Safety and Socioeconomic Effects

o Courtyard School is located just north of the B-C Street Alley between 24™ and 25
Streets. Children from the neighborhood who go to the school must cross C Street. The
EIR should address potential safety issues for children of any increased traffic on C
Street.



e Similarly, the Ethel Hart Senior Center is located between I and J Streets and 27® and
28" Streets. The EIR should address potential safety issues for senior citizens of any
increased traffic on 28" and I Streets.

e The northeastern-most corner of midtown, including C Street, I Street and 28™ Street
have high percentages of multi-family apartments, lower-income families and individuals
and diverse ethnicities. The EIR should address whether any traffic increases would
cause disproportionate impacts to these low-income or minority groups.

Cumulative Effects of Reasonably Foreseeable Activities

The EIR should take into account the potential cumulative effects of the proposed Union Pacific
triple-tracking between the Sacramento and Roseville Stations, the proposed Caltrans’ Rail
Maintenance Facility, and Caltrans State Route (SR) 51 Preliminary Investigation (January
2013), which is the scoping document for operational and capacity improvements on SR 51, the
Capital City Freeway.

e The Union Pacific proposal to triple the tracks between the Sacramento and Roseville
Stations would intensify the congestion problems at the 28™ Street railroad crossing.
Also, it will likely require utilizing right-of-way from or require other modifications to
the proposed McKinley Village site.

e The Caltrans’ Rail Maintenance Facility is currently proposed to be sited either on the
McKinley Village parcel or on a parcel between 20™ and 24" Street. We understand the
city i1s working with Caltrans to identify alternative sites. However, if these two
alternatives are still being considered while the EIR is being developed, the EIR should
discuss the cumulative effects of these sites on traffic, noise, and air quality on nearby
residents and on the McKinley Village project.

o The Caltrans Route 51 scoping document includes proposals that would possibly impinge
upon or affect the traffic circulation for the McKinley Village project, including changes
to the E Street on/off ramps (projects 4a and b), widening the freeway bridge across the
American River from 3 to 5 lanes in each direction (project 5), adding northbound
transition lanes from the American River Bridge to Exposition Boulevard (project 6),
adding southbound transition lanes from Exposition Boulevard to E Street, lengthening
the B Street underpass and A St overcrossing (project 11), and constructing a full
interchange and 4-lane parkway at Sutter’s Landing Park (project 13). We understand
that several of these proposals are long-range and may not be currently funded but feel
they should be discussed for their possible future effects. Since construction of
McKinley Village could impinge on the plans for these projects, those constraints should
also be discussed.

Project Objectives

e We applaud the developers’ objective to “create a pedestrian-friendly development that
promotes bicycle use and provides excellent bicycle access to downtown and surrounding
neighborhoods” and agree the development is internally friendly to pedestrians and the
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use of bicycles as recreation. The proposed pedestrian-bike tunnel also facilitates the use
of bicycles for commuting, shopping, and travel to entertainment, should residents so
choose. However, we would like the EIR to address compensation for the intrinsic
problem that most McKinley Village residents will be dependent on travel by car for
shopping, entertainment, and commuting. The EIR should include projections on what
percentage of households are expected to use bicycles instead of motorized vehicles for
running errands, enjoying entertainment outside the development, and commuting, as
opposed to purely recreational use. Also, while RT has no current plans to expand their
service into the development, we ask that the city and developer work with RT on this
issue. Regardless, the EIR should address ways the development could be more
accessible by public transit.

For all bicycle-pedestrian access points, the EIR should address the availability of
appropriate lane-marking, sidewalks and lighting, not just within the development but
also on city streets outside the development to ensure safety and to encourage increased
foot and bike traffic.

The EIR should define what is meant by “adequate access points” for vehicles — adequate
in terms of street capacity? Travel time? Reduced congestion? Emergency vehicle
access? These issues should be addressed not only in terms of what is adequate for
McKinley Village residents and the city’s emergency vehicles but whether or not the
access points are adequate in reducing impacts to the pre-existing land uses.

The project as currently described does not appear to meet the city’s objective regarding
providing housing opportunities to residents from a wide range of economic levels. The
EIR must address in detail how this goal will be met.

Geology and Soils

Page 5 of the NOP asserts three environmental topic areas will be scoped out and included in the
Effects Not Found to Be Significant section of the EIR. We respectfully disagree with the
inference that all three do not merit further study or disclosure:

What has been the duration and frequency of flooding on this site since the construction
of Business 80?

Aquic Xerofluvent soils are subject to frequent flooding with groundwater “as shallow as
6 feet below the surface” in some areas of the project. Please explain how it is possible
to build subterranean floodwater basins with groundwater so shallow?

Observers who know the site or see it in passing from the freeway have seen a significant
portion of this parcel submerged in floodwaters lasting several weeks, and every winter
and spring the parcel has visible water on it as well. The seasonal water indicates the
possible presence for wetlands. We request that the Army Corps re-evaluate that
potential.

We request the EIR evaluate an alternative use of the whole site as a mitigation bank or
other open space values.

Thank you again for the opportunity to comment on the proposed project. We look forward to
reviewing the draft environmental document. If you have questions or need clarification on the
comments, please contact Acting BPNA Chair, Lorna Martens, (916) 718-3900,



lornajmartens @ gmail.com, or Board Members Suzie Johnston, (916) 397-9294, or Dave Philipp
(916) 212-1322, dave @davephilipp.com.

Sincerely,

M
Catherine Turrill, Chair

Boulevard Park Neighborhood Association

Cc: BPNA Board; Steve Hansen, City Council; Steve Cohn, City Council



PLACER COUNTY

TRANSPORTATION
PLANNING AGENCY
MEMORANDUM
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.

299 Nevada Street - Auburn, CA 95603 - (530) 823-4030 - FAX 823-4036

www.pctpa.net



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



farm-to-fork movement, and other community enhancement features (e.g., running trail, dog
park, etc.).

The depth to groundwater at the proposed project site has been recorded as shallow as six
(6) feet below ground surface. As mentioned above, this site should be used for a park with
a pond feature/detention basin and a community garden. In addition, with the shallow
groundwater table and the ponding of water during a storm event, this site would also be
ideal for development of a pond/wetland feature with riparian habitat to enhance the area
for wildlife, birds, fish, native plants, etc.

In the EIR, please provide a quantitative analysis of the following adverse impacts
associated with the proposed project. Please also include mitigation measures and
commitments to adequately reduce these impacts to a less than significant level:

e The proposed project will significantly increase daily traffic on existing McKinley
Park residential streets (likely more than 600 roundtrips per day) and will result in
increased congestion and adverse safety impacts to pedestrians (including children,
joggers, and bikers). How will this adverse impact be adequately mitigated to a less
than significant level?

e The proposed project would result in adverse impacts to sensitive noise and air
quality receptors in the neighborhood associated with significantly increased traffic
volumes on residential McKinley Park streets. How will this adverse impact be
adequately mitigated to a less than significant level?

e The proposed project would develop an ingress/egress location along the 40™ Street
extension that would adversely impact the secondary flood protection levees that
protect McKinley Park from flood events. How will this adverse impact be
adequately mitigated to a less than significant level?

e The elementary and middle schools in McKinley Park are already impacted with
students from neighborhoods in the city where their schools have or will be closed.
The proposed project would adversely impact neighborhood schools. How will this
adverse impact be adequately mitigated to a less than significant level?

e The McKinley Park neighborhood was initially developed in the early 1900s and has
many features of a historic district. Therefore, many of the commercial and
residential structures in the neighborhood have historic significance, and the
proposed project will likely result in adverse indirect impacts to historic structures
associated with the proposed project. How will this adverse impact be adequately
mitigated to a less than significant level?

e The proposed project would result in adverse impacts to the City’s antiquated
combined stormwater/sewer system. How will this adverse impact be adequately
mitigated to a less than significant level?

In the EIR, please address how the proposed project will meet developer’s stated
objectives. At this time, many of the stated objectives in the NOP for the proposed project
would not be achieved for the following reasons:



The Weide Family
334 35th Street
Sacramento, CA 95816
916-803-2309

July 7, 2013

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 for us to provide comments on the Notice of Preparation
(NOP) of an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the McKinley Village Project (proposed
project). We think that the proposed project would be a good development for the
Sacramento region but not in its proposed location. In addition, our primary comment is that
we believe that the EIR is premature, because there are several significant regional projects
bring planned that would conflict with the proposed project. These include:

o The NOP does not adequately describe other significant roadway transportation
projects being planned in the area that may conflict with the proposed project. The
proposed 28" Street ingress/egress would conflict with Caltrans plans to widen
Capitol City Highway (SR 51) (see attached SR51 Preliminary Investigation,
Caltrans, 1-8-13). These conflicts would not likely be resolved in time for the EIR
analysis or for the proposed project development.

e The NOP does not adequately describe significant rail projects being planned in the
area that may conflict with the proposed project. One of the two sites for the
proposed Amtrak rail maintenance facility (Sacramento Bee, page A-1, 7-5-13) is
the proposed project site. This conflict would not likely be resolved in time for the
EIR analysis or for the proposed project development. In addition, the existing rail
berm along three sides of the proposed project would need to be widened by
additional tracks to accommodate the planned expansion by UPRR and
Amtrak/CCJPA in the near future. This would impact the outlined footprint of the
proposed project.

According to the NOP, the soils at the proposed project site are recently formed and are
subject to frequent flooding. A better use for this proposed project area would be a regional
park with a pond feature/detention basin to collect floodwaters. The park should also
include a McKinley Park community garden, which would contribute to the Sacramento



e It would not create a residential community that is compatible with the aesthetic
qualities of the surrounding East Sacramento and McKinley Park neighborhoods.

e The proposed project would increase vehicle miles traveled daily in the neighborhood
and surrounding area.

e The proposed project would not be an opportunity for infill development. According to the
City of Sacramento Infill Strategy (5-14-13) (see attached), the proposed project does not
meet City’s criteria for an infill project and is not within a City target area for infill.

e The proposed project is not consistent with sustainable design and low impact
development concepts. The proposed homes will be two stories high, requiring higher
energy use in the hot summer months. In addition, the homes will have multiple car
garages, and the reliance on the car for mobility does not meet the definition of
sustainable community. The development will also not be serviced by the local transit
agencies.

e As mentioned above, the proposed project, as planned, will not provide adequate
access points for vehicular traffic.

e At $300,000 to $700,000, the proposed project would not provide a range of housihg
opportunities to residents from a wide range of economic levels. These homes would
only be affordable to buyers from the City’s higher economic levels.

The EIR should address cumulative impacts associated with the following projects in
cumulative impacts analysis:

Planned Sutter Park project;

Mercy Hospital expansion project;

Sutter General Hospital expansion project;

Downtown arena project;

Business [-80 expansion project; and

Union Pacific Railroad and CCJPA/Amtrak expansion projects.

O O O O O O

We would like to request that the NOP, comment letters, and response to comment letters
be included as an Appendix in the Draft EIR. We would also like to be kept informed of the
release of any environmental documents and public meetings concerning the McKinley
Village project.

Sincerely,

él:gé‘c{‘)&h\ [dey A{ Ny S IR L oo «—%

Elizabeth and George Weide






July 8, 2013

Dana Allen, Associate Planner

City of Sacramento, Community Development Department
300 Richards Blvd., Third Floor,

Sacramento, CA 95811

Dear Ms. Allen,

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Notice of Preparation of the Environmental
Impact Report for the McKinley Village Project (P08-086).

My chief areas of concern are these: the amount of traffic that will be generated by residents of
the development, the effects of traffic and congestion on the wildlife values of Sutter’s Landing
Park, the cumulative effects of other transportation projects on the neighborhoods, and the need
for the design of the current project to take into account the various planned transportation
projects.

Traffic Volume: Except for the possibility of a small deli or café, the development is entirely
residential. Residents will have to leave the development for work, errands, and entertainment. It
is likely that most of the housing will have at least two residents, each with individual need for
trips. While bike access is being encouraged, it is only a small percentage of the residents will
use bikes for these purposes. Residents who work downtown or in midtown are more likely to
use the 28" Street access point. This will not only add to the traffic volume on 28 Street but
also on the east-west streets that can be accessed from 28" Street, specifically the residential
streets C, F, H, and I north of J, and K, L, Capital, and P Streets south of J.

The traffic studies must include effects of increased traffic volumes on these streets. If the
increase would change the street classification or cause undue burden, the developer should add
access points, preferably onto arterial rather than local residential, to alleviate the burden on any
one street. While acknowledging that the developer would have greater upfront costs, that must
be weighed against the long-term cost to existing residential neighborhoods, the residents
themselves, and the city of additional traffic that reduces livability for existing neighborhoods in
the central city. This would be in keeping with the maxim of city planning that keeping viable
and desirable residential neighborhoods in a central city increases the long-term stability of the
urban core.

Those long-term costs include access for emergency vehicles, emergency evacuation, and
servicing of utilities (storm water, sewer, electrical and gas). Also, although the proposed
floodgates would protect adjacent neighborhoods should this low-lying area be flooded, there is a
cost to taxpayers in assisting in recovery of services. Multiple access points could alleviate these
long-term costs by making access easier. A cost-benefit analysis should include those factors,
which will be a cost to the city.



Safety: The analysis should address the safety of vulnerable populations on C and I Streets —
specifically, how increases would affect the safety of children walking across C Street to and
from Courtyard School and of seniors walking across I and 28" Streets, to and from the Senior
Center.

Truck traffic: Potential changes in truck traffic volume and routing, both during and after
construction, should also be analyzed to ensure no changes occur to the residential character of
the streets. C Street, which already carries local truck traffic to Blue Diamond, is particularly
vulnerable to the effects of any changes in truck traffic.

Congestion: The analysis should include the likely congestion on both the north and south sides
of the 28" Street railroad crossing due to trains sitting at that location while waiting for their turn
to enter the station or travel east. The congestion analysis should take into account the potential
increase in train traffic should Union Pacific add, as currently proposed, a third set of rail tracks
and increase the number of passenger and freight trips between Sacramento and Roseville.
Effects to local traffic patterns and air quality and noise effects on nearby residents, as well as on
children and adults playing softball or other league games in Stanford Park, should be assessed,
as well as the air quality, noise, and effects to the setting and wildlife at Sutter’s Landing Park.

Transit: although the project developer believes the project to be in keeping with the SACOG
blueprint by providing infill close to the central city and has created a pedestrian- and bike-
friendly street grid within the development, it is in fact as car-dependent as any more distant
suburb due to the lack of transit connections. The developer and city may need to work with
Regional Transit to find a way to cover the transit gap. In any case, the EIR should address this
issue and note the car-dependency.

Parks and Wildlife:

Sutter’s Landing Park must be considered, not only as the Park is today but as it is envisioned
and planned for in the future: while plans for Sutter’s Landing Park cannot be fully realized until
the landfill is safe for use and the industrial land currently privately owned becomes available for
purchase, the city is creating a regional park with strong values as habitat for a wide variety of
plants, animals, and birds and as a rare opportunity to protect the natural riverine environment.
The site is currently used for educational nature talks and trips, and parks are considered to have
special value for providing quiet enjoyment of nature: the intrusion of the new road and structure
should be evaluated against these Park function. The EIR should assess the visual, noise, and air
quality effects created by the proposed expansion of A Street, as well as the additional traffic and
potential congestion described above on the Park, its users, and its future development.
Simulations of the view of A Street expansion would be helpful, taking care not to distort the
views.

The wildlife and habitat of the proposed development site itself should be assessed. The
assessment should not be limited to evaluating potential habitat for at-risk species but also to
other plants, animals and birds. The EIR should address its value as open space, potential urban
farm, mitigation area or park extension. Cities, such as those in the East Bay, who protected open
space against urban encroachment, have reaped the recreational, visual, and social benefit of
having an expanse of both wilderness and large traditional parkland available free to residents,



regardless of their financial means, and visitors. The “green” value to the city of protecting open
space and habitat along the river, especially near the urban core, should be assessed.

Cumulative effects of multiple transportation projects:

The EIR to take into account the potential cumulative effects of the proposed Caltrans’ Rail
Maintenance Facility, the proposed triple tracking of the Union Pacific Rail Lines, and the
various projects outline Caltrans State Route (SR) 51 Preliminary Investigation (January 2013),
which is the scoping document for operational and capacity improvements on SR 51, the Capital
City Freeway. This scoping document includes proposals that would affect the traffic circulation
for the McKinley Blvd project, including changes to the E Street on/off ramps (projects 4a and
b), widen the freeway bridge across the American River from 3 to 5 lanes in each direction
(project 5), lengthen B Street underpass and A St overcrossing (project 11), and constructing a
full interchange and 4-lane parkway at Sutter’s Landing Park (project 13). The Union Pacific
triple-tracking could increase the delays at the 28™ Street railroad crossing — unless this crossing
is eliminated -- when trains are in transit or stopped. While several of these proposals are in
long-range planning stages and may not be currently funded, they all have the potential to affect
existing local traffic and congestion in the existing residential neighborhoods, or to affect Sutter
Landing Park’s integrity and habitat values, and the cumulative effects of all of these, which are
reasonably foreseeable, should be assessed.

Conversely, the effects on these various projects of the proposed McKinley Village project as
designed should be analyzed and disclosed in the EIR. The proposed Union Pacific triple tracks
and Caltrans rail maintenance facility may require utilizing (or eliminating) the McKinley
Village access points and will require new right-of-way, including within the McKinley Village
site. The ability of Caltrans to implement much-needed Business 80 (Route 51) improvements to
lessen the freeway bottleneck between the bridge and Exposition Boulevard may be unduly
constrained or eliminated, if McKinley Village is built as currently designed: in particular, the
proposed widening of the bridge over the American River, improving A and B Streets, and the
proposed Sutter’s Landing Parkway would be more difficult. The developer and city should
work with all the agencies with project proposals to come up with mutually acceptable plans. At
minimum, the EIR should analyze the potential effects the various proposals would have on each
other and discuss the most efficient way to carry out all the proposed improvements.

The EIR should assess the possibility of as access road at the terminus of Alhambra, as well as
considering access points onto other arterials. With at least three access points, the new traffic
load would be dispersed, and emergency vehicles would have better access. The developer has
stated that the cost of another tunnel under the railroad embankment would be too high and that
it would be difficult to negotiate with the railroad. This stance addresses only the upfront capital
costs to the developer and should be weighed against the long-term operational costs to the city
(thus also the taxpayers) and to residents of the local streets currently designated as access
points.

Also, given that the four-year construction period is a considerable length of time, traffic, air
quality (e.g., ambient dust) and noise studies should include effects from construction activities,
as well as the projected routes and additional traffic from construction trucks and construction
workers going to and from work.



Housing: The project as proposed does not appear to meet the city’s goals of housing for mixed-
income. Is the city going to accept the possibility that some properties could have second units
as meeting that goal? If the developer does not meet the mixed-income goal, what recourse will
the city pursue?

Thank you again for extending the comment deadline to allow for full public participation. The
extra meetings were helpful.

Sincerely,

Margaret Buss

711 22 Street
Sacramento, CA 95816
(916) 448-6246

Cc: Steve Hansen, City Council; Steve Cohn, City Council; Boulevard Park Neighborhood
Association



Dana Allen

From: KEVIN and Anne HIGGINS <libbyhiggins@hotmail.com>
Sent: Monday, July 08, 2013 11:51 PM

To: Dana Allen

Subject: "McKinley Village" EIR Comments

Dear Ms. Allen:

The following are my comments for the EIR for "McKinley Village":

Flooding:

According to a Sacramento Bee in-depth series of articles studying Sacramento’s flood risk: “There is,
however, no major city in America more at risk of a catastrophic New Orleans-style flood than
Sacramento.” (http://www.sacbee.com/static/content/news/projects/flooding/)

The Bee article addressed the flood danger to the city as a whole and concluded that the risk cited
above was “the firm and unnerving conclusion drawn from a Bee survey of the 30 largest metropolitan
areas in the nation, conducted over the past month. Compared with other big cities, Sacramento is
marked by a potentially deadly combination of geographic, hydrological and demographic factors
unmatched anywhere in the United States.”

The article also noted that:

“Sacramento's levees offer less protection than those in many other cities. Officials worry they
could fail or overtop if a large late winter or early spring storm system brought more water than
they were designed to handle. Warm "Pineapple Express" systems are especially feared,
because they can sidle up against the mountains, rain for days, and cause too much snow to
melt at once and barrel down river corridors.”

The Bee series cited above also noted a more recent concern: “Engineers discovered after the floods
of 1997 that seepage is occurring deep beneath Sacramento area levees that could cause internal
erosion and unforeseen failures.”

Given the recent concerns voiced by politicians and many in the scientific community regarding the
threats posed by “climate change”, it is reasonable to assume that we will face more severe weather
systems which will place our levees and neighborhoods more at risk of flood than traditionally

thought.

The proposed development of 328 residential units on this site, raises flooding concerns with respect
to the prospective residents on the parcel as well as a broader impact on the established
neighborhood of East Sacramento.



The parcel itself has been described as a “lowland”, which is borne out by the flood plan map of the
Department of Ultilities for the City of Sacramento, which shows the parcel at being a lower depth than
the surrounding area. Thus, the area is meant to be a “bathtub” to reservoir flood waters so as to
lessen the danger of flooding for the adjacent neighborhoods as well as to buy critical evacuation time
in the event of a catastrophic flood. (http://www.cityofsacramento.org/utilities/flood/Map _14a.pdf)

The environmental impact on the individuals living on the parcel in the event of a flood would be
significant given the fact that the parcel is a lowland, that according to Mr. Angelides, would be closed
off by flood gates in the event of a flood. Flood gates are a tricky proposition though as they either
trap residents in the parcel, or the time to close them substantially increases the flood risk to the
surrounding established neighborhood of East Sacramento.

It appears that the development of this parcel with the proposed breach of the railroad tracks at 40™
Street would envision the latter scenario. As the Sacramento Bee noted in a November 18, 2012
piece on Sacramento’s flood vulnerability, “the flood gates are manually operated and they take
several hours to shut and require city workers to either close giant steel doors or place heavy boards
into steel slots. Both types are then sealed with sandbags and plastic sheeting. These materials are
stored with some gates, but in other cases must be transported from storage

yards.” (http://www.sacbee.com/2012/11/18/4994108/what-if-a-superstorm-strikes-
sacramento.html) The ability to close flood gates assumes that the city personnel that is in charge of
shutting those gates has the ability to access the gates in the event of a flood.

This same article quotes Rick Martinez, chief of emergency services for the city and county of
Sacramento, as acknowledging that the evacuation window "is really narrow and there are a whole
host of things that could occur that would slow us down . . .. It's going to be very difficult to get
everyone out. There's just no way to say it nicely." Mr. Martinez noted that residents of some
neighborhoods could have as little as 20 minutes to flee before the water gets 1 foot deep. Once the
flooding hits that point, driving a car is not an option and self-evacuation is more difficult.

Moreover, emergency officials acknowledge that despite the spending of billions of dollars in levee
and dam improvements, a levee break can still occur. The City’s EIR paperwork for this development
did not include the Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency as an interested party, and it would seem
that this agency, given the nature of the proposed development should be listed as a concerned

party.

The risk of flooding for this particular parcel should assess the strength of the American River levee
north of the parcel from River Park to 20th Street. The Southern Pacific railroad line that runs on the
southern and eastern portions of the parcel is considered by the City of Sacramento to be a
“secondary levee” to protect East Sacramento in the event of a levee break along the American River
levee. It is noteworthy that this particular railroad levee carries three railroad tracks, and is quite
substantial in its width and height.



Accordingly, although the city may consider it to be a “secondary levee’, it is primary in its function of
protecting East Sacramento. The proposed development envisions breaching this levee at 40™
Street, thereby substantially reducing the protection afforded by this levee. Moreover, the EIR should
assess the strength of that segment of the American River levee that lies north of this parcel. It would
be reasonable to assume that the Army Corps of Engineers and other bodies conducting levee
assessments would place a lower priority on these levees given the existence of the Southern Pacific
railroad line offering additional, substantial protection to East Sacramento.

In fact, as well be addressed under the “hydrology” section below, older maps of East Sacramento
show that this parcel had a substantial wetland pond on it. There have been reports of land moving
and grading equipment being on the parcel recently, and the questions becomes what happened to
that water feature?

Traffic:

The addition of 328 housing units on this parcel would likely mean the addition of at least 600 new
cars to the streets of East Sacramento. The infrastructure of East Sacramento streets were not made
for additional burden of this number of car using East Sacramento’s residential streets as
thoroughfares to amenities that the parcel does not have, such as groceries, gas, restaurants and
shopping. In fact, the streets of East Sacramento were initially designed to carry a much lower
number of cars than we see even today. Initially, municipal streetcar lines went into McKinley Park
and up J Street to 46" Street. With a thoroughfare placed at 40" Street, many of the 600 cars would
cut through East Sacramento streets to get to the amenities listed above.

The EIR should address the traffic impact of the number of cars likely associated with the proposed
development as well as the aggregate impact that this development would have on traffic in East
Sacramento in conjunction with a number of other recent large development projects in the area. We
have two major hospital projects nearing completion: the Mercy Hospital Heart Center, and the new
Sutter General Hospital wing. In addition, there is another planned residential development at the
Sutter Memorial Hospital site. Any study of the environmental impact of this increased traffic should
include how the additional traffic from the proposed development effects other recent developments.

Air Pollution;

The proposed development of 328 housing units abutting one of the most congested freeways in the
region, raises significant health concerns for the prospective residents of the proposed
development. Recent studies show that fine particulate matter from freeway exhaust can cause
cardiovascular problems. (http://newsroom.ucla.edu/portal/ucla/ucla-study-reports-how-air-pollution-
42993.aspx) The health risks with living in close proximity to a freeway are well

documented. (http://www.scpcs.ucla.edu/news/Freeway.pdf)




The particular stretch of freeway which abuts this parcel is well known for “bottle necking” in the area
of this parcel, which means that cars sit and exhaust is magnified. The EIR should address the
impact that the freeway air pollution would have on the residents of this parcel. It should also address
the impact of 600 new cars going through East Sacramento would have on the residents of East
Sacramento, again, taking into account the addition of these cars with the anticipated spike in traffic
due to the Mercy Heart Center, the new Sutter General Hospital wing, as well as the new residential
development planned at Sutter Memorial Hospital.

As it presently stands, this parcel is just outside of an area that is already noted as being
environmentally vulnerable.
(http://oehha.maps.arcgis.com/apps/OnePane/basicviewer/index.html? &extent={"xmin":-
15258078.058859076,"ymin":3548564.614538959,"xmax":-
11315150.391797591,"ymax":5441756.931105701,"spatialReference":{"wkid":102100}}&appid=b133
1f7b963747efb19173823f7dc35d.)

Hydrology: Old maps of East Sacramento show a wetland feature in the southwestern corner of the
parcel. (See History of East Sacramento) Typically, such wetland features do not simply disappear
over time. Given the lowland nature of the property, which is well-recognized, it would appear that
this parcel is prone to wetland features over time

Endangered/Threatened Species:

The area of the proposed settlement could be habitat to one or more of the following protected
species: the burrowing owl, vernal pool fairy shrimp, valley fairy shrimp, and the tiger salamander.

Thank you for your time in addressing these very important issues to the residents of East
Sacramento.

Kevin Higgins



McKinley Village (P08-086)
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT (EIR) NOTICE OF PREPARATION (NOP)

COMMENT FORM

Date: July 3, 2013
Please provide the following information if you wish to receive Notice
of Availability of the Draft EIR and to document the author of
comments received. Thank you.

Name: Kate Styrsky
Email: midtowngrrl@gmail.com
Address: 400 22" Street, Sacramento CA 95816

Organization: Boulevard Park resident

Please provide us with your written comments by July 9, 2013. Comments
on the NOP may be sent to:

City of Sacramento
Community Development Department
300 Richards Blvd, Third Floor

Sacramento, CA 95811

Attn: Dana Allen, Associate Planner (Email:
dallen@cityofsacramento.org)
Questions: Phone: (916) 808-2762

You may attach additional pages to this form and/or you may submit
your written comments separately. Written comments on the scope of
the EIR will be acknowledged in the Draft EIR and will be considered
in preparation of the document.

[ am a resident of the Boulevard Park neighborhood and provide comments for the scope of the
EIR. The McKinley Village project is claimed by the developer, Phil Angelides, as an “East
Sacramento” project. The effects of this project, however, will not be limited to East
Sacramento: because of the proposed access point at 28™ and A Streets, have a potentially
detrimental impact in the northeastern part of Midtown.

I offer the following items that should be included in the scope of the Environmental
Impact Report:

The proposed 28th Street access point is unrealistic, unsafe, and
unduly burdensome on the Midtown community. The City must
require the developer to conduct a thorough alternatives analysis.
This is an East Sacramento project, and project-generated traffic should be
routed through East Sacramento. Midtown residents should not be required
to absorb the problems of the project without obtaining any of the benefits.



We expect that, if the 28th Street access proposal is accepted as the
preferred project alternative, an expanded traffic management program
within this area of Midtown will be required, particularly along C Street and
28™ Street, which was not included in the traffic management program
installed here in the '90s.

How will the increased traffic volume impact the safety of drivers,
pedestrian, bicyclists, and the trains at the at-grade crossing at 28™ Street?

Study employing traffic calming measures to alleviate traffic on 28" Street
from the McKinley Village project such as:

1) Make improvements at B Street in order to add a half-street closure
at B Street and to direct southbound traffic to 29" Street. Developer
or City to assist Bell Marine to relocate. In addition, the City should
relocate the City Corp yard to further minimize traffic impacts.

2) De-designate C Street as a truck route.

3) Additional traffic-calming measures such as stop signs and
pedestrian islands to be employed along C Street and 28" Street to
ensure the safety of pedestrians, Midtown residents, and Sutter’s
Landing Park users.

Study projected costs of traffic mitigation (calming, routing, signs,
crosswalks, lights). Will the developer be responsible for funding the
necessary measures to offset increased traffic?

Currently, an average 43 trains per day cross at the 28™ and B Street rail
crossing. With the addition of McKinley Village, what are the potential traffic
congestion impacts on 28 Street, into Sutter’s Landing Park and leaving the
project? What are the potential air quality, biological, and parks and
recreational impacts of stalled vehicles on 28" Street, into Sutter’s Landing
Park and leaving the McKinley Village project? How will access to emergency
services be impacted by this additional traffic at the train crossing?

With limited access from 28" Street due to train traffic, how will the 40"
Street access point be impacted?



28'" Street access alternative: clarify plans for vehicle and
pedestrian access to Sutter’s Landing Park with the added traffic
from McKinley Village residents.

If the 28™ Street access alternative goes forward, will the developer make
improvements to improve bike and pedestrian safety for Midtown users of
the Sutter’s Landing Park? There are no sidewalks along 28" Street so
pedestrian users of the park from Midtown must walk in the street to gain
access to the park. There are also no designated bike lanes. These problems
will be exacerbated with additional users.

McKinley Village residents will also use Sutter’s Landing Park. How will
increased user-ship impact Sutter’s Landing Park and the American River
Parkway?

Issues of concern for A Street access plan.

e There needs to be complete disclosure of what lies beneath the
surface of the proposed A Street access and adjacent land. Is it
even feasible to construct the expected roadway (how many lanes
including vehicles, bike and pedestrian) in this location? What will be
the impact of landfill settling over time on the proposed transportation
facility?

e It appears that the access via A Street would be on land zoned and in
the General Plan as Park land. It is on land under regulation by the
State as a closed landfill. What landfill closure regulations apply to the
A Street access? Is such access consistent with the City's permit for
the landfill closure?

Traffic/Access/Circulation Issues

The traffic study should be expanded to include the following areas:
20th Street to 29th Street and C Street to I Streets. According to the
City of Sacramento Notice of Intent to Establish a Quiet Zone dated March 1,
2012, there were 1777 cars traveling across the 28" and B Street rail
crossing. If no reduction of traffic is addressed before the project
commences, then traffic volume could double across the 28 Street rail
crossing when the project work begins.



Still more traffic may be expected in this area due to other projects
now in process:

Study additional traffic increase due to the opening of the Sutter General
Hospital facility (28" and K Streets), the new Downtown Arena, relocation of
the B Street theatre (to 27" and Capitol Avenue), and the Sacramento
Natural Food Co-Op (to 28" and S Streets).

Are there other vehicle access scenarios that could be considered? For
instance, the Business 80 on and off-ramps were included in the previous
project proposal for this site.

Please combine the results of these traffic increases to give true
picture of traffic overall in the next five years (with these
developments).

The following access proposals should be included in the study:
Alhambra Boulevard

A western vehicle entrance to the project should include Alhambra
Boulevard, commercial corridor. This access would alleviate some traffic
concerns for 28" Street and 40" Street. If a vehicle tunnel is not feasible,
study a vehicle over-grade access at Alhambra instead.

Study the viability of a third one-way vehicle access at Alhambra Boulevard
With an average of 43 trains a day at the 28™ Street rail crossing, McKinley
Village residents will need an additional entry point for emergency vehicles.

Provide detailed information from Union Pacific Railroad regarding the
challenges of this access so that the community can make an informed
decision regarding this access.

Suggest that the developer be responsible for funding necessary measures
to offset increased traffic.

29t Street

Study vehicle access at 29" Street as an alternative or supplement to
Alhambra Boulevard If a tunnel is not feasible, study a vehicle over-grade
crossing at 29" Street.

C Street



According to the Central City Community Plan that is a part of the General
Plan 2030, C Street is designated as a “C Street Central City Housing.” Is
the increased traffic from McKinley Village in line with the General Plan’s
goals for new housing opportunities on C Street?

Proposed Alhambra Boulevard Bike/Pedestrian Access

What measures are being taken to ensure the Alhambra Boulevard tunnel is
Americans with Disabilities Act ("ADA") compliant?

Proposed access needs to be safe for public use. The bike tunnel at 14™ and
C Streets has been closed for a number of years due to criminal activity.
The existing tunnel at 16" and C Streets is widely perceived as unclean and
unsafe for pedestrians. What measures will be taken to ensure the safety of
residents using this proposed access?

If included in the project, the bike and pedestrian tunnel should be a part of
phase 1, not the final phase. Lacking access to the tunnel at the beginning of
the project, residents will become accustomed to using vehicles rather than
walking or bicycling. Study the negative impacts of making the tunnel part of
the later phase of construction.

Business 80

What are the impacts of the closure of the E Street on-ramp with the
addition of this project?

If the California Department of Transportation closes the E Street on-ramp,
what will be the impact to the surface street adjacent to the freeway?

What will be the traffic impacts to the H Street on and off-ramps, already
often congested?

What will be the traffic impacts to the J Street on-ramp?

Require extensive biological surveys as a part of project planning
and not after project approval. Study the potential impacts to
resident species and ascertain what will be done to protect them.

e The proposed A Street access will run parallel to “The Mound” that is a
part of Sutter’s Landing Park. The increased noise, light, and traffic
congestion will disturb the Swainson’s Hawks and will likely impact the
Burrowing Owl, White Tailed Kite, Red Shouldered Hawk, Red Tailed
Hawk, American Kestrel. Osprey and coyotes may also be affected by
the project.



The construction of these homes will mean the loss of approximately
48 acres of Swainson’s Hawk foraging area. How will the developer off-
set this loss?

Will a buffer zone be created within the project so that some foraging
ground can be preserved? Will offsetting mitigation land be
permanently protected nearby, and incorporated into Sutter’s Landing
Park?

Issues of concern for project construction site.

This project will take several years to complete.

According to the Sutter’s Landing Park Background report dated
October 2008 (Ex. 4), a portion of the McKinley Village project is
actually Park land (where the detention basis will be located). What
compensation will the developer provide for taking public park land for
this access road and detention basis?

Please have the developer provide an implement plan that controls
noise and pollution to have the least possible impact on the Swainson’s
Hawk nests at Sutter’s Landing Park and on their foraging ground in
the McKinley Village site.

Project construction will disturb nearby nesting sites for Swainson's
Hawk and other raptors for several years. How will the project buffer
construction impacts on nearby nesting activities? What mitigation will
be provided for disturbed nesting?

These ecological concerns are equally important for wildlife in the
narrow restricted American River corridor, which is surrounded by
urbanization. The EIR should address the impact and appropriate
mitigation in the American River corridor to offset the impact on
wildlife, including raptors, to less than significant.



Dana Allen

From: Judith Lamare <swainsonshawk@sbcglobal.net>
Sent: Monday, July 08, 2013 2:19 PM

To: Dana Allen

Cc: amy.kennedy@wildlife.ca.gov

Subject: : McKinley Village NOP comment

717 K St., Suite 529 Sacramento, Ca. 95814

916-447-4956 www.swainsonshawk.org swainsonshawk@sbcglobal.net

July 8, 2013

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

Dear Ms Allen

Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the Notice of Preparation for MCKINLEY VILLAGE
PROJECT (P08-086). Friends of the Swainson’s Hawk is concerned about the project’s impact on the
Swainson’s Hawk, a listed species under the California Endangered Species Act.

The project site is adjacent to the American River Parkway and provides foraging habitat for Swainson’s Hawks
and other raptors that nest along the Parkway and in the neighborhoods adjacent. You should consult with
California Department of Fish and Wildlife regarding the project impact on the Swainson’s Hawk and other
protected raptors and develop mitigation measures that reduce impacts to less than significant.

The foraging quality of the site is high. Recently observers reported to us that after the project site was mowed,
flocks exceeding 10 individual Swainson’s Hawks were using the site on multiple days. These observers
included Robert Sewell and Dale Steele, both highly reliable reporters on wildlife activity, and well familiar
with identifying Swainson’s Hawks.



We are aware of several nesting sites that are in close proximity to the project site. Our concern is that the
project site be mitigated for loss of foraging habitat at a ratio of one to one in close proximity to the project site
in order to protect the foraging of these nesting pairs during reproductive season. This SWH population may be
all that remains of the historic population that nested along the American River. If this population does not
survive, a very important element of the American River Parkway ecology will have been eliminated.
Mitigation should be required to be in the parkway corridor, in close proximity to pairs now nesting near the
project site, and be in the form of returning acres to foraging habitat that are presently not available for raptor
foraging but in close proximity. Mitigation measures also must include protections against incidental take.

At present we are aware of a Swainson’s Hawk nesting site on the north side of the river very close to the train
trestle and another nest site at C Street and San Antonio in the residential neighborhood. Biological study
should be scheduled for the nesting season and follow CDFW recommended protocol.

Sincerely,

Judith Lamare, President

c. Amy Kennedy, CDFW

Judith Lamare, President
Friends of the Swainson's Hawk
717 K Street, Ste 529
Sacramento, CA 95814

916 447 4956
www.swainsonshawk.org
swainsonshawk@sbcglobal.net




SACRAMENTO AREA 909 12th St, Ste. 116 sachike.org
BICYCLE ADVOCATES Sacramento, CA 95814 saba@sacbike.org
916 444-6600

July 8, 2013

Dana Allen, Associate Planner

City of Sacramento, Community Development Department
300 Richards Boulevard, 3" Floor

Sacramento, CA 95811-0218
dallen@cityofsacramento.org

Subject: Notice of Preparation (NOP) of an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the McKinley Village
Project (File No. P08-086)

Dear Ms. Allen:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the subject NOP. We greatly appreciate that two of the
project objectives are 1) to “place residential uses near existing jobs and services to reduce vehicle miles
traveled”, and 2) to “create a pedestrian-friendly development that promotes bicycle use and provides
excellent bicycle access to downtown and surrounding neighborhoods.” Admirably, these objectives
complement and support each other. Our comments that follow are designed to help the project achieve
these objectives.

For the EIR analysis, the proposed project will have a significant adverse impact on bicycling if it “fails to
adequately provide for access by bicycle.” Traffic stress induced by high speed and high volume vehicle traffic
is the primary impediment to large numbers of people being willing to use bicycling for everyday
transportation (Mekuria et al. 2012; Geller n.d.). Women in particular are likely to be very susceptible to
traffic stress because of concerns about personal safety and traffic risks, explaining the current large and
increasing gender differences in bicycling participation (Garrard et al. 2012).

The project proposes two entrances for vehicles, bicycles, and pedestrians: 1) to the west, an improved A
Street bridge across the Business 80 freeway connecting to 28" Street, and 2) to the east, a new tunnel
beneath the UPRR tracks to connect to C Street between 40™ St and Tivoli Way. Both of these entrances and
their connections should be designed to ensure low-traffic stress for bicyclists interested in using them to
access jobs, shopping, schools, and other destinations. The EIR on the project should show the street cross-
sections of these entrances and the EIR traffic study should report predicted traffic volumes and speeds
through these entrances. Each of these entrances appears to exceed about % mile in length without cross-
streets; such long distances will encourage vehicles to speed in excess of normal 25 mph residential speed
limits. Therefore, we request that both of these entrances be equipped with 1) bike lanes at least 6 ft wide
on each side of the street, and 2) traffic calming measures to prevent excessive vehicle speeds.

The project’s A Street entrance will lead to 28" st by which vehicles and bicyclists can access midtown to the
south across the triple-track UPRR line and Sutter’s Landing Park and the Two Rivers Bicycle Trail along the
American River to the north. The EIR should describe the improvements to be made to the 28" Street
crossing of the railroad line to handle the increased vehicle traffic as well as provide safe passage for
bicyclists from the proposed project. Currently the 28" st crossing of the railroad and its connection to B
Street in midtown is narrow, has only unmaintained gravel shoulders, and is steeply sloped, therefore likely
to be stressful and difficult for many bike riders to negotiate.

As shown on the proposed site plan (Figure 3), the street along the south side of the project does not connect
to the project’s end of the vehicle tunnel to 40" and C Streets. We request that this south-side street
intersect with the tunnel entrance to continue the street grid and shorten trip lengths for bicyclists traveling



along the south-side street and wishing to exit through the tunnel. Such an intersection will have the benefit
of slowing and calming vehicle traffic through the tunnel, thus reducing traffic stress for bicyclists.

The project also proposes a tunnel for pedestrians and bicyclists beneath the UPRR right-of-way at the west
end of the project connecting to Alhambra Boulevard. As depicted on the project’s site plan (Figure 3), this
tunnel will emerge on the project side in a City-owned open space parcel surrounded by tree and shrub
landscaping. It appears that the tunnel entrance in the project will therefore be concealed and subject to
security problems.

We recommend that the proposed bike and pedestrian tunnel to Alhambra Boulevard instead be designed as
a7~ vehicle, bike, and pedestrian tunnel (similar to the proposed tunnel to C St at 40™ St) that extends to an
intersection, perhaps a roundabout, of A Street, the project’s main central street, and its south-side street at
the west end of the proposed project. This design will have a number of advantages:
1. it will reduce the security issues of solely a bike and pedestrian tunnel by having more traffic and
eyes using it,
2. it will spread out the vehicle traffic from 2 to 3 entrance and exit points, thereby reducing traffic
volumes, potential bike-vehicle conflicts, and traffic stress for bicyclists at all 3 of the entrances, and
3. it will help the proposed project connect more directly to the street grid in midtown and East
Sacramento.

The project proposes a separated multi-use trail (for walking and 2-way bicycling) adjacent to the main east-
west street through the project. Because of the short block lengths along the main street (200 — 400 ft long)
bicyclists will encounter many cross-streets through the project where vehicles will have right-of-way priority
and bicyclists will have to stop before crossing. This multi-use trail may be useful for very young or casual
cyclists on short-distance recreational rides but will not be useful for bicyclists on more utilitarian trips (e.g.
commuting, shopping, and errands). Therefore, the main street should include shared-lane markings (known
as “sharrows”) on the pavement to indicate to vehicles that bicyclists will be using the roadway to travel for
transportation purposes to destinations outside of the project.

The street along the north-side of the project is proposed to terminate in a cul-de-sac at its west end. We
request that a bikeway from the cul-de-sac to the main street be provided to shorten the otherwise
circuitous route that bicyclists would have to take out of the north-side street to exit the project to the west.

The City’s Bikeway Master Plan shows an off-street bicycle path crossing the Business 80 freeway adjacent to
the UPRR bridge across the freeway at the east end of the project site to connect to the Two Rivers Trail. We
request that the proposed project maintain space for this future bike path to connect to the far eastern end
of the project’s streets.

SABA works to ensure that bicycling is safe, convenient, and desirable for everyday transportation. Bicycling
is the healthiest, cleanest, cheapest, quietest, most energy efficient, and least congesting form of
transportation.

Thank you for considering our comments.

Sincerely,

Ol

Jordan Lang
Project Analyst



CCs: Joseph Hurley, SMAQMD (jhurley@airquality.org)
Ed Cox, City of Sacramento Alternative Modes Coordinator (ecox@cityofsacramento.org)
Megan Norris, Riverview Capital Investments (Megan@riverviewci.com)

Citations:

Garrard, Jan, Susan Handy, and Jennifer Dill. Women and Cycling in Pucher, John and Ralph Buehler. City
Cycling. Cambridge, MA : The MIT Press, 2012.

Geller, Roger. Four Types of Cyclists. Portland, OR: City of Portland Office of Transportation, undated, circa
2007, http://www.portlandonline.com/transportation/ index.cfm?&a=237507&c=44597

Mekuria, Maaza, Peter Furth, and Hilary Nixon. Low-Stress Bicycling and Network Connectivity. Mineta
Transportation Institute, San Jose State University. May 2012. Report 11-19.







Dana Allen

From: Gary Brill-Lehn <ggbrilllehn@gmail.com>

Sent: Monday, July 08, 2013 4:20 PM

To: Dana Allen

Subject: McKinley Village (PO08—86) COMMENT RE EIR/NOP

McKinley Village (PO08—86) COMMENT RE EIR/NOP
July 7, 2013
Attn: Dana Allen, Associate Planner, Community Development Department

From: Gary and Sue Brill-Lehn, 609 -40% Street, Sacramento, CA 95819, email: ggbrilllehn@gmail.com

My wife and | are homeowners at 609 -40" Street, Sacramento. We have lived here over 27 years, raised our
children, and are now helping with our 3 local grandchildren. My children attended, and my grandchildren
attend Theodore Judah Elementary School. Added traffic in the school area demand additional care,
attentiveness, and caution.

The “McKinley Village” proposal calls for 40" Street to be a major point of exit/entrance for this development
yet the scope of the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) does not include our portion of 40" Street between
McKinley Blvd and ‘H’ Street despite the fact that it is a natural thoroughfare from the exit point to downtown
and to eastern Sacramento County.

As individuals and as members of a citizen group who live on 40" St, we are intensely concerned that the
portion of 40" Street between H Street and McKinley Blvd. has been left out of the EIR study for the “McKinley

Village” project.

We have already experienced the impact of additional through-traffic, excessive parking by tradespeople
working on the Mercy Hospital building expansion as well as Hospital employees and visitors to the hospital
who choose to park in the neighborhood rather than exercise one of the various other parking options offered
by Mercy Hospital.

Most of the distance on 40" St between ‘H’ St and McKinley is so narrow that two normal sized vehicles
cannot pass in opposite directions if cars or trucks are parked on both sides of the street, which they often
are. Nearly every home in this section has a single-width driveway, and most of us have two or more
vehicles.<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>