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1. INTRODUCTION

1.0 INTRODUCTION

PURPOSE OF THIS DOCUMENT
This Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) contains public comments received on the Draft
Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR) for the Sutter Medical Center, Sacramento (SMCS) Project
and the Trinity Cathedral Project and written comments received by the City of Sacramento during
the public comment period held from July 15, 2005 through September 9, 2005. This FEIR includes
written responses to each comment received on the Draft EIR. The responses correct, clarify, and
amplify text in the Draft EIR, as appropriate. Also included are text changes made at the initiative of
City staff. None of the changes made alter the conclusions of the Draft EIR. This document has
been prepared in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).

BACKGROUND
The SMCS project includes development of six project components: (1) Women’s and Children’s
Center (WCC); (2) Sutter Medical Foundation Building (SMF Building), including the below-grade
Energy Center and parking; (3) Community Parking Structure, including first floor commercial/retail
space; (4) 32 residential units (with associated parking); (5) St. Luke’s Medical Office Building
(Future MOB); and (6) associated utility, circulation and other improvements to existing SMCS
buildings. The project is located in Midtown Sacramento and includes elements on a total of seven
blocks roughly bounded by 26th Street to the west, N Street to the south, K Street to the north, and
30th Street to the east. The entire project area includes development on a total of 6 acres.
The Trinity Cathedral project includes the demolition of the existing cathedral and adjacent multi-use
space in order to construct a larger cathedral and multi-purpose space. The project site is located
on the northeast portion of the block bounded by 26th and 27th Streets and Capitol Avenue and N
Street.
Entitlements requested of the City of Sacramento for the SMCS project include the following:
•

General Plan Amendment;

•

Community Plan Amendment;

•

Rezone;

•

Special Permit (Height variance - Alhambra Corridor; Setback variances);

•

Lot Line Adjustment/Partial Mergers or Tentative Subdivision map;

•

Public Right-of-Way Abandonment/Vacations;

•

Alley and Utility Abandonments/Vacations;

•

Special Permit - Major Project;

•

Special Permit – Helistop;

•

Special Permit – Tandem parking; and

•

Ministerial level City permits, including building permits.
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Entitlements requested of the City of Sacramento for the Trinity Cathedral project include:
•

Building Permit(s);

•

Special Use Permit – For Use;

•

Special Permit – Height

•

Special Permit – Off-site parking;

•

Encroachment Permit; and

•

Sign Variance.

A Notice of Preparation for the Sutter Medical Center, Sacramento (SMCS) Project and the Trinity
Cathedral Project EIR was circulated for both the SMCS project and the Trinity Cathedral project in
January 2004 to all responsible and trustee agencies.
The EIR is both a Project EIR, pursuant to Section 15161 of the CEQA Guidelines and a Program
EIR, pursuant to Section 15168 of the CEQA Guidelines. A Project EIR examines the environmental
impacts of a specific project, whereas a Program EIR evaluates the impacts associated with a
project that is not necessarily seeking development entitlements at this time. A Project EIR focuses
on the changes in the environment that would result from implementation of the project, including
construction and operation.

TYPE OF DOCUMENT
This EIR is an informational document intended to disclose to the City of Sacramento and the public
the environmental consequences of approving and implementing both the SMCS project and the
Trinity Cathedral project. Preparation of the Final EIR focuses on the responses to comments
received from the public and any public agencies in response to the Draft EIR. The Lead Agency
(City of Sacramento) must certify that the EIR adequately discloses the environmental effects of the
project and has been completed in conformance with CEQA, and that the decision-making bodies
independently reviewed and considered the information contained in the EIR (which includes both
the Draft and Final) prior to taking action on the project. The Final EIR must also be considered by
the Responsible Agencies, which are public agencies that have discretionary approval authority over
the project in addition to the Lead Agency. For this project, the Responsible Agencies must consider
the environmental effects of the project, as shown in the EIR prior to approving any portion of the
project over which they have authority. CEQA Guidelines Section 15132 specifies the following:
The Final EIR shall consist of:
(a)

The Draft EIR or revision of the draft.

(b)

Comments and recommendations received on the Draft EIR either verbatim or in
summary.

(c)

A list of persons, organizations, and public agencies commenting on the Draft EIR.

(d)

The responses of the Lead Agency to significant environmental points raised in the
review and consultation process.

(e)

And any other information added by the Lead Agency.
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This document contains the list of commentors, the comment letters, and responses to the
significant environmental points raised in the comments. The Draft EIR is hereby incorporated by
reference.

ORGANIZATION OF THIS DOCUMENT
For this Final EIR, comments and responses are grouped by comment letter. As the subject matter
of one topic may overlap between letters, the reader must occasionally refer to more than one letter
and response to review all the information on a given subject. Cross references are provided to
assist the reader. Responses to these comments are included in this document to provide additional
information for use by the decision-makers.
The comments and responses that make up the Final EIR, in conjunction with the Draft, as amended
by the text changes, constitute the EIR that will be considered for certification by the City of
Sacramento.
The Final EIR is organized as follows:
Chapter 1 - Introduction: This chapter includes a summary of the project description and
the process and requirements of a Final EIR.
Chapter 2 - Text Changes to the Draft EIR: This chapter lists the text changes to the Draft
EIR.
Chapter 3 - List of Agencies and Persons Commenting: This chapter contains a list of all
of the agencies or persons who submitted comments on the Draft EIR during the public
review period, ordered by agency, organization and date.
Chapter 4 - Comments and Responses: This chapter contains the comment letters
received on the Draft EIR and the corresponding response to each comment. Each letter
and each comment within a letter has been given a number. Responses are provided after
the letter in the order in which the comments were assigned. Where appropriate, responses
are cross-referenced between letters.
Chapter 5 - Mitigation Monitoring Plan: This chapter contains the Mitigation Monitoring
Plan (MMP) to aid the City in its implementation and monitoring of measures adopted in the
EIR.
Appendices: This section contains the appendices that support information contained in the
Final EIR.

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION AND REVIEW
The City of Sacramento notified all responsible and trustee agencies and interested groups,
organizations, and individuals that the Draft EIR was available for review. The following list of
actions took place during the preparation, distribution, and review of the Draft EIR:
•

A Notice of Preparation (NOP) for an EIR was filed with the State Clearinghouse on
January 7, 2004. A 30-day public review comment period for the NOP was established
starting on January 7, 2004 and ending on February 6, 2004.
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•

A Notice of Completion (NOC) and copies of the Draft EIR were filed with the State
Clearinghouse on July 15, 2005. An official 45-day public review period for the Draft EIR
was established by the State Clearinghouse, ending on September 9, 2005 and a Notice of
Availability (NOA) was distributed by the City to interested groups, organizations, and
individuals.

•

Copies of the Draft EIR were available for review at the City of Sacramento's Development
Services Department, Environmental Planning Services, 1231 I Street, Suite 300,
Sacramento, CA 95814.
In early September the Environmental Planning Services
Department relocated to 2101 Arena Boulevard, Suite 200, Sacramento, CA 95834.
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2.0 CHANGES TO THE DRAFT EIR

INTRODUCTION
This chapter presents minor corrections and revisions made to the Draft EIR (DEIR) initiated by the
public, staff, and/or consultants based on their on-going review. New text is indicated in underline
and text to be deleted is reflected by a strike through. Text changes are presented in the page order
in which they appear in the DEIR.

Chapter 2 Project Description
The city has requested that two additional graphics be included in the DEIR, shown below as
Figure 1 and Figure 2. Figure 1 shows the height of the proposed new SMCS buildings in relation to
the Old Tavern Building and the freeway. Figure 2 shows a plan view of both the existing public
right-of-ways (streets) covered by existing parking or sky bridges and the proposed new sky bridges
and spanning structure that would also cover existing streets.
The following changes have been made to the text of the project description as shown below.
The second paragraph under Project Background on page 2-1 has been modified to add the
following sentence after the first sentence:
Following relocation of acute care services from SMH to the SMCS project, SMCS would
continue existing levels of landscaping and exterior maintenance and security at the SMH
campus.
The first sentence in the 2nd paragraph on page 2-25 is revised as follows:
The existing 18,490 sf Energy Center, located at the northwest corner of Capitol Avenue and
29th Street would be removed and replaced by the new Energy Center below the SMF Building
(see Figure 2-10).
The second sentence in the 3rd paragraph on page 2-25 is revised as follows:
The new 24,644 sf Energy Center would provide power and house emergency generators,
chillers, boilers, pumps and associated building systems components for the medical complex,
which includes SGH, WCC, SMF Building and the Buhler Building.
The first sentence in the 4th paragraph on page 2-25 is revised as follows:
Air intakes for combustion air and exhaust stacks from the boilers and generators would be
located along the west side of the Energy Center and would extend above grade Air intakes for
combustion air for the boilers and generators would be through grated openings located in the
ramp leading to the SMF Building below grade parking garage and flush with the driving surface
and through grated areaways located at the southwest and southeast corners of the SMF
Building. These areaways extend above grade and are protected by concrete curbs. An
additional air intake is located south of the transformer yard, liquid oxygen and parking garage
stairwell and forms the protrusion mid-block adjacent to the private driveway connecting Capitol
Avenue and L Street.
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FIGURE 1

Elevation Perspective
10828-02

Source: KMD

Not to Scale

FIGURE 2

SMCS Plan View
10828-02

Source: KMD

Not to Scale

2.0 CHANGES TO THE DRAFT EIR

The following text is added after the fifth paragraph on page 2-25:
The existing Energy Center includes a two-story freestanding structure with a basement located
at the corner of Capitol Avenue and 29th Street. Chillers, boilers, and emergency generators are
located on first (1st) floor. Pumps and a natural gas fired incinerator are located in the basement.
Cooling towers are located on the roof. The cooling system includes:
Chillers: Three (3) electric drive water-cooled centrifugal chillers with a total chilled water plant
capacity of 1,600 tons of cooling. Space reserved for a fourth (4th) chiller.
•

Cooling Towers:
a) Six (6) cooling towers, 1800 tons of heat rejection.
b) 52,000 gallons per day (gpd) bleed-off rate (maximum), dumped to sanitary
sewer system on peak design cooling day.
c) 52,000 gpd drift rate during peak design cooling day.

The heating system includes:
•

Steam Boilers: Three (3) dual-fuel nominal 400 Boiler Horsepower (bhp) output highpressure steam generators. 41,400 pounds per hour steam at 125 psig.

•

Natural gas is primary fuel source. 50,214 cubic feet per hour (cfh) natural gas input
at full load.

•

Diesel fuel is back-up fuel source. 360 gallons per hour (gph) fuel oil input at full
load.

•

Maximum 15 parts per million (ppm) Nitrous Oxide (NOx) emissions each boiler.

•

Boiler feed water (domestic water) make-up; 125 gpm maximum at full load.

The diesel fuel storage includes two 13,000 gallon (each) underground tanks. The bulk liquid
oxygen includes a 6,000 gallon vertical main tank and a 500 gallon vertical reserve tank
located on grade at the north end of the Energy Center (adjacent to the Alley). The main tank
is approximately 26 feet tall.
The new Energy Center is designed to occupy two levels below grade area located in the
southern portion of the SMF Building. Chillers, boilers, pumps and emergency generators
would be located at lowest level (B-2 Level). The cooling towers would be located on the
roof of the SMF Building. The cooling system includes the following:
•

Chillers: Five (5) electric drive water cooled centrifugal chillers with an initial total
chilled water plant capacity of 4,450 tons of cooling with a peak calculated demand of
approximately 3,175 tons of cooling. Future total plant capacity of 5,250 tons of
cooling with an expected peak demand of approximately 4,200 tons of cooling.

•

Cooling Towers:
a) Five (5) cooling towers, 5,250 Tons of heat rejection.
b) 101,000 gpd bleed-off rate (maximum), dumped to sanitary sewer system on
peak design cooling day.
c) 101,000 gpd drift rate during peak design cooling day.
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The heating system includes the following components:
•

Steam Boilers: Four (4) dual-fuel nominal 500 bhp output high-pressure steam
generators. 69,000 pounds per hour steam at 125 psig. Calculated peak demand of
approximately 49,000 pounds per hour (one unit is totally redundant and the other
three will likely never be all on simultaneously at 100% each).

•

Natural gas is primary fuel source. 83,700 cfh natural gas input. The secondary,
backup fuel source is fuel oil fed by a remote underground storage tank shared with
the emergency generators.

•

The boilers are equipped with burners and controls to limit the NOx emission levels to
9 parts per million (PPM) corrected to 3% oxygen.

•

The boilers are also equipped with the requisite feed water and condensate removal
and transfer systems.

The underground fuel storage includes:
The new fuel storage tank is specified to be 25,000 gallons capacity and shall be a dual wall
construction with continuous vacuum monitoring. The sumps and piping are also monitored and
the installation shall meet all required regulations for this application. The fuel is transferred on
demand to a series of day-tanks installed in the boiler and generator rooms in the interior of the
building, which in turn supply locally to the boilers and generators.
Liquid oxygen tanks are located adjacent to the alley/driveway on the west side of the SMF
Building. There is a 11,000 gallon liquid capacity main tank and a 3,000 gallon liquid capacity
reserve tank with the associated vaporizers to convert the liquid to gas. The bulk supply shall be
in accordance with NFPA 50.
The fifth paragraph on page 2-25 is revised as follows:
Cooling towers for the new energy plant would be situated on the roof of the new SMF Building.
The cooling towers would be approximately 27-feet tall and would be located on the roof of the
SMF Building. The cooling towers are designed to minimize the release of steam or vapor. The
cooling towers for the new Energy Center are designed to minimize the release of steam vapor
and would be situated on the western/middle portion of the SMF Building roof.
A 20-foot tall painted, architectural, louvered metal panel system is designed to conceal the
entire length of the cooling towers from the western views below and complement the design
elevations that include the glass storefronts, copper and wood composite siding systems, and
stucco base.
The five cooling tower units, each approximately 27-feet tall (including the elevated structural
frame and supports) are located approximately 12-feet behind the metal panel screen to
minimize their visibility. Depending on the actual cooling tower that is installed, it is anticipated
that approximately 2 to 5-feet of the uppermost portion of the cooling tower would extend above
the metal panel screen and could be visible below from the west.
The cooling towers would not be significantly visible from the northwest or southwest due to a
continual metal panel screen wall and deep setback location of the equipment from the north and
south roof edges. The cooling towers would not be visible at all along the eastern side from
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below due to the deep setback location of the equipment and the same continual metal panel
screen.
The first bullet under Additional TSM/Parking Demand Management Program Elements Added for
the Proposed Project on page 2-47 is revised as follows:
•

100% transit subsidy (up to $60 per month) – increased from 50% 75% monthly transit or
vanpool subsidy (up to $100) to provide greater subsidies for regional transit and vanpool
users (increased from 50%);

The first and eighth bullets under Potential Future TSM/Parking Demand Management
Enhancements on page 2-48 is revised as follows:
•

100 75% monthly transit or vanpool subsidy (up to $80 100) – to provide greater subsidies
for regional transit and vanpool users;

•

Allow per diem employees to participate in 100 75% (up to $80 100 per month) transit pass
program;

Table 2-8, SMCS Project Construction Schedule, on page 2-54 in Chapter 2, Project Description,
has been updated per the project applicant. The updated schedule is shown below. The revised
schedule does not change the analysis in the DEIR, specifically the air quality analysis. The
following is a brief summary of the revisions made to the construction schedule. The updated
schedule accelerates the start of construction of the WCC by one year with completion by the end of
2010. The demolition of buildings to construct the SMF Building is slated to begin 5 months earlier
with completion in early 2008. The start of construction of the Community Parking Structure does
not change with completion 3 months later than originally anticipated. Construction of the housing
component does not change; however, completion will be 4 months later than anticipated.
Construction of the Future MOB is essentially the same as originally anticipated.
The second and fourth sentences under SMCS Construction Parking Plan on page 2-53 in
Chapter 2, Project Description are revised as follows:
According to the construction schedule (see attached Table 2-8), construction of the WCC and
the SMF Building would not begin until the Community Parking Structure will be completed
before the WCC and the SMF Building are is completed.
As shown in Table 2-9, once construction is complete a total of 2,737 2,792 spaces would be
available to serve visitors, patients, staff, residents and patrons to the area.
Table 2-9, SMCS Summary of Parking during Construction Activities, on page 2-55 in Chapter 2,
Project Description, has been updated by the project applicant as shown below. The change in
parking spaces available during construction does not change the analysis in the DEIR.
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SMCS Project Construction Schedule
Table 2-8
ID
1

Task Name
Women's & Children's Center

Start
Fri 2/17/06

Finish
Fri 11/12/10

Fri 2/17/06

Fri 2/27/09

2

Demolish Old Tavern Parking Structure & RAS
Medical Office

3

Demolish Energy Center

Tue 1/15/08

Mon 4/21/08

4

Construction of the Women's & Children's Center

Fri 10/13/06

Fri 11/12/10

Fri 5/12/06

Thu 1/3/08

5

Sutter Medical Foundation Building

6

Demolish MTI Medical Office Buildings

Fri 5/12/06

Thu 6/22/06

7

Demolish/Remove House of Furs

Fri 5/12/06

Thu 6/22/06

8

Demolish/Remove Dr. Kasch's Medical Office

Fri 5/12/06

Thu 6/22/06

9

Construction of the SMF Building

Fri 6/23/06

Thu 1/3/08

Fri 2/17/06

Thu 3/29/07

10

Community Parking Structure

11

Demolish Trinity Apartments

Fri 2/17/06

Thu 3/30/06

12

Construction of the Community Parking Structure

Fri 3/31/06

Thu 3/29/07

Fri 2/17/06

Thu 4/12/07

13

Housing

14

Demolish St. Luke's Parking Structure

Fri 2/17/06

Thu 4/13/06

15

Construct 32 Housing Units

Fri 4/14/06

Thu 4/12/07

16

Future Medical Office Building

Fri 4/14/06

Thu 8/2/07

Fri 4/14/06

Thu 8/3/06

Fri 8/4/06

Thu 8/2/07

Mon 1/3/11

Fri 2/11/11

17

Demolish St. Luke's Medical Office Building &
Asbestos Abatement

18

Construct Future Medical Office Building

19

Demolish EAP Building

Project: Schedule
Date: Tue 10/11/05
Source: SMCS, September 2005.

Task

P:WP Only\10828-02 Sutter Health EIR\DEIR\Construction Schedule Revised EC
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2006

Progress

2007

Milestone

Page 1

2008

Summary

2009

Deadline

Tue 10/11/05
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TABLE 2-9
SMCS – SUMMARY OF PARKING DURING CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES
Construction Activity/Existing Parking
February 2006
Construction of the Women’s and Children’s Center (remove
existing surface lot)
Demolish Trinity Apartments
Demolish Old Tavern Parking Structure
Demolish St. Luke’s Parking Structure
Redesign North Freeway (SMCS staff parking) lot
March 2006
Construction of the Community Parking Structure (remove
existing surface parking)
May 2006
Remove Green Lot (corner of L and 28th Streets)
Demolish MTI Buildings
Remove/demolish private medical office
Remove Pioneer Lot
February 2007
Redesign South Freeway (Visitor) lot
March 2007
Community Parking Structure completed
April 2007
Residential units complete
Future MOB below grade parking complete
January 2008
SMF below grade parking complete
January 2011
Removal of the EAP parking

Parking to be
added/removed

Total
Parking
Spaces1

(28)

1,8491

(13)
(137)
(30)
35

1,836
1,699
1,669
1,704

(142)

1,562

(32)
(5)
(21)
(32)

1,530
1,525
1,504
1,472

70

1,542

1,100

2,642

40
35

2,682
2,717

90

2,807

(15)

2,7922

Notes:
1. As shown on Table 2-4, there are a total of 1,877 spaces currently available (including the north and south lots under
the freeway).
2. The total number of spaces includes removal of the 15 spaces for the EAP building which would be removed once the
theatre begins construction.
Source: SMCS, 2005.

The following text is added to the end of the list of project approvals on page 2-55 in Chapter 2,
Project Description:
Preparation of a Development Agreement (DA) is currently not a project approval being sought
at this time; however, in the future a DA may be adopted and this environmental document
would be sufficient for the purposes of that approval.
A copy of the new design of Trinity Cathedral is included in the DEIR as Figure 2-26 and included on
the following page.
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FIGURE 2-26

Not to Scale

Rendering of the Proposed Trinity Cathedral
10828-02

Source: WMG Architects 2005

Sutter Medical Center, Sacramento

2.0 CHANGES TO THE DRAFT EIR

Chapter 4 Land Use
The following text is added to the DEIR Chapter 4, Land Use, on page 4-14:
City of Sacramento Municipal Code
Section 1
The territory described in the attached exhibit(s) which is in the Light Density Multiple Family, R3A zone(s), established by Ordinance No. 2550, Fourth Series, as amended, is hereby removed
from said zone and placed in the General Commercial-Review, C-2-R zone(s).
This action rezoning the property described in the attached exhibit(s) is adopted subject to the
following condition:
a. A material consideration in the decision of the City Council to approve rezoning of the
applicant’s property is the development plans and representations submitted by the
applicant in support of this request. It is believed said plans and representations are an
integral part of such proposal and should continue to be the development program for the
property.
b. The complex shall include the following uses:
1)
2)
3)
4)

9,000 square feet of ground floor commercial;
45,075 square feet of offices;
26 residential units on the top floor of the structure; and
Parking garage to accommodate a minimum of 331 parking spaces.

Section 2
The City Clerk of the City of Sacramento is hereby directed to amend the maps which are a
part of said ordinance No. 2550, Fourth Series, to conform to the provisions of this
ordinance.
Section 3
Rezoning of the property described in the attached exhibit(s) by the adoption of this
ordinance shall be deemed to be in compliance with the procedures for the rezoning of
property prescribed in Ordinance No. 2550, Fourth Series, as said procedures have been
affected by recent court decisions.

Section 6.2 Air Quality
Mitigation Measure 6.2-1 on page 6.2-16 of the DEIR is revised to include the following measures:
(f) All trucks removing demolition debris or excavated soil from the site(s) shall be wetted and
covered.
(g) SMCS or contractor shall ensure that buildings are demolished in succession, and that no
buildings are demolished simultaneously.
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Mitigation Measure 6.2-2 on page 6.2-18 of the DEIR is revised to include the following measure:
(f) All trucks removing demolition debris or excavated soil from the site(s) shall be wetted and
covered.
Mitigation Measure 6.2-3(e) on page 6.2-21 of the DEIR is revised to read:
(e)

Minimize idling time (10 minute maximum).

(f e) When appropriate, use alternative fueled (such as aqueous diesel fuel) or catalyst
equipped diesel construction equipment.
(g f) When appropriate, replace fossil-fueled equipment with electrically driven equivalents
(provided they are not run via a portable generator set).If any diesel-fueled generators are
used during construction, one shall be replaced with a propane fueled gen-set. The project
applicant or contractor shall coordinate with SMAQMD to ensure this is implemented.
(g) Catalytic converters shall be installed on gasoline-powered equipment, if feasible.
(h) New technologies to control ozone precursor emissions shall be utilized as they become
available and feasible.
The following text is added under the header Mitigation Measures on page 6.2-23 as follows:
•

Have at least three of the following on site and/or within ¼ mile: Residential Development,
Retail Development, Personal Services, Open Space, Office. (1 point)

•

Some shaded parking. (0.5 points)

In addition to the six points listed above, as described in the Project Description in Chapter 2 of this
DEIR, the following measures are components of the SMCS TSM Plan for the SMCS project. These
measures have also been assigned points by the SMAQMD:
•

Preferential parking for carpools and vanpools. (0.5 points)

•

Provide Guaranteed Ride Home. (0.2 points)

•

Provide on-site transportation coordinator. (0.2 points)

•

Flextime. (0.2 points)

•

Provide showers and clothes lockers. (0.5 points)

•

Class I and Class II bicycle parking facilities. (0.5 points)

The SMCS shall also institute the following measures as part of the TSM plan once the project is
built. These measures are also found in Chapter 2, Project Description and have been assigned
point values by the SMAQMD as well:
•

A Kiosk shall be provided displaying transportation information in a prominent area. (0.5
points)

•

100% monthly transit or vanpool subsidy (up to $100). (1.5 points)
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Mitigation Measure 6.2-4 on page 6.2-23 is revised to read:
After approval by the SMAQMD, SMCS shall institute the following measures: In order to
achieve the remaining points needed to equal 15, SCMS shall also implement the measures
listed below as part of the project. Each measure has been assigned a point value by the
SMAQMD. When the points for all measures listed above are combined, it results in a total of
15.1 points. This would fulfill the requirements of the SMAQMD.
6.2-4

(a)

Exceed Title 24 energy standards for cooling energy by 5025% at nonresidential buildings. (1 point)

(b) To the extent that loading docks are incorporated into the project, equip all truck
loading and unloading docks with one 110/208 volt power outlet for every two
dock doors. Diesel trucks shall be prohibited from idling more than five minutes
and shall be required to connect to the 110/208 bolt power to run any auxiliary
equipment. Signage addressing these requirements shall be provided at the
loading docks. (1 point)
(c) Preferential carpool and vanpool parking will be shaded. (0.5 points)

(d) SMCS shall enter into an agreement with the City of Sacramento and the
Sacramento Transportation Management Association to continue ongoing
membership in the TMA in perpetuity. The transportation demand management
measures outlined in the Air Quality Mitigation Plan and the TSM Plan will be
implemented. (2.5 points)
(b) Install low NOx hot water heaters.
(c) Install ozone destruction catalyst on air conditioning systems in consultation with
SMAQMD or local district. (2.5 points)
(d) Provide preferential parking for carpools and vanpools.
(e) To the extent that loading docks are incorporated into the project, equip all truck
loading and unloading docks with one 110/208 volt power outlet for every two
dock doors. Diesel trucks shall be prohibited from idling more than five minutes
and shall be required to connect to the 110/208 bolt power to run any auxiliary
equipment. Signage addressing these requirements shall be provided at the
loading docks.
(f) Provide showers and lockers for use by employees that bike to work. (0.5 points)
(g) Provide secure bicycle storage at public parking facilities. (0.5 points)
(h) The project applicant shall implement permanent TMA membership funding. (2.5
points)
(i) The project applicant shall provide employees with a transit pass subsidy and/or
a commute alternative allowance. (1.5 points)
(j) Provide electric vehicle charging facilities. (1 point)
(k) Increase parking lot shading by 20% over code. (1 point)
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Mitigation Measure 6.2-5 on page 6.2-29 is revised as follows:
6.2-5

Construction activity shall halt when the Air Quality Index (AQI) is forecast to be in
excess of 150 (Unhealthy). Construction activity shall halt two days in advance of,
and extend through, the day that is forecast to be 150 or greater on the AQI chart.
AQI forecasts can be found at wwww.sparetheair.org.

Section 6.3 Cultural Resources
The paragraph under Historic Context and Features on page 6.3-20 is revised to read:
The construction of an 8-story hospital building (WCC) to the east and a 4-story, medical office
building (SMF Building) to the west across 28th Street from the Old Tavern Building w could alter
the setting of the tTavern building and separate it from the historic streetscape and adjacent
neighborhood. However, there is no existing historic streetscape in this area. The Old Tavern
Building is a single historic structure in a modern setting. Development of the WCC and the SMF
Building in this location would change the existing environment through the construction of new
buildings, but it would not change an existing historic streetscape or remove any designated
historic resources. The design plans for the WCC establish a wide separation between the new
construction and the historic Tavern building. This separation is further enhanced by the
planned transparency of the first floor/lobby elevation of the WCC minimizing the visual
interaction of the two buildings. The SMF Building would replace existing non-historic buildings
located along 28th Street with a 4-story structure, similar in height to the Tavern building.
As discussed above, construction activities could adversely impact the Old Tavern Building
including the historic cut-stone curb that exists along the east side of 28th Street and/or the
Pioneer Congregational Church could be damaged by construction equipment. Due to the close
proximity of these historic structures to the SMCS project area this would construction activities
could result in be considered a potentially significant impact.

Section 6.6 Noise
Mitigation Measure 6.6-1 on page 6.6-24 will be revised to read as follows:
6.6-1

(SMCS/Theatre)

(a) All construction equipment shall be equipped with factory matching mufflers and in good
working order.
(b) All staging areas and water tanks shall be located as far away from residential, hospital,
medical office, and other noise-sensitive uses as possible.
(c) A construction schedule shall be clearly posted at the construction site(s).
(d) Alternative backup bells shall be used by construction equipment.
The following mitigation measure will be added to Mitigation Measure 6.6-2 on page 6.6-31 of the
DEIR:
6.6-2(b)

SMCS shall include in any contracts with EMS helicopter pilots/operators that pilots
adhere to the Helicopter Association International “Fly Neighborly Program.”
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Section 6.7 Transportation and Circulation
Impact table 6.7-1 on page 6.7-36 is revised as follows:

Impact 6.7-1: Intersections – The SMCS project and the Children’s Theatre would
increase traffic volumes at study intersections.
Significance Before
Mitigation
Mitigation Measures
Significance After
Mitigation

SMCS Project

Theatre

Less than Significant
None available required

Less than Significant
None available required

N/A

N/A

The second bullet at the top of page 6.7-70 is revised as follows:
•

Alhambra Boulevard and L Street - Operating conditions degrade from LOS “B C” to
LOS “D” during the p.m. peak hour.

The third bullet at the top of page 6.7-70 is revised as follows:
•

Alhambra Boulevard and Capitol Avenue – Operating conditions degrade from
LOS “C” to LOS “D” during the p.m. peak hour Operating conditions remain at
LOS “D” during the p.m. peak hour, with an increase in average vehicular delay of
10.8 seconds.

Impact Table 6.7-10 on page 6.7-74 is revised as follows:

Impact 6.7-10: Intersections – The SMCS program and Trinity Cathedral project
would increase traffic volumes at study intersections under year 2025 conditions.
Cumulative With SMCS Program and Trinity Cathedral Project
Significance Before
Mitigation
Mitigation Measures
Significance After
Mitigation

Significant
Mitigation Measure 6.7-4
Less than Significant and Unavoidable

The first bullet on page 6.7-74 is revised as follows:
•

27th Street and Capitol Avenue – Operating conditions degrade from LOS “B” to LOS “E”
during th the p.m. peak hour;
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The first and second sentences on page 6.7-78 is revised as follows:
With this mitigation, operating conditions would remain at LOS “D” with more less than 5
seconds of delay compared to the No Project condition. This mitigation reduces the impact
to a less-than-significant level. This mitigation measure would involve the removal of parking
on the west side of 29th Street near the intersection.
Impact table 6.7-12 on page 6.7-81 is revised as follows:

Impact 6.7-12: Intersections – The SMCS project (with Two-Way Conversion) would
increase traffic volumes at study intersections under year 2025 conditions.
Cumulative With SMCS Project With Two-Way Conversion
Significance Before
Mitigation
Mitigation Measures
Significance After
Mitigation

Potentially Significant
Mitigation Measure 6.7-6
Significant and Unavoidable

The last sentence in the first full paragraph on page 6.7-81 is revised as follows:
Therefore, the impacts are considered potentially significant.
Impact table 6.7-13 on page 6.7-85 is revised as follows:

Impact 6.7-13: Freeway System – The SMCS project would increase traffic volumes on
the freeway system under year 2025 conditions.
Cumulative With SMCS Project With Two-Way Conversion
Significance Before
Mitigation
Mitigation Measures
Significance After
Mitigation

Less than Significant
None required
N/A Significant and Unavoidable

The last sentence on page 6.7-86 is revised as follows:
Therefore, the impacts are considered less than significant.
Under Mitigation Measure on page 6.7-86 the text is revised as follows:
None required.
No mitigation measures are available to avoid adding more traffic to the freeway system under
cumulative conditions. Therefore, the impact would be significant and unavoidable.
None available.
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Mitigation Measure 6.7-9 on page 6.7-90 is revised to read as follows:
6.7-9

(a)

Prior to beginning of construction, a construction traffic management plan
shall be prepared by the project applicant to the satisfaction of the City Traffic
Engineer and State of California (Caltrans).

Section 7.3 Air Quality
The text under Mitigation Measures on page 7.2-6 is revised as follows:
The SMAQMD requires standard construction mitigation for all construction projects that
demonstrate a significant air quality impact. Because the impact was determined to be less than
significant the SMAQMD has indicated no mitigation is required. Therefore, even though the
Trinity Cathedral project’s construction impact would be less than significant, the following
mitigation measures would be implemented to reduce NOx emissions during project construction.
These mitigation measures would reduce construction NOx by approximately 20 percent.
Mitigation Measure 7.2-4 on page 7.2-9 is deleted:
7.2-1

Construction contracts shall require that all construction activity shall halt when the Air
Quality Index (AQI) is forecast to be in excess of 150 (Unhealthy). Construction activity
shall halt two days in advance of, and extend through, the day that is forecast to be 150
or greater on the AQI chart. AQI forecasts can be found at wwww.sparetheair.org.
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1. State of California, Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, Terry Roberts, Senior
Planner, September 1, 2005.
2. California Department of Transportation, District 3 – Sacramento Office, Katherine Eastham,
Chief, Office of Transportation Planning – Southwest, August 29, 2005.

LOCAL AGENCIES
3. Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District, Jeane Borkenhagen, Mobile
Source Division, September 2, 2005.
4. Regional Transit, Taiwo Jaiyeoba, Director of Planning, September 2, 2005.

INDIVIDUALS AND ORGANIZATIONS
5. Sacramento City Taxpayers’ Rights League, Mark Whisler, President, [undated] 2005.
6. Marshall School Neighborhood Association, Bill Burgua, Chair, September 12, 2005.
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Letter 1

1-1

COMMENT LETTER 1:

State of California Governor’s Office of Planning and Research

Response to Comment 1-1:
Comment noted. This letter from the State Clearinghouse at the Governor’s Office of Planning and
Research confirms the completion of the state-required review period for the DEIR. Caltrans was
the only State agency that reviewed the DEIR and prepared a response. Please see Comment
Letter 2 for responses to the Caltrans letter.
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Letter 2

2-1

2-2

2-3

2-3
(con't.)

2-4

2-5

2-6
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COMMENT LETTER 2:

Department of Transportation, District 3 – Sacramento Office

Response to Comment 2-1:
The comment asks for ramp metering at two additional ramps which are not primary routes from this
project. Please note, the H Street ramp entrance did not show an impact, and the T Street ramp was
not evaluated since it is not considered to be a primary route associated with the project.
Response to Comment 2-2:
E Street ramp was not included in the traffic analysis conducted for this project since it is not
considered to be a primary route associated with the project and Caltrans did not request to analyze
this ramp.1
Based on the request of the commenter, the E Street entrance and exit ramp junctions were
evaluated. The following table summarizes the results of the analysis. Both ramp junctions currently
operate at LOS “F” conditions – the entrance ramp during both a.m. and p.m. peak hours, and the
exit ramp during the a.m. peak hour. The project and alternatives would add volume to these
locations. As discussed in the document, the impact of the project on the freeway system is
potentially significant and unavoidable.

Freeway Ramp Junction Operating Conditions - E Street Ramps
Direction
Northbound
Single Lane
On Ramp

Scenario
Existing Conditions
Existing Plus Sutter Project
Existing Plus Trinity Project
Cumulative Without Project
Cumulative With Sutter Project
Cumulative With Trinity Project
Cumulative With Sutter Program and
Trinity Project
Cumulative Without Project With TwoWay Conversion
Cumulative With Sutter Project With
Two-Way Conversion
Cumulative With Sutter Program and
Trinity Project With Two-Way
Conversion

1

Peak Hour
AM
PM
AM
PM
AM
PM
AM
PM
AM
PM
AM
PM
AM
PM
AM
PM
AM
PM
AM
PM

Ramp Volume
442
727
457
767
442
746
465
747
475
783
461
750
474
765
373
528
373
532
373
527

LOS
F
F1
F
F1
F
F1
F
F
F
F
F
F
F
F
F
F
F
F
F
F

Caltrans letter, dated October 29, 2003, containing comments on the NOP.
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Southbound
Single Lane
Off Ramp

Existing Conditions
Existing Plus Sutter Project
Existing Plus Trinity Project
Cumulative Without Project
Cumulative With Sutter Project
Cumulative With Trinity Project
Cumulative With Sutter Program and
Trinity Project
Cumulative Without Project With TwoWay Conversion
Cumulative With Sutter Project With
Two-Way Conversion
Cumulative With Sutter Program and
Trinity Project With Two-Way
Conversion

AM
PM
AM
PM
AM
PM
AM
PM
AM
PM
AM
PM
AM
PM
AM
PM
AM
PM
AM
PM

600
528
599
530
596
529
617
577
615
581
617
576
613
579
623
580
622
580
622
580

F
E
F
E
F
E
F
E
F
E
F
E
F
E
F
E
F
E
F
E

1. LOS “F” conditions due to queuing from downstream bottleneck.
Source: DKS Associates, 2005.

Response to Comment 2-3:
The commenter is requesting additional improvements in the area of the northbound J Street and E
Street ramps, and the southbound N Street ramp. The northbound J Street and E Street ramps
currently operate at LOS “F” due to limited capacity on the freeway mainline north of the railroad
overpass. Ramp metering was proposed as mitigation for the N Street ramp. Widening the J Street
and E Street ramps would require additional right-of-way which is not available and is not considered
a feasible mitigation measure to the proposed project.
Response to Comment 2-4:
Without detailed design and operations analysis, it is not possible to conclude that metering of the N
Street on-ramp will not result in operational difficulties at the adjacent intersection of 28th and N
Streets. If the ramp meter limits the number of vehicles accessing the freeway via the ramp, then
excess vehicular demand could extend into the adjacent intersection. For these reasons, the city
does not consider ramp metering at the N Street onramp location to meet the CEQA standards for
feasible mitigation.
Implementation of Mitigation Measure 6.7-5 would ensure traffic flows would be metered onto the
highway; however, because there would be an increase in vehicles, the impact is considered
significant and unavoidable.
The changes in freeway system operating conditions under year 2025 conditions with the addition of
project-generated traffic would add traffic to a freeway system that is currently operating at LOS “F”
which would exceed the level of significance.
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No mitigation measures are available to avoid adding more traffic to the freeway system under
cumulative conditions. Therefore, the impact would be significant and unavoidable.
Response to Comment 2-5:
The comment is noted. Mitigation Measure 6.7-9 on page 6.7-90 will be revised to read as follows:
6.7-9

(a)

Prior to beginning of construction, a construction traffic management plan
shall be prepared by the project applicant to the satisfaction of the City Traffic
Engineer and State of California (Caltrans).

Response to Comment 2-6:
Please refer to Section 6.7 in the DEIR pages 6.7-96 through 6.7-98 where local circulation effects
are addressed. Queuing analyses were conducted to determine whether typical peak hour
operations of the parking garages would cause queuing onto adjacent sidewalks or onto the City
street system. Adequate off-street inbound queuing space is necessary to avoid queuing onto
sidewalks and city streets. As described in the DEIR, the current design for the parking garage
queuing space would allow a 95-percent probability that traffic will queue without backing onto
adjacent sidewalks or city streets.
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Letter 3

September 2, 2005

Ms. L.E. Buford
City of Sacramento
Planning and Building Department
1231 I Street, Room 300
Sacramento CA 95814
RE: P03-090 and P03-0135
SAC200400061
Dear Ms. Buford:
Thank you for sending the Draft EIR for the Sutter Medical Center Master Plan and Trinity
Cathedral Project to the Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District (SMAQMD).
Staff comments follow.
This Draft EIR includes analyses of several distinct projects: among them, The Sutter Medical
Center (SMCS), the Children’s Theater and the Trinity Cathedral. The document treats these
projects as if they are discreet and their construction activities would not overlap. Our concern
is that the analysis may underestimate potential daily emissions if the projects overlap. There
should be a disclosure of the possible highest impacts in the event the projects overlap. In
addition, the air quality analysis of these projects does not include an analysis of the demolition
activities. This should be included in the document.
For projects which exceed the construction thresholds, SMAQMD recommends standard
construction mitigation. With regard to the SMCS, the EIR identifies a significant impact and
incorporates measure 6.2-3 (a)-(c) which is District standard construction mitigation. However,
the document also adds several other submeasures to this standard measure. Submeasure
6.2-3 (e) on minimizing idling time is covered by the City ordinance on idling and does not need
to be specified as a mitigation measure. We recommend submeasure 6.2-3(g) be rewritten to
say “if any diesel fueled generators are used during construction, replace one of them with a
propane fueled gen-set. Coordinate with SMAQMD on this measure.”
In the discussion of the Trinity Cathedral (pg 7.2-6), the DEIR states “The SMAQMD requires
standard (construction) mitigation for all construction projects.” This is an error. The District only
requires the standard construction mitigation when the air quality analysis demonstrates the
project has significant air quality impacts. On page 7.2-5, the DEIR states that air quality
impacts for the Cathedral are insignificant. Therefore, we recommend mitigation measure 7.2-3
be removed if it can be assured that construction of The Cathedral will occur at a different time
from construction of the SMCS.
In the discussion of cumulative impacts for both the SMCS and the Trinity Cathedral, the DEIR
includes a mitigation measure related to halting construction activities because of Spare the Air
Day forecasts. (Measures 6.2-6 and 7.2-4) We recommend these measures be removed as
they may be infeasible to implement. Oftimes, the AQI cannot be forecast a full two days in
advance.
777 12th Street, 3rd Floor ▪ Sacramento, CA 95814-1908
916/874-4800 ▪ 916/874-4899 fax
www.airquality.org
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The DEIR states that through analysis, it was found the operational emissions for the SMCS will
be significant. As appropriate mitigation, the DEIR presents a list of measures in Mitigation
Measure 6.2-4. The measures are intended to lead to a reduction of operational emissions by
15%. According to the document, “After approval by the SMAQMD, SMCS shall institute the
following measures.” Our first concern is to find out when the District is expected to endorse
this list. As the list stands now, we do not endorse it. We suggest the proponent or the
proponent’s representative meet with us to refine and revise the list. This revision and
endorsement should occur prior to the certification of the EIR.
For example, in the operational mitigation 6.2-4, submeasure (“a,” exceeding Title 24 rating)
may be infeasible to achieve. We believe a 15-20% increase in Title 24 would be more realistic.
Submeasure (“c,” ozone destruction catalysts on air conditioning units) usually applies to
residential units only. The proponent should discuss this with us. Submeasure (“e,” loading
dock electrification): we’d like to explore this in more detail with the proponent to determine
feasibility. Submeasure (“I,” transit subsidy) needs to specify how much the subsidy is for.
Submeasure (“j,” electric vehicle charging facilities) needs to specify if it’s referring to
Neighborhood Electric Vehicles (NEVs) or Electric Vehicles (EVs). If the submeasure is
referring to EVs, we believe the measure should be omitted as EVs are no longer marketed.
Finally, the project is very close to Business 80. The California Air Resources Board (CARB)
recently adopted the “Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health Perspective” to
provide guidance to local planners and decision-makers about land use compatibility issues.
The Handbook suggests that, at a minimum, the siting of residential uses should not occur
within 500 feet of a freeway. Traffic-related studies referenced in the Handbook reflect that the
additional health risk attributable to the proximity effect was strongest within 1,000 feet. Other
studies conducted near Southern California freeways indicate a dramatic drop off in the
concentration of ultra-fine particulates beyond 300 feet. We urge the City to consider the most
recent CARB guidance on air quality and land use prior to making a decision on this project. If
City approves this project, we urge the City to consider locating sensitive uses in the parts of the
project area furtherest from the freeway, minimizing impacts on sensitive receptors. Mitigation
measures, such as development guidelines that orient buildings away from the freeway or
providing appropriate setback or buffer zones should be included.
All projects are subject to SMAQMD rules and regulations in effect at the time of construction.
Please see the attached document describing SMAQMD Rules which may apply to this project.
If you have any questions, please contact me at (916) 874-4885.
Sincerely,

Jeane Borkenhagen
Mobile Source Division
Cc:

Ron Maertz,

SMAQMD

777 12th Street, 3rd Floor ▪ Sacramento, CA 95814-1908
916/874-4800 ▪ 916/874-4899 fax
www.airquality.org
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SMAQMD Rules & Regulations Statement
The following statement is recommended as standard condition of approval or construction document language for
all construction projects within the Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District (SMAQMD):

All projects are subject to SMAQMD rules and regulations in effect at the time of construction. A complete listing
of current rules is available at www.airquality.org or by calling 916.874.4800. Specific rules that may relate to
construction activities may include, but are not limited to:
Rule 201: General Permit Requirements. Any project that includes the use of equipment capable of releasing
emissions to the atmosphere may require permit(s) from SMAQMD prior to equipment operation. The applicant,
developer, or operator of a project that includes an emergency generator, boiler, or heater should contact the District
early to determine if a permit is required, and to begin the permit application process. Portable construction
equipment (e.g. generators, compressors, pile drivers, lighting equipment, etc) with an internal combustion engine
over 50 horsepower are required to have a SMAQMD permit or a California Air Resources Board portable
equipment registration.
Rule 403: Fugitive Dust. The developer or contractor is required to control dust emissions from earth moving
activities or any other construction activity to prevent airborne dust from leaving the project site.
Rule 442: Architectural Coatings. The developer or contractor is required to use coatings that comply with the
volatile organic compound content limits specified in the rule.
Rule 902: Asbestos. The developer or contractor is required to notify SMAQMD of any regulated renovation or
demolition activity. Rule 902 contains specific requirements for surveying, notification, removal, and disposal of
asbestos containing material.
Other general types of uses that require a permit include dry cleaners, gasoline stations, spray booths, and operations
that generate airborne particulate emissions.

777 12th Street, 3rd Floor ▪ Sacramento, CA 95814-1908
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4.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

COMMENT LETTER 3:

Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District

Response to Comment 3-1:
Cumulative impacts from the combined effects of the two projects, along with the effects of other
construction included in the cumulative context (SMCS and Trinity Cathedral), are evaluated at the
end of the air quality section(s). As stated in the DEIR in Chapter 1, Introduction, on page 1-1, the
EIR is analyzing two distinct projects; the SMCS project and the Trinity Cathedral project. The
SMCS project and the Trinity Cathedral project are addressed on a project level because the
applicants are seeking development entitlements at this time. The B Street Theatre/Children’s
Theatre of California (Theatre project) is analyzed on a program level because the applicant has not
yet submitted any formal development application to the city at this time. For the purposes of the
EIR, the SMCS project and the Theatre project are analyzed as one project, and the Trinity
Cathedral project is analyzed as a separate project. Consequently, there are separate construction
impact analyses for each project (see Section 6.2, Air Quality for the SMCS project and Section 7.2,
Air Quality for the Trinity Cathedral project).
Since the SMCS project and the Theatre project are considered one project, the overlapping impacts
of building demolition and site clearing/grading for each are discussed in the SMCS air quality
section (Section 6.2, Air Quality). Page 6.2-15 discusses the timing and overlap of building
demolition associated with both the SMCS and Theatre project. Page 6.2-17 clarifies that grading
for both the SMCS project and the Theatre project would be completed in one grading operation.
The entire impact of this grading process is evaluated in Impact 6.2-2. Page 6.2-19, specifically the
second and third paragraphs, addresses potential overlap in building construction activities
associated with the SMCS project and the Theatre project and calculates peak emissions for all
construction activities during the overlapping period. The commentor is referred to Section 6.2 for
more general detail pertaining to the air quality analysis conducted for the SMCS project. The Trinity
project addressed as a separate project with its own set of impacts. The combined impact of Trinity
and other development, including the SMCS and Theatre are addressed in the cumulative impacts
section.
Response to Comment 3-2:
In response to the SMAQMD comment, Mitigation Measure 6.2-3 (e) will be removed from the DEIR
and Mitigation Measure 6.2-3 (g) will be replaced with the language “if any diesel fueled generators
are used during construction, the applicant shall ensure that one of the generators is replaced with a
propane fueled gen-set. Coordinate with SMAQMD on this measure”.
Mitigation Measure 6.2-3 on page 6.2-21 of the DEIR is revised to read:
(e)
(f e)
(g f)

Minimize idling time (10 minute maximum).
When appropriate, use alternative fueled (such as aqueous diesel fuel) or catalyst
equipped diesel construction equipment.
When appropriate, replace fossil-fueled equipment with electrically driven equivalents
(provided they are not run via a portable generator set).If any diesel-fueled
generators are used during construction, one shall be replaced with a propane fueled
gen-set. The project applicant or contractor shall coordinate with SMAQMD to
ensure this is implemented.
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Response to Comment 3-3:
In response to the SMAQMD comment, the existing language on page 7.2-6 of the DEIR that reads
“The SMAQMD requires standard (construction) mitigation for all construction projects” will be
changed to read “The SMAQMD requires standard construction mitigation for all construction
projects that demonstrate a significant air quality impact.”
As discussed above in Response to Comment 3-1, the SMCS project and the Theatre project are
being evaluated as one project that is separate and distinct from the Trinity Cathedral project.
Consequently, whether the construction of the Cathedral occurs simultaneously with construction of
the SMCS project is not at issue when evaluating project-specific construction impacts. However, to
address the concern raised by the SMAQMD and because construction will overlap between the two
projects, Mitigation Measure 7.2-3 will not be removed. Cumulative construction impacts of the
SMCS and other construction in the SVAB, including the Trinity Cathedral are addressed in the
cumulative impact discussion in Impact 6.2-7 and 7.2-7.
Response to Comment 3-4:
In response to the SMAQMD comment, Mitigation Measures 6.2-5 and 7.2-4 will be removed from
the DEIR because the SMAQMD indicates that the measures may be infeasible due to the inability
to forecast the Air Quality Index 40 hours in advance..
Mitigation Measure 6.2-5 on page 6.2-29 is revised as follows:
6.2-1

Construction activity shall halt when the Air Quality Index (AQI) is forecast to be in
excess of 150 (Unhealthy). Construction activity shall halt two days in advance of,
and extend through, the day that is forecast to be 150 or greater on the AQI chart.
AQI forecasts can be found at wwww.sparetheair.org.

Mitigation Measure 7.2-4 on page 7.2-9 is revised as follows:
7.2-2

Construction contracts shall require that all construction activity shall halt when the
Air Quality Index (AQI) is forecast to be in excess of 150 (Unhealthy). Construction
activity shall halt two days in advance of, and extend through, the day that is forecast
to be 150 or greater on the AQI chart.
AQI forecasts can be found at
wwww.sparetheair.org.

Response to Comment 3-5:
To address concerns raised in this comment, EIP Associates met with the SMAQMD to revise the
list of currently-implemented and proposed measures that can be used to comply with the
SMAQMD’s 15 percent operational emissions reduction requirement. The following changes will be
made to the text found on pages 6.2-23 and 6.2-24 in Section 6.2, Air Quality, in the DEIR. These
changes reflect compliance with the SMAQMD requirement and have been reviewed and approved
by the SMAQMD. Each measure is assigned a point value by the SMAQMD. The points must total
15.
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The following underlined text is added under Mitigation Measures on page 6.2-23 as follows:
•

Project site is located within ½ mile of an existing Class I or Class II bike land and provides a
comparable bikeway connection to that existing facility. (1 point)

•

Bus service provides headways of 15 minutes or less for stops within ¼ mile. (1 point)

•

High density residential, mixed, or retail/commercial uses within ¼ mile of existing transit,
linking with activity centers and other planned infrastructure. (1 point for bus only)

•

Office floor area ratio is 0.75 or greater within ¼ mile of an existing transit stop (1.5 points for
bus only)

•

Have at least three of the following on site and/or within ¼ mile: Residential Development,
Retail Development, Personal Services, Open Space, Office. (1 point)

•

Some shaded parking. (0.5 points)

In addition to the six points listed above, as described in the Project Description in Chapter 2
of this DEIR, the following measures are components of the SMCS TSM Plan for the SMCS
project. These measures have also been assigned points by the SMAQMD:
•

Preferential parking for carpools and vanpools. (0.5 points)

•

Provide Guaranteed Ride Home. (0.2 points)

•

Provide on-site transportation coordinator. (0.2 points)

•

Flextime. (0.2 points)

•

Provide showers and clothes lockers. (0.5 points)

•

Class I and Class II bicycle parking facilities. (0.5 points)

The SMCS shall also institute the following measures as part of the TSM plan once the
project is built. These measures are also found in Chapter 2, Project Description and have
been assigned point values by the SMAQMD as well:
•

A Kiosk shall be provided displaying transportation information in a prominent area.
(0.5 points)

•

100% monthly transit or vanpool subsidy (up to $100). (1.5 points)

Mitigation Measure 6.2-4 on page 6.2-23 is revised to read:
6.2-4

After approval by the SMAQMD, SMCS shall institute the following measures: In
order to achieve the remaining points needed to equal 15, SCMS shall also
implement the measures listed below as part of the project. Each measure has been
assigned a point value by the SMAQMD. When the points for all measures listed
above are combined, it results in a total of 15.1 points. This would fulfill the
requirements of the SMAQMD.
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6.2-4

(a)

Exceed Title 24 energy standards for cooling energy by 5025% at nonresidential buildings. (1 point)

(b)

To the extent that loading docks are incorporated into the project, equip all
truck loading and unloading docks with one 110/208 volt power outlet for every
two dock doors. Diesel trucks shall be prohibited from idling more than five
minutes and shall be required to connect to the 110/208 bolt power to run any
auxiliary equipment. Signage addressing these requirements shall be provided
at the loading docks. (1 point)

(c)

Preferential carpool and vanpool parking will be shaded. (0.5 points)

(d)

SMCS shall enter into an agreement with the City of Sacramento and the
Sacramento Transportation Management Association to continue ongoing
membership in the TMA in perpetuity. The transportation demand
management measures outlined in the Air Quality Mitigation Plan and the
TSM Plan will be implemented. (2.5 points)

(b)

Install low NOx hot water heaters.

(c)

Install ozone destruction catalyst on air conditioning systems in consultation
with SMAQMD or local district. (2.5 points)

(d)

Provide preferential parking for carpools and vanpools.

(e)

To the extent that loading docks are incorporated into the project, equip all
truck loading and unloading docks with one 110/208 volt power outlet for
every two dock doors. Diesel trucks shall be prohibited from idling more than
five minutes and shall be required to connect to the 110/208 bolt power to run
any auxiliary equipment. Signage addressing these requirements shall be
provided at the loading docks.

(f)

Provide showers and lockers for use by employees that bike to work.
(0.5 points)

(g)

Provide secure bicycle storage at public parking facilities. (0.5 points)

(h)

The project applicant shall implement permanent TMA membership funding.
(2.5 points)

(i)

The project applicant shall provide employees with a transit pass subsidy
and/or a commute alternative allowance. (1.5 points)

(j)

Provide electric vehicle charging facilities. (1 point)

(k)

Increase parking lot shading by 20% over code. (1 point)

Response to Comment 3-6:
It is true that, ideally, no sensitive receptors would be located in close proximity to sources of
airborne toxics such as freeways. The existing Sutter General Hospital and Sutter Cancer Center
are both located within 500-feet of the Capital City Freeway, as well as numerous other medical
offices located along K Street and 30th Street and along Alhambra Boulevard from Stockton
Boulevard to L Street. However, any health risks to patients of the new Women’s and Children’s
Center, as well as the SMF Building, would be expected to be much less than those experienced by
other sensitive receptors, such as schools or residences, because most patient visits are short-term.
The CARB has found that long-term exposure to diesel TAC (the TAC that would be generated by
trucks on Capital City Freeway) is much more likely to produce adverse health risks than any short-
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term exposure. Patients receiving services at the new Center would not be expected to stay for any
significant length of time. Therefore, there would be no substantial increase in health risk due to
short-term exposure from this source. The concerns raised by the SMAQMD are noted and will be
forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration.
Response to Comment 3-7:
Comment noted. The applicable SMAQMD rules have been incorporated in the mitigation measures
for both projects.
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COMMENT LETTER 4:

Regional Transit

Response to Comment 4-1:
Comment noted. The commentor’s support of the project is noted. The referenced response to the
Notice of Preparation is included in Appendix A of the DEIR. The issues raised in the NOP
response, as noted by the commentor, have been addressed in the DEIR.
Response to Comment 4-2:
Comment noted. The commentor’s request that specific areas be evaluated in the DEIR is noted.
The referenced response to the Notice of Preparation is included in Appendix A of the DEIR. The
issues raised in the NOP response, as noted by the commentor, have been addressed in the DEIR.
Response to Comment 4-3:
RT buses backing up onto 28th Street and accessing the maintenance facility via 28th Street coming
from N Street and Capitol Avenue is considered a momentary operational impact and is not
considered as an impact of the project. Operations at the existing RT facility would be taken into
consideration during preparation of the required Traffic Control Plan before construction is started on
this project.
Response to Comment 4-4:
The potential conversion of L Street from one-way to two-way operations has been considered in the
DEIR because it may occur in the future. However, no decision to convert the street has been made
by the City of Sacramento. Conversion of L Street is not a part of the SMCS project.
Although a previous Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) study has identified L Street as a “power corridor”
where L Street could have an exclusive bus lane, the BRT plan and the exclusive bus lane have not
been adopted by either Regional Transit or the City of Sacramento. The changes to L Street
proposed by the SMCS project do not result in a significant impact to transit. However, this
information is forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration.
Response to Comment 4-5:
Comment noted. The project applicant is required to prepare and submit a Construction
Management Plan (Traffic Control Plan) to the City of Sacramento for review and approval. The City
of Sacramento Traffic Engineer requires the applicant to coordinate with all agencies affected with
the project and request that all affected agencies review and approve the Construction Management
Plan before its final approval by the City of Sacramento Traffic Engineer.
Response to Comment 4-6:
Comment noted. RT emergency procedures and Sutter Health emergency procedures should be
coordinated between the two parties since this is considered a public safety issue.
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2509 Capitol Ave. Suite 100
Sacramento, Ca 95816
916-446-6666
“Without sunlight on government actions, there can be no democracy”

City of Sacramento
Planning and Building Department
Environmental Planning Services
1231 I Street, Room 300
Sacramento, Ca 95814
RE: Sutter EIR

The EIR appear inadequate for a project of this size. This is one of the largest projects in the Cities
history and the entitlements to be granted are enourmous and cannot be lightly undone.

5-1

The EIR needs redone on several levels to meet the minimum CEQA levels and resolve ongoing
neighborhood concerns. Impacts on the neighborhood were not properly studied and will result in
substantial harms to the neighborhood unless they are studied, anayalzed and properly mitigated. The
EIR is inadequate for a project of this size. It’s mitigations are a joke and are inadequate. The EIR
needs substantial work, on several levels, to meet the minimum CEQA levels.

5-2

The limited study area begets a complete lack of study of existing neighborhood business, residential,
historic, and tourist impacts. Parking ignores street parking. Water ignores water pressure. Lack of
parking talks about developer’s problems only, not communities problems because of the development.
Etc.

5-3

Further comments include:

Sewer and Water
The sewer lines and water lines in the area are already severely impacted and the stress of high-rise
buildings on the existed system needs to be carefully studied and mitigated.
5-4

This was not studied or included. No City report included on water pressure and sewage capacity
based on intended building usages.
Parking & Traffic
The impact of new customers, staff, service people, visitors, and others needs very careful study and
mitigation. Parking, traffic patterns, through traffic, CalTrans projects, neighborhood and regional
traffic issues will need extensive study. Funding for traffic calming in nearby neighborhoods should

5-5

be studied as on possible mitigation. The affect and needs outlined in the central city traffic calming
study should be incorporated. The city’s policy of converting one way to two-way streets should be
incorporated.

5-5
(con't.)

This was not studied or included.

Historic Preservation
All impacts will affect the Historic viability of this rather fragile Historic neighborhood. All design
and projects impacts should be studied and analyzed to their affects on existing Historic structures,
National Registry neighborhood statuses (actual or pending) State Registries (actual or pending) and
City Registries (actual or pending). The study must not be superficial or causal, and list impacts and
views from and to specific registry (or potential registry) properties, and the neighborhoods.

5-6

While studied the conclusion was incorrect. Mitigation, needed, importance- critical.
St Lukes Medical Center
The application should include any proposed, reviewed or approved plans for St Luke medical center
that City staff have knowledge of in all cumulative impacts for the project.

5-7

This was not studied or included.

Fort Sutter
The NOP must address the impact on Fort Sutter. Specifically, parking for visitors, loss of attendance,
impacts on tourism, impacts on the facility, parking for tour buses, parking and access for Horse drawn
daily tours, access for schools tours, etc.

5-8

The study was inadequate.

Sutter Medical Center Campus in East Sacramento
The closure of the Sutter Medical Center Campus in East Sacramento should be studied as part of this
NOP. The transfer of the facilities, patients, staff and visitors from one neighborhood and the re-use of
that facility is one project, and should not be separated into two projects. There are serious impacts on
both neighborhoods that should be studied and mitigated together as they are a single project. To
divide them into two projects limits the cities ability to assess and mitigate the adverse impact on both
neighborhoods (which will be the largest project in both neighborhoods in the history of the city).

This was not studied or included.
Linkage

5-9

It is critical that the linkages for mitigation in this project be careful spelled out and sufficiently
detailed so that (for example) the housing mitigation project never gets built while all the other projects
are completed. All onsite and offsite mitigations must be a condition of each separate building and not
separated, lost, amended or ignored when futures building change, run out of funding, etc etc.

5-10

This was not studied or included.

Employees
We are highly skeptical of the increase in number of SCMA employee chart in the NOP (it appears
low and is unsupported). In addition it does not consider, customers, visitors, service employees, trade
people and other who visit these facilities on a regular basis. The city should provide the EIR staff the
analysis of H and J street traffic in East Sacramento and the high number of vehicles that clog those
crowed streets that are hospital related traffic.

5-11

This was not studied or included.

Entitlements
The entitlements mentioned in the NOP on page 10 for the expansion of Sutter general have long ago
expanded and must be included in this NOP.

5-12

This was not studied or included.
Helipad
The helipad proposed must be carefully studied for noise, time of day, volume of use and other
impacts. Mitigation measure considered should include: flight limits on hours and numbers of flights,
cash payments to nearby property owners such as those the City required from the UC Med Center
helipad installation.

5-13

The study was inadequate. Mitigation needed, importance critical.
Project Area
The area for study must include the affected residential neighborhoods, i.e. the distance from the
projects that a person might park their car and walk for services must be studied. Realistically that
means (at a minimum) 23rd street on the west, K Street on the east, and P on the south.

5-14

This was not studied or included.
Streetlights
Applicants should pay for and install 6 historic streetlights per block in the enhanced area described
above to match existing city policy, needs for their customers and members at night, and as a potential
project mitigation. This was includes pedestrians from their project, guests and residents affected.

5-15

This was not studied or included.
Sidewalks
All sidewalks the visitors or staff would walk across (i.e. expanded project area above) should be
repaired as mitigation for the expanded usage of the neighborhoods and cut down on the number of
injuries from tripping hazards from people visiting the neighborhood who are unfamiliar with its many
tripping hazards.

5-16

This was not studied or included.
Declarative Statements
The NOP contains many declarative statements about what is and what requirements City Policy has
for the projects. The NOP is not City Policy and future documents must contain a statement that what
is required by City policy and rules is to be studied in the EIR and not limited by the rather lengthy
legal rulings in the NOP about what is and is not required. An NOP is to describe the project and
discuss areas expected to be studied but only the General Plan, City Planning Commission, City Rules,
Procedures, laws and finally the City Council set or interpret requirements.

5-17

This was not studied or resolved.
Church Cathedral
It is difficult to tell with the preliminary design for the Cathedral how it could ever fit, or be approved,
with the Historic nature of the neighborhood.

5-18

This was not studied or resolved.
Housing
The project impact on Housing needs detailed study. The City has a long-standing goal of increased
housing downtown. Many of these large empty parcels could have large numbers of housing units on
them. The loss of that opportunity needs study.

5-19

This was not studied or resolved.
Study Area
On further analysis the study area must be expanded north to I Street. This is to specifically include
parking and traffic impacts on those neighborhoods.
This was not studied or resolved.
Parking and Traffic

5-20

The study must analysis the projects impact on the parking and traffic impacts on the Eastern Star
Temple, State Indian Museum, Hart Senior Center, and Sutter’s Fort. The EIR should analyze these
facilities types of uses, hours of demand, and age of users (and their special needs) and discuss what
long-term impacts the project creates. Special care should be taken to analyze senior’s limited
mobility and special parking needs and the impact the lack of parking will have on those facilities.
The affects on the viability of surrounding neighborhoods staying residential should also be studied (as
well as the short and long term impacts on the residents of those neighborhoods). Street parking was
never studied in the EIR.

5-21

This was not studied or resolved.
Construction Vibration
The affects of any construction vibration should be carefully studied for impacts on Sutter’s Fort, State
Indian Museum, the Eastern Star Temple, and two building on L Street that are sinking (multi story
apartment building at 27th and L and the nursing home at 26th and L).

5-22

This was partially studied and partially resolved.
Energy Center
It is unclear from your letter where the energy center is going to be placed and its exact functions. The
center should not be visible from, or heard from either Capitol or L Street. Its impact on ambient
temperatures and emission should be studied. No options where present and there in not enough
information in the December letter to prepare proper NOP comments

5-23

This was not studied or resolved.
Cooling Tower
A 20-foot (3 stories) tower on top of an 8-story building seems excessive and violates the height limits
for the area. It should be not be used for signage. It is unclear why other similar buildings do not
require these types of towers. No options where present and there is not enough information in the
December letter to prepare proper NOP comments.
This was not studied or resolved.
Sincerely Yours

Mark Whisler
President
Sacramento City Taxpayers Rights League
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COMMENT LETTER 5:

Sacramento City Taxpayers’ Rights League

The comment letter references the Notice of Preparation that was prepared for the SMCS project
and the Trinity Cathedral project in January 2004 (please see Appendix C in the DEIR). The
following responses attempt to answer the questions raised in the comment letter.
Response to Comment 5-1:
The comment is noted. The DEIR addresses all of the environmental issues noted in the Initial
Study (includes Appendix A in the DEIR).
Response to Comment 5-2:
Specific responses to comments on the adequacy of the DEIR are presented below.
Response to Comment 5-3:
The analyses contained in the DEIR extend well into the adjacent neighborhoods, and includes an
analyses of cumulative issues of a neighborhood, community, and regional scale. The study area
for cultural resources looks at historic structures within a four to five block radius of the project site
while the study area for traffic addresses a total of 35 intersections up to ten blocks from the project
site.
The DEIR describes on-street parking in the project area on page 6.7-27 of the DEIR; on-street
parking occupancy in the area is currently approximately 55 percent. The analysis of parking for the
SMCS project assumes that no on-street parking is available, assuming that all parking demand
must be met with off-street parking spaces. As shown in the analysis, the SMCS project would
provide adequate off-street parking to accommodate the project through a combination of the
structure parking as well as a Transportation Systems Management Plan.
The issue of water pressure, noted in the comment, is affected by the adequacy of the water
distribution infrastructure in the project vicinity. The adequacy of water distribution infrastructure to
support the proposed project is addressed in Impact 6.8-3, page 6.8-15 of the DEIR.
Response to Comment 5-4:
A discussion of impacts to the city’s water and wastewater infrastructure for the SMCS project is
addressed in the DEIR in Section 6.8, Utility Systems and for the Trinity Cathedral project in Section
7.8, Utility Systems. As addressed in Impact 6.8-3 on page 6.8-15 of the DEIR, there are a series of
water lines that serve the SMCS project area. As part of the SMCS project new water lines including
three additional 8-inch water lines and two 12-inch water lines are proposed to serve the project. The
addition of these new water lines in combination with the city’s existing infrastructure would ensure
that adequate water distribution capacity is available to serve the SMCS project without adversely
impacting existing water service to adjacent areas. No mitigation was required.
Impact 6.8-6 on page 6.8-25 of the DEIR addresses wastewater infrastructure. As discussed under
Impact 6.8-6, the city is constructing a new combined 78-inch sewer and storm drain line in 29th
Street which would serve the SMCS project as well as other adjacent development. The amount of
wastewater generated by the SMCS project was quantified based on each building, as shown in
Table 6.8-5. In addition, the City requires all new development to comply with the City’s Combined
System Development Fee, which would ensure adequate wastewater infrastructure is provided to
serve the project. Because the SMCS project would contribute the required fees and has been
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designed to address any impacts the impact was determined to be less than significant and no
mitigation was required.
Response to Comment 5-5:
Transportation and circulation issues associated with the SMCS project are discussed in detail in the
DEIR in Section 6.7, Transportation and Circulation. For the Trinity Cathedral project transportation
and circulation issues are addressed in Section 7.7 in the DEIR. Both Section 6.7 and Section 7.7
describe the potential impacts to parking, traffic circulation, intersections, transit, and bicycles
associated with proposed development. The prospect of converting L Street from one-way to twoway traffic associated with the city’s Two-Way Conversion project was also addressed. The
commentor is referred to Section 6.7 and Section 7.7 for a discussion of traffic impacts associated
with both the SMCS and Trinity Cathedral projects.
Regarding the traffic calming measures mentioned by the commentor, the City adopted the
Neighborhood Preservation Transportation Plan (NPTP) in the early 1990s to address speed in the
midtown residential streets, improve pedestrian and bicycle safety, and to maintain good access for
the midtown merchants. To address these concerns, the NPTP was developed with a variety of
measures to slow traffic throughout the midtown area. It includes traffic circles, half-street closures,
and intersection portals or corner bulbs. The City approved the plan and has also approved a plan
for on-going monitoring. Residents are encouraged to contact the City if they want to see traffic
calming measures implemented in their neighborhood. In addition, the City recently approved the
SMART Plan for the south Midtown area that considers the conversion from 3-lanes one-way to 2lanes one-way on L, N, P and Q Streets from 16th Street to 29th Street. Lastly, the City is still
evaluating the Central City Two-Way Conversion Study that includes conversion from 2-lanes oneway to 2-lanes two-way on portions of L and N Streets in the vicinity of the SMCS project site. The
City oversees all the traffic calming projects throughout the city. The area around the SMCS project
site has not been identified either by the City or local residents for traffic calming measures at this
time.
Response to Comment 5-6:
A complete analysis of historic issues was addressed in the DEIR in Section 6.3, Cultural Resources
for the SMCS project and in Section 7.3, Cultural Resources for the Trinity Cathedral project. The
SMCS project site is not located in a designated historic district and it was determined that
development of the project would not affect the historic viability of the nearby historic districts. A
historic analysis was prepared by Roland-Nawi Associates, which addresses all the historic
resources in the project area (see DEIR Appendix G). The commentor is referred to Section 6.3 and
Section 7.3 for a discussion of historic resources and any potential impacts associated with
development of either the SMCS or Trinity Cathedral projects.
Response to Comment 5-7:
Part of the SMCS project involves the demolition of the existing St. Luke’s Medical Office Building,
and thus the future use of this site is part of the SMCS project, not a cumulative project (please see
the discussion of St. Luke’s in the DEIR in Chapter 2, Project Description, page 2-33). Plans to
demolish the existing St. Luke’s Medical Office Building and re-build a smaller medical office building
(Future MOB) on the same site are addressed in the DEIR. The demolition, construction, and
operation of the Future MOB is addressed throughout the DEIR in the technical sections. The
cumulative effects of SMCS Project which includes the Future MOB, have been fully addressed in all
the technical sections of the DEIR.

P:\Projects - WP Only\10828-02 Sutter EIR\FEIR\4.0 Responses.doc

4-12

Final EIR

4.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Response to Comment 5-8:
The comment refers to the assessment of effects of the SMCS project on Sutter’s Fort required to be
addressed in the NOP. The NOP (see Appendix C in the DEIR) notes that cultural and historic
issues will be addressed in the DEIR. This response addresses how effects on Sutter’s Fort were
addressed in the DEIR that was prepared for the SMCS project. The DEIR evaluates how the
SMCS project would change the current existing environment and analyzes changes in aesthetics,
air quality, cultural resources, public safety, hydrology, noise, traffic, and utility systems. The impact
analysis takes into account how the project could adversely impact adjacent uses, including Sutter’s
Fort (see DEIR Section 6.3). The traffic section (see DEIR Section 6.7) addresses how the SMCS
project would increase traffic in the area and clearly identifies any impacts. In addition, the traffic
section addresses parking demand associated with the SMCS project and outlines a specific plan to
address parking associated with the project. It is speculative to assume that development of the
SMCS project would affect attendance at Sutter’s Fort. The current SMCS facilities, including SGH
and the Buhler Building, do not negatively affect attendance at Sutter’s Fort, so it is highly
speculative to assume development of the new SMCS components would result in any effect on
attendance. In addition, CEQA requires that the impacts of the project be addressed, which the
DEIR does for this project. The commentor is referred to the discussion of the environmental setting
on pages 6.3-1 through 6.3-5 and Impact 6.3-1 on page 6.3-16 of the DEIR.
Response to Comment 5-9:
As indicated in the DEIR, SMCS is proposing to construct a new Women’s and Children’s Center
(WCC) and medical office building (SMF Building) in order to consolidate all of their medical facilities
into a fully integrated medical complex. Due to seismic safety requirements the existing Sutter
Memorial Hospital (SMH) would no longer be used as an acute care facility. A majority of the
facilities currently located at SMH would be moved to the new WCC. It is anticipated that SMH
would be closed as an acute care facility. Portions of SMH could be used for administrative or other
uses, including non-acute care.
SMCS has not planned for any long-term reuse of the SMH site. In the future, as the SMCS project
proceeds in phases, SMCS would determine future options, which could include future reuse of the
site by SMCS or sale to a future owner. Because the future use of the site is not known or currently
foreseeable, such reuse could not be and is not part of the SMCS project. Any future use of the
SMH site not presently authorized would be required to go through subsequent CEQA review and
City approval process whether proposed by SMCS or a future landowner. SMCS has publicly stated
that prior to sale of the site to a third party or filing of an application to redevelop the site it will
engage in an assessment of reuse options for the site in a public consultation process that would
include the neighbors, the City, and other interested parties.
Because the future use of SMH is unknown, any impacts from such uses are too speculative to be
addressed in this EIR (see State CEQA Guidelines Section 15145). The relocation of medical uses
from SMH to the proposed SMCS project, in and of itself, would result in less activity at the SMH
site, including fewer employees, patients, visitors and vendors; therefore, during the interim there
would be a lower level of impact than currently exists at and in the vicinity of the SMH site.
All of the reasonably foreseeable direct and indirect impacts of the SMCS project are fully evaluated
in the EIR.
Response to Comment 5-10:
The 32 residential units is not mitigation for the SMCS project. The housing is another component of
the SMCS project. SMCS is committed to constructing the housing component. A separate
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Mitigation Monitoring Plan (MMP) has been prepared for the SMCS project and the Trinity Cathedral
project (see Chapter 5 of this Final EIR) to ensure that the mitigation measures are tied to the
appropriate project. The project applicant would be required to carry out all mitigation measures.
The mitigation measures identified in the DEIR for the SMCS project differentiate between each
building, if appropriate. In some instances, the mitigation would apply to each building regardless of
when it is constructed. Please see the analysis contained in the DEIR for more specifics.
Response to Comment 5-11:
In this comment, the commentor refers to the estimates of project employees in the NOP. This
response addresses employee estimates in the DEIR.
Table 2-7 in the DEIR in Chapter 2, Project Description, provides a breakdown of the number of
existing and proposed SMCS employees. As stated in the DEIR, in 2003 the average number of
visitors and patients accessing the parking structures between 7:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m. for SGH was
approximately 880 vehicles entering the parking structures with over 640 vehicles exiting. On
average, over 150 patients per day used the hospital drop off.2
The traffic analysis includes all forms of vehicular traffic associated with the SMCS project, including
employees, patients, visitors, service employees, trades people, and others. The number of trips
associated with the SMCS project is based upon data collected at SMH in East Sacramento. Traffic
counts at SMH included the vehicular trips of all users of the facility.
Response to Comment 5-12:
In this comment the commentor refers to the description of entitlements for Sutter General Hospital
in the NOP. These have not yet been granted and, therefore, have not expired. This response
addresses the description of entitlements for the SMCS project addressed in the DEIR.
It appears as though the commentor could be referencing the statement made at the bottom of page
10 in the January 2004 NOP that refers to internal renovation of SGH and new building square
footage that was to be added based on previous approvals. When SGH was constructed in the mid1980s the City approved a much larger floorplate than what was constructed. SMCS wanted to
preserve the option to expand the hospital as healthcare needs changed. As a separate project,
SMCS is currently expanding a portion of the north side of SGH to construct space for a new MRI
facility. This is a separate project that was previously reviewed and approved by the City.
In addition, the project entitlements currently sought for the SMCS project are included in the DEIR
on pages 2-55 and 2-56 in Chapter 2, Project Description. The list of requested project entitlements
or approvals for the SMCS project are listed below.

2

•

General Plan Amendment;

•

Community Plan Amendment;

•

Rezone;

•

Special Permit (Height variance - Alhambra Corridor; Setback variances);

•

Lot Line Adjustment/Partial Mergers or Tentative Subdivision map;

•

Public Right-of-Way Abandonment/Vacations;

Memo from Bob Grandy to Steve Pyburn, City of Sacramento, June 13, 2003.
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•

Alley and Utility Abandonments/Vacations;

•

Special Permit - Major Project;

•

Special Permit – Helistop;

•

Special Permit – Tandem parking;

•

Ministerial level City permits, including building permits.

Response to Comment 5-13:
The DEIR analyzes the public safety and noise issues associated with the proposed SMCS helistop
in Section 6.4, Hazardous Materials and Public Safety and Section 6.6, Noise. A helistop is different
from a helipad in that a helistop is only designed for infrequent and occasional use for quick landings
and take-offs, while a helipad can accommodate a wider variety of helicopters and is designed to
allow helicopters to remain on-site for longer periods of time. A description of the proposed helistop
is included in Chapter 2, Project Description, on page 2-20 of the DEIR. SMCS anticipates no more
than 200 helicopter flights per year would be required. In addition, the proposed flight paths are
included on page 6.4-34. The commentor is referred to Response to Comments 6-2 and 6-3 as well
as the DEIR for more detail on the proposed helistop. It is within the City’s purview to determine if
the helicopter operations would present a nuisance to the surrounding community and if additional
measures are required. The U.C. Davis Medical Center is a level 1 trauma center which provides
emergency helicopter operations at any time of the day or night. The helicopter operations at
U.C. Davis are very different than what is being proposed as part of the SMCS project.
Response to Comment 5-14:
For the purposes of a CEQA analysis the general scope of the study area is defined by the specific
boundaries of the project site. However, the context of the analyses varies depending on the nature
of the analysis. There is no evidence of impacts other than traffic outside the site boundaries. As
discussed in the DEIR, each of the technical sections define what issues associated with the project
will be evaluated based on the standards of significance and the impacts being evaluated. In terms
of the traffic analysis the scope of the study area was expanded to include a total of 35 intersections
requested for analysis by city staff (please see Figure 6.7-3 in Section 6.7, Transportation and
Circulation). The Transportation and Circulation section of the DEIR contains a detailed review of
traffic impacts within the larger study area. The commentor is referred to the DEIR for more detail
on the traffic analysis conducted for the SMCS project.
Response to Comment 5-15:
As discussed in the DEIR on page 2-42 in Chapter 2, Project Description, the SMCS project would
install streetlights in conformance with the city’s lighting standards. At this time it is assumed the
streetlights would be the acorn style lights found throughout midtown. A total of approximately 31
new street lights are proposed along Capitol Avenue, 28th Street, L Street, and 29th Street in
conjunction with the new SMCS buildings. In addition, the Trinity Cathedral project would also install
new streetlights (see DEIR page 2-61) along Capitol Avenue and 27th Street. The streetlights are
elements included as part of the project and not required for mitigation.
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Response to Comment 5-16:
As discussed in the DEIR on page 2-40 in Chapter 2, Project Description, as part of the SMCS
project, existing street curb, gutters, and sidewalks adjacent to new structures and site parking
would be reconstructed to meet current City of Sacramento standards. In general, existing streets
and related curbs, gutters, and sidewalks not affected by construction and not damaged during
construction, would not be repaired or replaced. Operation of the project would not result in any
impacts to sidewalks, gutters, and related curbs.
Response to Comment 5-17:
It appears as though the commentor is referring to information contained in the Notice of Preparation
that was prepared for the SMCS and Trinity Cathedral projects. The commentor is referred to the
DEIR for a complete review of both the SMCS project and the Trinity Cathedral project. The
commentor is correct the purpose of the NOP is to provide a general description of the project so
that responsible and trustee agencies as well as interested members of the public have an
opportunity to comment on issue areas to be analyzed in the DEIR. It is within the purview of the
decision-makers to decide if the project is consistent or inconsistent with any adopted plans or
policies.
Response to Comment 5-18:
The DEIR contains an analysis of the historic resources present in the project area and Section 7.3,
Cultural Resources, specifically addresses Trinity Cathedral. The commentor is referred to
Chapter 2, Project Description pages 2- 57 through 2-66 of the DEIR for more detail on this issue.
The Trinity Cathedral project is also required to go before the City’s Design Review and Presentation
Board for review and approval. The project is tentatively scheduled to go before the Design Review
Board in early November 2005.
Response to Comment 5-19:
The SMCS project would include development of 32 residential units along N Street between 26th
and 27th Streets. With the exception of western portion of the block bounded by N Street, Capitol
Avenue, 27th and 28th Streets, the other parcels are not zoned or designated for residential uses by
the City. In order to address neighborhood concerns, SMCS has included a housing component as
part of the SMCS project.
Response to Comment 5-20:
It appears from the comment that the commentor is requesting parking and traffic impacts to
neighborhoods north of I Street be addressed. As discussed in Response to Comment 5-14, in
terms of the traffic analysis the scope of the study area was expanded to include a total of 35
intersections requested for analysis by city staff (please see Figure 6.7-3 in Section 6.7,
Transportation and Circulation). This includes the area as far north as J Street. City staff did not
feel it was warranted to study intersections along I Street due to the distance to the project site.
Response to Comment 5-21:
The traffic and parking analyses fully analyzed all potential impacts of the project and followed
accepted standard practices for the determination of impacts in accordance with the City’s standards
of significance. The traffic and parking analyses considered all users of transportation facilities,
including senior citizens. A change in roadway operating conditions or parking availability is
applicable to all facility users, including senior citizens. As noted in the DEIR, cumulative (long-term)
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traffic operation impacts are considered potentially significant and unavoidable. Parking impacts are
also considered potentially significant and unavoidable. These impacts apply to all transportation
facility users, including senior citizens and users of the Eastern Star Temple, State Indian Museum,
Hart Senior Center, and Sutter’s Fort. The traffic analysis evaluated the change in traffic patterns
associated with the SMCS project and availability of parking and identified all impacts of the project.
The potential effects on residential neighborhoods is addressed in Impacts 6.7-1 through 6.7-7 in the
traffic section. Impacts associated with an increase in traffic volumes, changes to pedestrian and
transit facilities and parking are all addressed. On-street parking is considered in the document, for
example, on page 6.7-27. The potential parking shortfall identified in the document includes
consideration of on-street parking effects and effects in residential areas (see DEIR page 6.7-45).
Response to Comment 5-22:
Construction vibration associated with project construction is addressed in the DEIR in Section 6.6,
Noise. Impact 6.6-2 on page 6.6-24 addresses construction vibration and based on the analysis
there would be no impact to adjacent buildings. The commentor is referred to Section 6.6, Noise, for
more detail on this issue.
Response to Comment 5-23:
As discussed on page 2-25 in Chapter 2, Project Description, the Energy Center would be located
below-grade below the Sutter Medical Foundation building located between L Street and Capitol
Avenue along 28th Street. The air intakes for combustion air and exhaust stacks from the boilers
and generators would be located along the west side of the Energy Center and would extend above
grade. Cooling towers for the new energy plant would be situated on the roof of the new SMF
Building. The cooling towers would be approximately 27-feet tall and are designed to minimize the
release of steam or vapor. The cooling towers are located in such a way so they would not be visible
from the pedestrian level. Due to the design of the cooling towers and the size of the facility, the
amount of steam or vapor released would not be of a level that would affect ambient temperatures.
Please see also Response to Comment 8-3 for more specific design detail of the Energy Center.
Response to Comment 5-24:
As discussed above, the DEIR describes the proposed Energy Center and cooling towers (see page
2-25 in Chapter 2 as well as Response to Comment 8-3). The cooling towers would be located on
the roof of the proposed SMF Building and not on the Women’s and Children’s Center. The cooling
towers would not be used for signage. As discussed in the DEIR, the Energy Center is used to
provide heating and cooling to the existing and proposed SMCS facilities. An existing Energy Center
is located on the corner of Capitol Avenue and 29th Street and currently provides heating and cooling
to Sutter General Hospital and the Sutter Cancer Center. The commentor is referred to Chapter 2 in
the DEIR for more detail on this issue as well as Response to Comment 8-3.
In regards to the commentor’s statement that “no options were presented” it is not clear what the
commentor is asking. However, if the commentor is referring to alternatives, there are no
alternatives presented for these features because they do not create impacts that would be avoided
or mitigated by the “option”.
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COMMENT LETTER 6:

Marshall School Neighborhood Association

Response to Comment 6-1:
Comment noted.
Response to Comment 6-2:
A discussion of helicopter safety is included in the DEIR on page 6.4-32 in Section 6.4, Hazardous
Materials and Public Safety. The DEIR contains considerable technical data and information relating
to Emergency Medical Service (EMS) helicopter safety. The DEIR identifies the numerous agencies
charged with safety oversight, which include the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA), the
California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), and the Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC).
The DEIR discusses the regulatory responsibilities of each agency for preserving public safety
during the helistop process and describes the governmental reviews required prior to project
approval. Based on the research and the statistical data presented it appears that while some risk
exists with EMS helicopter operations at a hospital rooftop helipad (or helistop), the risk is not
considered substantial. A detailed discussion is included on page 6.4-31 through 6.4-35 of the DEIR
under Impact 6.4-5, which clearly explains why the risk is not considered substantial due to a
number of factors. The commentor is referred to pages 6.4-31 through 6.4-35 in Section 6.4 in the
DEIR for a more detailed discussion of helicopter safety issues, as well as the proposed helistop
operations.
It also important to note that law enforcement helicopter operations are different from EMS helicopter
operations due to different equipment and different requirements/duties.
Response to Comment 6-3:
The DEIR addresses the issue of helicopter safety and risk with an analysis of EMS helicopter
accident rates, recent trends, comparisons to general aviation accident rates, and an assessment of
“where” and “when” EMS helicopter accidents occur (DEIR page 6.4-32). The DEIR does not contain
specific information regarding “disaster response” to a mishap at the proposed SMCS helistop or
“liability” associated with a helistop mishap. There are various regulatory and design standards that
are being incorporated into the building plans and specifications to facilitate emergency response. It
is anticipated that SMCS will establish detailed emergency response procedures in the event of a
helicopter mishap in consultation with local first responders.
Although liability is not an
environmental effect, SMCS maintains extensive insurance which includes coverage for liability
associated with helistop operations and EMS helicopter operators also maintain extensive liability
insurance for their flight operations.
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Letter 7
September 9, 2005
LE Buford
Planning Department
New City Hall
915 I Street
Sacramento, CA 95814

RE: Comments on Sutter Medical Center Project DEIR
Project Description
Both the project description and the applicant’s objectives for the project include
the statement that all acute care facilities presently at Sutter Memorial Hospital
(SMH) are to be consolidated in the new facility. The DEIR also makes
numerous references to relocation of medical offices from SMH to the new
project. This implies profound changes at SMH. This is also suggested in the
alternatives analysis; the No Project/No Action Alternative description states that
“SMH would not be closed,” suggesting that it will be closed if the project goes
ahead. Is the closure of or substantial change at Sutter Memorial a logical
consequence of the proposed project? Has the DEIR adequately considered the
physical effects of that change? In particular, was the potential for causing urban
decay by the closure or substantial change in a major medical facility adequately
evaluated?

7-1
7-2
7-3

General and Community Plan Policies
Transportation goals of the general plan call upon us to “maximize alternatives to
single-occupant vehicle use, such as public transit,” “maintain a desirable quality
of life,” “create and maintain a street system that protects residential
neighborhoods,” “increase the use of the pedestrian mode as a mode of choice,”
“develop bicycling as a major transportation and recreational mode.” The
Community Plan goals are even more explicit about optimizing the bicycle and
pedestrian environment and protecting residential areas from traffic impacts.
It is unfortunate that the art of traffic impact analysis has not caught up with these
ideals. Instead, the emphasis is on intersection analysis, using standards of
significance that don’t relate to the goals, and mitigation measures that are
focused on moving vehicles through intersections.
It’s quite possible to have a lousy level of service at an intersection and yet
maintain a livable street. Or to accomplish great free flow of traffic but
accommodate excessive speeds and volumes that make a street unsafe and
unpleasant to live or walk or bike on.
We need to work towards a different set of indicators to measure the impact of
traffic on the livability of our neighborhoods. We need to use significance

7-4

thresholds that are directly related to the goals of making walking or bicycling not
just safe, but also pleasant and desirable and convenient – and logical choices.
It takes more than just having a seat available for transit to be an attractive
choice; it also needs to be convenient, frequent, reliable and cost effective
(measured in both time and money) compared to driving. Transit capacity is an
inadequate measure impact. If buses get rerouted or frequently delayed so they
are inconvenient to use or unreliable, then there is a negative impact. They will
have loads of capacity because no one will use them. This is not the desired
outcome.
Measurement of Traffic Impact
It is very gratifying to see that trip generation and parking demand rates were
based on a survey conducted at SMH, rather than just relying on ITE data. Using
the real world to check and augment the ITE rates is a great improvement.
However, I am concerned that the SMH surveys may have underestimated actual
traffic and parking for following reasons:
• The trip screen was set up at a point internal to the SMH campus.
While this screened out trips made to the adjacent medical office
building and other destinations, it means that pass by trips, all
vehicle trips that ended by parking on the surrounding streets or in
the front parking areas, and trips using the main drop off area at the
main F Street entrance were not counted.
• Parking demand was estimated by counting parked cars in the lots
at the rear of the campus. Cars parked on-street and in the three
parking lots on the F Street side of the campus were not counted.
• The parking survey was conducted in a one-hour period on a single
day although there is substantial variation in parking demand by
time of day and day of week.

Trip Reduction Measures
The project description (at page 2-48) states that “additional TSM measures…
would be added to the TSM Plan if it is determined, through the monitoring
program, that further steps are required to reduce vehicle trips…” Who will
make that determination? What quantitative limits will trigger these additional
measures? Is there a time limit for implementing the additional measures after it
is determined they are necessary? Since Sutter includes SMH in its definition of
SMCS (see the Sutter website) will these TSM measures apply at SMH? Will the
parking supply at SMH be included in the calculation of total supply? Would
shifting parking to SMH and providing a shuttle be a means to reduce parking
demand at the main facility? Would that require additional environmental
evaluation?
Some of the trip reduction measures identified in the project description as
already part of an adopted TSM Plan are similar to or items identified in

7-4
(con't.)

7-5

7-6

7-7

7-8

Mitigation Measure 6.2-4. How can these measures be used to mitigate impacts
if they are already in place? Since trip generation rates were derived from a
survey at SMH, where these measures are already in place, how will the
identified mitigation measures further reduce the projected number of trips?

Impact on Bicycle and Pedestrian Environment
The mitigations for traffic impacts that call for intersection modifications usually
involve removing on street parking and bike lanes. On-street parking is an
important feature of the pedestrian environment, providing a buffer from fast
moving and high volume traffic. And eliminating bike lanes near intersections
makes the streets less safe for bicyclists, harder to navigate, and more of a
challenge. While individually not very significant, the cumulative effects of these
mitigation measures on the quality of the pedestrian and bike environment add
up – it’s death by a thousand paper cuts. Was this considered?

7-8
(con't.)

7-9

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.
I am supportive of this project; I think Sutter provides outstanding service and is
an important part of the community. My concerns are with the way we measure
and analyze and mitigate for the impacts of the proposed project.

Sincerely,
Maureen Daly Pascoe
680 53rd Street
Sacramento, 95819
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COMMENT LETTER 7:

Maureen Daly Pascoe

Response to Comment 7-1:
As the SMCS project proceeds, use of the SMH facilities would be substantially reduced and the
facility may be entirely closed. Regarding potential future uses of the SMH site, please see
Response to Comment 5-9.
Response to Comment 7-2:
Regarding the effects of the potential future use of the SMH site, please see Response to Comment
5-9.
Response to Comment 7-3:
There is no evidence to suggest that closure of SMH would result in urban decay. To the contrary,
SMCS has committed to continuation of present levels of landscaping and exterior maintenance and
security at the SMH campus to ensure the building exterior and grounds are well maintained.
To recognize this commitment, the Project Description has been modified to add the following text to
page 2-1. In addition, this will be included as a condition of project approval:
Following relocation of acute care services from SMH to the SMCS project, SMCS would
continue existing levels of landscaping and exterior maintenance and security at the SMH
campus.
Response to Comment 7-4:
Comment noted. The concerns raised by the commentor regarding the City’s general plan and
community plan transportation goals and policies are noted and forwarded to the decision-makers
for their consideration. In Section 6.7 of the DEIR Impacts 6.7-3 through 6.7-5 address impacts to
bicyclists, pedestrians and transit. According to the City’s standards of significance (see DEIR page
6.7-35) a significant impact to bikeways would occur if the project would hinder or eliminate a
bikeway or interfere with the implementation of a bikeway, or result in any unsafe conditions for
bicyclists. The standard of significance for pedestrians would be is any unsafe conditions were
created by the project. For transit, the standard of significance is if the project would generate an
increase in ridership which exceeds existing or planned system capacity. The transportation analysis
in the DEIR is based upon accepted methodologies and standards of significance adopted by the
City of Sacramento in accordance with CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines. These standards
adequately measure and describe impacts of the project. The mitigation strategy identified in the
DEIR focuses on removing cars from streets in the neighborhood through implementation of the
TSM program, rather than simply accommodating the maximum number of cars through providing
additional parking. In Chapter 2 of the DEIR on pages 2-46 through 2-49 there is a detailed
discussion of the TSM program. The commenter focuses on changes to the standards of
significance. Such changes are beyond the control of the preparers of this document.
Response to Comment 7-5:
The preparers of the traffic analysis recognize that it is difficult in an urban environment to capture
every trip. However, the level of trip generation established by the data collection at Sutter Memorial
Hospital is considered representative of the new hospital use. The resultant rate is within the range
of rates reported by the Institute of Transportation Engineers, and is supported by limited traffic
volume data available at the Sutter General Hospital. As discussed on page 6.7-31 of the DEIR, it is
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likely that trip generation will be lower than assumed in the analysis due to implementation of the
TSM plan and project consolidation and internalization of uses. It should be noted that the SMCS
project results in potentially significant and unavoidable transportation impacts; use of a different
(higher) trip generation rate would not change that conclusion.
As a correction to the comment, the main drop off area at the main F Street entrance was included in
the counts.
Response to Comment 7-6:
As mentioned by the commenter, on-street parking was not included in the parking count, due to the
difficulty in determining which parked vehicles are associated with the hospital. However, cars
parked in the three parking lots on the F Street side of the campus were counted. To determine how
parking demand for the WCC was calculated the traffic consultants counted parking lots at SMH and
calculated the total amount of square feet at SMH that was occupied. Using that information a rate
of 2.09 spaces per 1,000 square feet was developed to assess parking demand associated with the
WCC. A different analysis was conducted for the medical office buildings because they generate a
different type of use. The parking demand rate of 2.09 spaces per 1,000 square feet was compared
to the ITE parking demand rate for hospitals which was significantly higher. Because actual
numbers were used the traffic consultant felt the rate of 2.09 spaces per 1,000 sf was more realistic
than the higher rates used in the ITE manual. Pages 2-43 through 2-49 in Chapter 2, Project
Description provide a summary of the existing parking demand and the proposed parking demand
associated with the SMCS project along with the proposed TSM program to address alternative
transit modes and parking availability. The use of on-street parking was not included as available
parking to accommodate the parking demand associated with the SMCS project.
Response to Comment 7-7:
The parking data collection was intended to capture the peak number of cars parked on-site on a
typical day. The time of day was selected by observations of parking levels over time, three days of
traffic counts, and a review of past data collection on-site, and through discussions with SMCS staff.
Based on this information, the time of the data collection was scheduled to coincide with the
previously observed peak time period. Random, one-time counts is the industry standard for such
studies, just like traffic counts are done on a one-time basis. The parking studies were done
consistent with the approach dictated and used by the City on other projects.
It should be noted that the SMCS project results in potentially significant and unavoidable parking
impacts; use of a different (higher) parking demand rate would not change that conclusion.
Response to Comment 7-8:
The determination would be made by the City in coordination with SMCS. If a parking shortfall is
identified SMCS is responsible for providing adequate parking for their patients, visitors, and employees.

Day to day implementation of the SMCS TSM program would be handled by the on-site Employee
Transportation Coordinator. Monitoring would be accomplished by an annual employee commute
survey to determine the level and rate of alternative commute use. Other monitoring would include
tracking of transit pass sales, TransitCheck vouchers, bicycle locker registrations, and carpool permit
applications. Each quarter, an audit would be conducted of carpool registrants to confirm eligibility
status of participants. In addition, an annual audit would be conducted to determine the status of
parking and if there is a parking shortfall. Based on previous surveys conducted by SMCS in regards
to transit issues, a 70 percent response rate was captured.

P:\Projects - WP Only\10828-02 Sutter EIR\FEIR\4.0 Responses.doc

4-20

Final EIR

4.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

The TSM program prepared for the SMCS project does not include SMH because it is the intention
to move all acute care patients and facilities from SMH to the new WCC. The existing parking
supply at SMH was not included in the parking analysis conducted for the SMCS project. As noted in
the Project Description on page 2-49, if additional parking is required for the project, off-site lots
along Highway 99 would be acquired and shuttles provided. If additional environmental review is
required for improvements to off-site lots or operation of parking shuttles, it would be conducted
when specific off-site parking sites are proposed.
The trip generation rates used in the transportation analysis does not assume any TSM measures
beyond those that currently exist. Similarly, the parking sufficiency analysis does not assume any
reduction in parking due to additional TSM measures.
Nelson/Nygaard, a firm from the Bay Area conducted an analysis of the proposed TSM
program and their findings are included in Appendix A of this FEIR. Based on their review,
…there will be sufficient parking at the proposed SMCS to accommodate full SMCS project parking
demand. Parking demand will fall to 2,650 spaces due to the increased parking fee, generating an
excess parking supply of 87 parking spaces. It is difficult to determine the precise number of
spaces that could be reduced as a result of other factors, such as improved transit, increased
transit subsidy, internalization and other TDM measures, but together these measures should
provide SMCS with a sufficient vacancy rate to ensure that patients, visitors and staff can easily
find a parking space at all times of day.

The commentor is referred to Appendix A of this FEIR for more detail.
Response to Comment 7-9:
The potential elimination of bicycle lanes near intersections is reported in the DEIR where such
elimination could potentially result from implementation of mitigation measures. Impact 6.7-8 on
page 6.7-67, addresses the increase in traffic volumes under 2025 conditions. The standard of
significance for impacts to bikeways is to hinder or eliminate an existing designated bikeway, or if the
project interferes with implementation of a proposed bikeway; or result in unsafe conditions for
bicyclists, including unsafe bicycle/pedestrian or bicycle/motor vehicle conflicts. Mitigation Measure
6.7-3 on page 6.7-71 requires restriping of intersections which may eliminate bicycle lanes.
However, this restriping of intersections to include a right or left turn lane is an accepted practice
throughout the city. Such elimination is not considered to be a significant impact in accordance with
the City’s standards of significance.
Response to Comment 7-10:
The commentor’s support of the SMCS project is noted and forwarded to the decision-makers for
their consideration.
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COMMENT LETTER 8:

Theodore Franklin, Weinberg, Roger & Rosenfeld

Note: The technical appendices attached to the letter were also reviewed and in those instances
where additional comments were raised in the appendices that were not included in the letter
responses were prepared.
Response to Comment 8-1:
The comment states that the DEIR does not comply with CEQA and refers to later comments.
Please see Responses to Comments 8-5 through 8-51. As discussed in the following responses,
the City believes the DEIR is adequate under CEQA and does not require recirculation.
Response to Comment 8-2:
The comment outlines the remainder of the comments in the letter. Please see Responses to
Comments 8-5 through 8-51. As discussed in the following responses, the City believes the DEIR
fulfills the CEQA requirements and does not require recirculation.
Response to Comment 8-3:
The comment summarizes the commentor’s understanding of the project. No response is required.
Response to Comment 8-4:
As discussed in Responses to Comments 8-5 through 8-51, the City believes the DEIR fulfills the
CEQA requirements and does not require recirculation.
Response to Comment 8-5:
The comment presents a discussion of some of the guidance regarding the content of a project
description contained in the State CEQA Guidelines and pertinent case law. The comment
concludes with a statement that “the Draft EIR fails to provide an adequate and complete project
description…”. Specific comments on the perceived inadequacies of the project description are
contained in subsequent comments, and are addressed in following responses to comments.
To the extent that the regulatory and legal information provided in the comment are various quotes
from the State CEQA Guidelines and the California Appellate Court in the case of County of Inyo v.
City of Los Angeles (1977) are facts, the City notes these comments. A relevant subsection of the
State CEQA Guidelines which directly addresses the issue of the level of detail of the project
description is Section 15124(c) that states that an EIR’s project description must contain:
A general description of the project’s technical, economic, and environmental characteristics, considering
the principal engineering proposals if any and supporting public facilities.

This requirement for a “general description” of the proposed project is consistent with other CEQA
requirements which emphasize that the level of detail contained in a CEQA document is intended to
be governed by the rule of reason and presented in a manner that is understandable to a lay reader.
For example, State CEQA Guidelines Section 15140 states:
EIR’s shall be written in plain language and may use appropriate graphics so that decision-makers and the
public can rapidly understand the documents.
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Further, State CEQA Guidelines Section 15151 states:
An evaluation of the environmental effects of a proposed project need not be exhaustive, but the sufficiency
of an EIR is to be reviewed in the light of what is reasonably feasible….The courts have looked not for
perfection but for adequacy, completeness, and a good faith effort at full disclosure.

The City believes the 64-page project description contained in Chapter 2, which contains 11 tables
and 25 figures, meets the standards of adequacy for a project description under CEQA.
Response to Comment 8-6:
As explained in Response to Comment 8-5, the DEIR includes an extensive description of the SMCS
project. However, the project description in Chapter 2 of the DEIR does not include precise details
related to the construction equipment and workforce because such details are unnecessary and not
required under CEQA. Rather, as is described in Response to Comment 8-5, the EIR must include
a “general description” of the physical characteristics of the project. This is in contrast with the
requirements for precision in the description of the location of the project, for which CEQA requires
“[T]he precise location and boundaries of the proposed project….” to be shown on a map (see State
CEQA Guidelines Section 15124(a)). Details of the equipment and workforce to be used for
construction is not known at this time, and would typically change through the life of construction
based on factors specific to the contractor and other work conditions. The construction air quality
analysis is based on standard assumptions about construction equipment and related emissions
provided by the Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District. These emission rates
create a conservative analysis based on factors that account for variable use of equipment, location,
staffing, etc.
The exact number and type of equipment associated with construction of a project can rarely be
known with certainty at the time the environmental document for the project is prepared. This is
acknowledged by the SMAQMD in its Guide to Air Quality Assessment. The SMAQMD is the local
regulatory agency with jurisdiction over air quality issues in Sacramento County.
The SMAQMD Guide to Air Quality Assessment states “in the initial planning phase of a project, the
exact type and number of equipment may be unknown or unavailable for the construction activity. In
this situation, the preferred option is to calculate construction emission impacts using the latest
version of the URBEMIS model.”3 In accordance with the SMAQMD guidance, the URBEMIS model
was used to calculate construction emissions. The project’s construction schedule was known to a
certain extent, and this schedule is both discussed in the DEIR and followed in order to estimate
construction impacts. This is appropriate, since not all parts of the SMCS project would be built at
the same time.
Response to Comment 8-7:
The information regarding the proposed SMCS Energy Center, contained on page 2-25 of the DEIR,
represented the most accurate and detailed information available at the time that the DEIR was
prepared. Since the DEIR was published additional detail pertaining to the Energy Center has
become available. The following information is added to the DEIR project description.

3

SMAQMD Guide to Air Quality Assessment in Sacramento County, adopted July 2004, page 3-4.
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The existing Energy Center includes a two-story freestanding structure with a basement
located at the corner of Capitol Avenue and 29th Street. Chillers, boilers, and emergency
generators are located on first (1st) floor. Pumps and a natural gas fired incinerator are
located in the basement. Cooling towers are located on the roof. The cooling system
includes:
•

Chillers: Three (3) electric drive water-cooled centrifugal chillers with a total chilled water
plant capacity of 1,600 tons of cooling. Space reserved for a fourth (4th) chiller.

•

Cooling Towers:
a)

Six (6) cooling towers, 1800 tons of heat rejection.

b)

52,000 gallons per day (gpd) bleed-off rate (maximum), dumped to sanitary
sewer system on peak design cooling day.

c)

52,000 gpd drift rate during peak design cooling day.

The heating system includes:
•

Steam Boilers: Three (3) dual-fuel nominal 400 Boiler Horsepower (bhp) output highpressure steam generators. 41,400 pounds per hour steam at 125 psig.

•

Natural gas is primary fuel source. 50,214 cubic feet per hour (cfh) natural gas input at
full load.

•

Diesel fuel is back-up fuel source. 360 gallons per hour (gph) fuel oil input at full load.

•

Maximum 15 parts per million (ppm) Nitrous Oxide (NOx) emissions each boiler.

•

Boiler feed water (domestic water) make-up; 125 gpm maximum at full load.

The diesel fuel storage includes two 13,000 gallon (each) underground tanks. The bulk liquid
oxygen includes a 6,000 gallon vertical main tank and a 500 gallon vertical reserve tank
located on grade at the north end of the Energy Center (adjacent to the alley). The main tank
is approximately 26 feet tall.
The new Energy Center is designed to occupy two levels below grade area located in the
southern portion of the SMF Building. Chillers, boilers, pumps and emergency generators
would be located at lowest level (B-2 Level). The cooling towers would be located on the
roof of the SMF Building. The cooling system includes the following:
•

Chillers: Five (5) electric drive water cooled centrifugal chillers with an initial total chilled
water plant capacity of 4,450 tons of cooling with a peak calculated demand of
approximately 3,175 tons of cooling. Future total plant capacity of 5,250 tons of cooling
with an expected peak demand of approximately 4,200 tons of cooling.

•

Cooling Towers:
a) Five (5) cooling towers, 5,250 Tons of heat rejection.
b) 101,000 gpd bleed-off rate (maximum), dumped to sanitary sewer system on peak
design cooling day.
c) 101,000 gpd drift rate during peak design cooling day.
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The heating system includes the following components:
•

Steam Boilers: Four (4) dual-fuel nominal 500 bhp output high-pressure steam
generators. 69,000 pounds per hour steam at 125 psig. Calculated peak demand of
approximately 49,000 pounds per hour (one unit is totally redundant and the other three
will likely never be all on simultaneously at 100% each).

•

Natural gas is primary fuel source. 83,700 cfh natural gas input. The secondary, backup
fuel source is fuel oil fed by a remote underground storage tank shared with the
emergency generators.

•

The boilers are equipped with burners and controls to limit the NOx emission levels to 9
parts per million (PPM) corrected to 3% oxygen.

•

The boilers are also equipped with the requisite feed water and condensate removal and
transfer systems.

The underground fuel storage includes:
The new fuel storage tank is specified to be 25,000 gallons capacity and shall be a dual wall
construction with continuous vacuum monitoring. The sumps and piping are also monitored
and the installation shall meet all required regulations for this application. The fuel is
transferred on demand to a series of day-tanks installed in the boiler and generator rooms in
the interior of the building, which in turn supply locally to the boilers and generators.
Liquid oxygen tanks are located adjacent to the alley/driveway on the west side of the SMF
Building. There is an 11,000 gallon liquid capacity main tank and a 3,000 gallon liquid
capacity reserve tank with the associated vaporizers to convert the liquid to gas. The bulk
supply shall be in accordance with NFPA 50.
The DEIR analyzed the heating and cooling of the SMCS project that would be provided by the new
Energy Center. As shown in the URBEMIS outputs in Appendix F, the model calculates emissions
associated with heating and cooling of a building under the Area Source heading “natural gas”. This
would account for the processes conducted at the energy center to heat and cool buildings
associated with the SMCS project. Consequently, energy center emissions are included in the
URBEMIS run and added to other SMCS area sources and associated vehicle trips to obtain a total
operational emissions number that is then compared to SMAQMD thresholds.
The chillers and boilers that would be part of the new Energy Center would not emit more pollutants
than the current energy center. All chillers would be powered by electricity, not run on either natural
gas or fossil fuel. This would ensure that emissions would be minimal and not significantly greater
than current chiller operations, regardless of the increase in the number of chillers, since electric
power is clean and non-emitting technology. The heating system is composed of steam boilers.
Under the SMCS project, the number of available boilers would be increased from three to four.
However, one boiler would be completely redundant, meaning it would not be used unless one of the
other three boilers would be unable to operate. Also, existing boilers are allowed to emit a maximum
of 15 parts per million (ppm) of NOx. The new boilers are required to be more efficient and would be
fitted with burners and controls that would limit their emissions to a maximum of 9 ppm of NOx.
Consequently, even if all four boilers were operating at full capacity and emitting their maximum 9
ppm of NOx, the total NOx emission would be 36 ppm (9 x 4). This would still be less than the 45
ppm maximum emission rate that could be experienced by the existing three boilers operating at
peak capacity (15 x 3).
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Response to Comment 8-8:
The DEIR analyzes all impacts associated with construction of the project. While it is true that the
project involves multiple activities, the EIR does not analyze each activity separately. Instead,
impacts are analyzed by grouping together activities that would occur simultaneously to obtain an
estimate of the maximum construction impact. This is the accurate way to determine what would be
the impact on any one construction day.
Table 1 provided in the comment letter shows a grid of potential impacts from construction and
operation of the proposed SMCS project for the various components of the project. The commentor
asserts that most of these impacts were omitted and not adequately examined. The effects of
demolition, grading, construction, and operation of the proposed SMCS project and the Trinity
Cathedral were analyzed in the DEIR. Please see Responses to Comments 8-9 through 8-15 and 828 through 8-38 that address these issues and show why the analysis is complete and in
accordance with requirements under CEQA and the methodology and guidance provided by the
SMAQMD, the regulatory agency charged with protection of air quality in the region.
Response to Comment 8-9:
It is true that the State and federal air quality agencies have issued new PM2.5 standards in addition
to the current PM10 standards. The SMAQMD chooses to analyze the impacts of all particulate
matter emissions, both PM10, and PM2.5, together. The SMAQMD Guide provides methodologies for
evaluating PM10 impacts, which would include all particulate matter less than ten microns in
diameter. PM2.5 consists of particulate matter less than 2.5 microns in diameter, so PM10 estimates
would also include PM2.5. The SMAQMD Guide was published in July 2004, one full year after the
State PM2.5 standard took effect; however, the Guide does not make any references to the need for
a separated PM2.5 analysis, and the SMAQMD does not recommend any method for estimating the
impacts of PM2.5. Please see also Comment Letter 3 received from the SMAQMD which does not
make mention of any deficiency in the DEIR regarding PM2.5. In contrast to the commentors
characterization that PM2.5 background levels are high enough to cause the applicable air quality
standards to be exceeded, the most recent monitoring data from the T Street station (the nearest
monitoring station to the project site) shows that the federal 24-hour standard has not been
exceeded over the past two years. Sacramento County is in compliance with the federal PM2.5
standard. As shown in the URBEMIS outputs in Appendix F, the SMCS project does not include any
significant stationary sources of PM10, which includes PM2.5. Stationary equipment, such as water
heaters and boilers, would be under permit and regulated by the SMAQMD. As shown in the DEIR,
the project’s contribution to overall area traffic would not be substantial. Mobile sources would
generate PM10 and PM2.5, but they would not generate more PM than other mobile sources from
other projects. Emissions from these mobile sources would be dispersed throughout the route of a
particular vehicle trip, and would not be concentrated in the vicinity of the project site. Please see
also Response to Comment 8-8.
The commentor states that the DEIR fails to disclose State PM10 and PM2.5 standards and that this
constitutes a flaw in the document. Both the State PM10 and PM2.5 standards are presented in Table
6.2-1, page 6.2-3 of the DEIR. The standards to which the commentor refers are all annual
standards. Evaluating a construction project against an annual standard is not appropriate, since
the activity that would generate particulate matter, namely demolition and grading, would only occur
a few hours a day for a portion of a year. The DEIR does display the 24-hour standards for PM. A
24-hour standard is actually more stringent for a construction project because it would examine the
worst-case hour whereas an annual standard would average emissions over a year’s time. As
mentioned above, for construction projects, PM would only be generated for approximately eight
hours per day, conceivably not at all on weekends, and the demolition and grading would only occur
for a portion of the year. Therefore, annual averages from the project would be expected to be low;
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24-hour measurements, however, would account for the worst case day. In essence, one day with
high PM10 emissions could exceed the 24-hour standards, but its impact would be much less when
averaged out when measured against the annual standard over one year. Consequently, annual PM
concentrations would be low from a construction project.
Response to Comment 8-10:
There are several criteria pollutants that are not of concern in Sacramento County. Sulfur dioxide
(SO2) is one of these criteria pollutants. While it is true that SO2 can cause health problems, it is
misleading to state that SO2 is a prominent problem that has been identified by local air districts.
There are no SO2 nonattainment areas in the entire State of California. Sacramento County does
not exceed State or National standards for SO2. In addition, the SO2 standard has not been
exceeded over the past three years in Sacramento County. In fact, the highest monitored
concentration of SO2 in the entire county over the past three years was just 0.009 parts per million
(ppm). This is less than 25 percent of the State SO2 standard and less than 7 percent of the federal
SO2 standard. The highest monitored annual average over the past three years was 0.002 ppm.
This is less than seven percent of the federal annual standard (there is no annual State standard).
The SMAQMD Guide to Air Quality Assessment in Sacramento County does not even suggest that
SO2 could be a potential impact during construction. Page 3-1 of the Guide states, “The types of
pollution that construction activities can generate include ROG, NOx, PM10, CO, and possibly air
toxics”. The Guide does not mention SO2.
For operational SO2, the SMAQMD Guide states that development projects below the identified
For
thresholds in Table 4.2 of the Guide would not be considered to have significant impacts.4
hospital uses, the Guide lists 522,000 square feet as the threshold. The hospital uses for the SMCS
project (the Women’s and Children’s Center) would equal 398,362 square feet. For medical office
buildings, the Guide lists 243,000 square feet. The proposed medical office uses would equal
203,382 square feet for the SMF and 35,000 square feet for the proposed MOB for a total of 238,382
square feet. In both cases, the SMCS project is below the thresholds identified in Table 4.2 of the
Guide. Also, the SCMS project would not be expected to generate any significant amounts of diesel
truck traffic or combust sulfur containing fuel. Calculated SO2 emissions for operation of the SMCS
are shown in the URBEMIS outputs in Appendix F. As shown, according to URBEMIS, the total SO2
that would be generated (both area and vehicular emissions) from all project components would
equal only 0.14 pounds per day. This is a very small amount that would not exceed concentration
based thresholds for SO2.
Response to Comment 8-11:
Reactive organic gases (ROG) are not considered by the SMAQMD to be a major issue during
construction activities. The SMAQMD chooses instead to focus on NOx emissions during
construction. In keeping with this, the SMAQMD has not even developed a threshold of significance
for construction ROG. The SMAQMD Guide states:
“ROG emissions should be estimated for land use projects, however no ROG emission
threshold of significance has been developed for construction emissions within the SMAQMD
jurisdiction. Architectural coatings used in construction can be significant contributors of
ROG, and wherever possible low-VOC (ROG) architectural coating products should be
specified for use. Heavy-duty diesel powered construction equipment emits relatively low

4

SMAQMD Guide to Air Quality Assessment in Sacramento County, adopted July 2004, page 5-2.
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levels of ROG, and ROG emissions from other construction phases such as architectural
coating can also be regulated by District rule.”
Consequently, emissions of ROG are not an issue during construction activities, and the SMAQMD
does not provide any construction thresholds to address emissions associated with construction.
Construction ROG emissions, included in Appendix F of the DEIR, show that ROG emissions from
construction equipment is small compared to the NOx emissions that are produced. The largest
ROG impact during construction, according to the URBEMIS outputs, is the application of
architectural coatings. The SMAQMD normally recommends that the architectural coating phase be
turned off when construction modeling is performed because URBEMIS does not account for the
SMAQMD rule that institutes ROG limits on architectural coatings. The SMAQMD believes that their
architectural coating rule will minimize ROG emissions from coatings.5 The rule is enforced by the
SMAQMD by monitoring distributors and retailers to ensure that no coatings are being sold that
exceed ROG limits. Impact 6.2-4 in Section 6.4, Air Quality, addresses the generation of ROG and
NOx (criteria pollutants) associated with project operation. Please see Comment Letter 3 from the
SMAQMD which does not mention any deficiency in the DEIR associated with the lack of a
construction ROG analysis.
Response to Comment 8-12:
The SMAQMD Guide states on page 5-2:
“The District considers development projects of the type and size that fall below the
significance cut-points in emissions from projects listed in Table 4.2 in Chapter 4 for ROG
and NOx also to be insignificant for CO emissions. CO emissions from projects listed in
Table 4.2 would be adequately controlled by state and federal vehicle and engine emission
control programs, and CO violations are now associated only with very large concentrations
of vehicles.”6
This guidance in the SMAQMD Guide clarifies that CO emissions are an issue only when there may
be a large concentration of vehicles. The Guide further states on page 5-3 that modeling for CO can
be conducted using the CALINE computer model methodology. The traffic report prepared for the
SMCS project identified intersections that are most at risk for producing high concentrations of
vehicles at certain times. Each of these potentially impacted intersections was modeled for CO
concentrations using the CALINE methodology and addressed in Impact 6.2-5 in Section 6.2, Air
Quality. This satisfies the SMAQMD’s requirement for analyzing CO impacts from a proposed
project and is adequate under CEQA.
Response to Comment 8-13:
As shown on page 6.2-26 of the DEIR, the only TAC of any significance associated with construction
of the SMCS project would be diesel particulate matter. The DEIR shows that, according to the
CARB, the focus of any impact discussion concerning diesel TAC should be long-term health
impacts.7 The DEIR also identifies that construction activities would be temporary, and therefore
long-term health impacts would not arise. This would be true no matter what type of construction
equipment is being used, so providing an extensive list of equipment and the associated diesel
emissions would do nothing to add to the impact assessment.
5
6
7

Conversation with Peter Christiensen, SMAQMD, September 28, 2005.
SMAQMD Guide to Air Quality Assessment in Sacramento County, adopted July 2004, page 5-2.
Risk Management Guidance for the Permitting of New Stationary Diesel-Fueled Engines,
p. 22-23. CARB, October 2000.
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For operational impacts, the DEIR states that almost all equipment would be run on fuels other than
diesel fuel. Emergency generators would be run on diesel fuel but would operate only very
infrequently. The generators would only be run during emergencies and for limited times for testing
purposes. In extreme cases, power outages could perhaps occur for a maximum of several days.
Emergency operations of diesel generators would not be expected to last any longer than the
duration power outage. Consequently, generator use would be temporary and intermittent in nature,
not for long-term use. In addition, the DEIR points out that even if there were permanent stationary
sources of TACs, they would be regulated by the SMAQMD. No TACs other than diesel particulate
matter have been identified. The SMAQMD is required to identify if a risk exists, and would require
SMCS prepare a Health Risk Assessment (HRA) to reduce impacts to less than significant if a risk
was found to exist. The SMAQMD has only required an HRA from one hospital facility in its
jurisdiction, in an instance where the project was proposing to use a certain large sterilizers, a
permanent stationary source of TAC. These sterilizers are not proposed to be used for the SMCS
project and the SMCS project would not be a stationary source of TAC. Consequently, the
SMAQMD would not consider the SMCS to be a high risk to be potentially significant for toxics
impact.
Response to Comment 8-14:
As stated in the DEIR, the maximum number of helicopter landings/take-offs would be 200 per year.
These events would be intermittent and on an as-needed basis. Also, each landing/take-off event
would be of short duration. Because the facility would be a helistop (as compared to a helipad or
heliport) the helicopters would not be allowed to park, re-fuel, or idle at this location once a patient
has been either removed or placed in the helicopter. Rather, the helicopters would land to drop off a
patient and immediately take-off and leave the area.
Emissions generated by motorists, whether they are on the street, parking garage, or internal to the
project site, are accounted for in the operational emission URBEMIS calculations.8
In response to the comment raised in the accompanying technical report (see Appendix A) regarding
emissions associated with the Energy Center and vehicle trips, please see also Response to
Comment 8-7 for an explanation of how area sources, including those generated by the energy
center were accounted for. Please see Response to Comment 8-36 for an explanation of how
vehicle trips associated with the operation of the SMCS project, including those from vehicles using
the parking structure, were accounted for. The combined emissions from all of these sources, which
represent the operational impact from the SMCS project, are presented in Table 6.2-5 of the DEIR.
Table 6.2-5 of the DEIR does not look at different emission sources by themselves and come to
separate conclusions based on the emissions from each separate source. Instead, total operational
emissions from all significant sources related to the project are analyzed as one impact. It is true
that helicopter emissions are not analyzed as part of the operational impact. This is because the
applicable operational threshold is a “pounds per day” threshold, and helicopter emissions would be
minimal since less than one flight per day would occur. Localized pollutant concentrations from a
helicopter flight are not an issue since the helicopter’s approach and landing and subsequent
departure, would be of a very short duration
Response to Comment 8-15:
The commentor is incorrect in stating that any contribution, regardless of how minor, results in a per
se cumulatively significant impact (Communities for a Better Environment v. California Resources
Agency (2002) 103 Cal.App.4th 98, 120; see also CEQA Guidelines, §§ 15064, subd. (h)(1), 15130,
8

SMCS DEIR, Volume II, Appendix F.
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subdivision (a)(2) (“[w]hen the combined cumulative impact associated with the project’s incremental
effect and the effects of other projects is not significant, the EIR shall briefly indicate why the
cumulative impact is not significant and is not discussed in further detail in the EIR”).)
In addition, while there has been research into the role of large areas of impervious surfaces in
ozone formation, there is no reason to believe that a slight reduction in landscaped area would have
any noticeable effect on ozone levels in the Sacramento area. The SMCS project is located in a
developed area where little landscaped area currently exists. There would be no large, unshaded,
paved areas associated with the SMCS project that are associated with the heat island effect. The
SMAQMD has set thresholds of significance for ozone precursors. These thresholds measure a
potential ozone impact by the amount of ozone precursors (ROG and NOx) that are generated by a
project. Slightly reducing landscaped area does not generate emissions of ROG or NOx, and would
not exceed any applicable threshold. Consequently, in keeping with the SMAQMD Guide, this has
been adequately evaluated under CEQA and would not be a significant impact.
Response to Comment 8-16:
The commenter notes that the trip generation rates are “unusually low.” For generic projects, the
standard procedure is to use average rates reported by ITE. However, when more specific
information is available concerning a project, and/or when unique project characteristics exist, the
correct procedure is to collect specific data at sites representative of the project. See, for example,
ITE Trip Generation Handbook, Chapters 3 and 4. In addition, the City’s Traffic Study Guidelines
address the use of traffic counts at comparable locations for specific uses. Since this project
involves the relocation of Sutter Memorial Hospital uses and personnel to the project site, it is logical
and appropriate to consider the existing trip generation characteristics of Sutter Memorial Hospital in
the analysis.
During traffic surveys at Sutter Memorial Hospital, a total of 235 entering and 205 exiting trips were
recorded during the a.m. peak hour, and 132 entering and 226 exiting trips during the p.m. peak
hour. Divided by the facility size of 430,627 square feet, the resultant rates of 1.02 and 0.83 trips per
1,000 square feet were derived for the a.m. and p.m. peak hours, respectively. The rates used in
the document, based on data collected at Sutter Memorial Hospital, are 1.02 trips per 1,000 square
feet in the a.m. peak hour and 0.83 trips per 1,000 square feet in the p.m. peak hour. According to
the Institute of Transportation Engineers’ (ITE) Trip Generation, Seventh Edition, the range of rates
is 0.63 to 5.45 during the a.m. peak hour, and 0.70 to 6.94 during the p.m. peak hour. Thus, the
recorded rates used in the DEIR are above the data reported by ITE for the A.M. peak hour and are
well within the data reported by ITE for the P.M. peak hour.
In response to the comment raised in the accompanying technical report (see Appendix C) regarding
trip generation rates, the comment notes the difference between, but does not question the validity
of, the “directional distribution” counted at Sutter Memorial and that found in ITE’s Trip Generation
7th Edition (e.g., the comment compares the ITE PM in/out ratio of 33%/67% with the count from
Memorial of 37%/63%). This in/out split issue is addressed above in the statement “[S]ince the
project involves the relocation of Sutter Memorial personnel to the project site, it is logical that the
existing trip generation characteristics of the Sutter Memorial be considered in the analysis.”
In response to the comment raised in the accompanying technical report (see Appendix C) regarding
fair-share funding of mitigation measures, the City has indicated that the fair share contributions
were defined as mitigation measures for impacts of the project in the Cumulative + Project scenario.
These mitigation measures were not defined for the Existing plus Project Scenario and are not
required to be implemented in the near term. The City of Sacramento has its own mechanism of
collecting fair share contributions from all development projects that create an impact on any

P:\Projects - WP Only\10828-02 Sutter EIR\FEIR\4.0 Responses.doc

4-30

Final EIR

4.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

transportation facility and the fair share collected from all development projects would be used to
implement the defined mitigation measure/s when required.
Response to Comment 8-17:
While not specifically described in the DEIR, queue lengths at signalized intersections were
reviewed in the traffic analysis. The Synchro program that was used to evaluate intersections also
calculates estimated queue lengths. The lengths of these queues were reviewed, and queues at
mitigated or non-impacted intersections would not extend into adjacent intersections. As discussed
in Mitigation Measure 6.7-5, the addition of a ramp meter at the southbound Capital City Freeway N
Street Entrance Ramp could result in queuing into the adjacent intersection.
Response to Comment 8-18:
The DEIR appropriately evaluated the cumulative traffic effects of the SMCS project in light of
reasonably foreseeable probable future projects, including those that would increase traffic volumes
(such as other development in the vicinity and region) and those that would affect the traffic capacity
of the local and regional roadway network (such as the Central City Two-Way Conversion project
currently under study, and other reasonably foreseeable projects presented in the Metropolitan
Transportation Plan). These probable future projects are consistent with the CEQA Guidelines
requirements for cumulative analysis.
The cumulative analysis includes a 20-year horizon and, as such, represents a conservative analysis
of the potential effects of the project (combined with other traffic demand increases) on the roadway
network, including as it may be altered by the Two-Way Conversion, if the City Council chooses to
implement it. Evaluation of the project-specific impacts in light of the as-of-yet-unapproved TwoWay Conversion would be inconsistent with Section 15125 (a) of the State CEQA Guidelines, which
states that the baseline for evaluation should be the conditions that existed at the time that the NOP
was published. To artificially decrease the capacity of some nearby streets, as if the Two-Way
Conversion project were approved, would presuppose the actions of the City Council in the future.
Rather, inclusion of the Two-Way Conversion Study in a future cumulative scenario (the DEIR also
includes a cumulative scenario that does not presume the approval of the Two- Way Conversion
Study) provides a long-term analysis, consistent with the City’s standard approach for cumulative
analyses.
Response to Comment 8-19:
The commenter asserts that it is “incomprehensible” that traffic will decrease at one approach to one
intersection (the J Street exit ramp approach to the intersection of 29th and J Streets). As discussed
in the DEIR (see page 6.7-32), a traffic model was used to determine the volume of vehicles at each
study area freeway ramp and intersection. The traffic projection methodology and results were
reviewed and no errors were found including the decrease in p.m. peak hour volumes noted in the
technical analysis which indicates a decrease of 642 vehicle under Existing Conditions to 518
vehicles under the Existing plus SMCS project at the J Street exit ramp to 29th Street. As shown in
the following table, the combined southbound Capital City Freeway exit ramp volumes from E Street,
J Street, and P Street increase during the p.m. peak hour under Existing Conditions and Existing
Plus SMCS Project conditions. As discussed below in greater detail, the traffic model assigns trips
based on travel times on the roadway system, and redistributed traffic from the J Street exit ramp
due to the major change in access points with the SMCS project, diversion of non-SMCS traffic to
other routes, and to avoid the net overall increase in intersection volume at the 29th/J Street
intersection.
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As discussed in the document (page 6.7-32), a traffic model was used to determine the volume of
vehicles at each study area freeway ramp and intersection. The travel model assigns trips based on
travel times on the roadway system. The model assigns not only traffic associated with the project,
but also evaluates the diversion of other traffic due to changes in roadway operating conditions
(travel times).
Southbound traffic on Capital City Freeway has three options to exit the freeway in the study area –
ramps at E Street, J Street, and P Street. The travel model assigns trips to each ramp based on the
origin and destination of the trips and operating conditions on the city street system. The reduction
of volumes on the J Street exit ramp, including the reduction from 642 to 518 vehicles noted in the
technical analysis, is related to the following conditions:
•

A major change in the access points of the SMCS project: As shown in Figure 6.7-2, the
project includes a new parking garage at N Street, and new valet drop-off/pick-up
roadways. The change in the access plan would affect both existing and new SMCS
trips, including employees and visitors.

•

An increase in traffic volumes at the intersection of 29th and J Streets: Although traffic
on the J Street exit ramp may decrease, overall intersection volumes increase, with a
corresponding increase of delay at this location.

•

Diversion of non-SMCS traffic to other routes: Due to the increase in delay in study area
intersections resulting from the SMCS project, some non-SMCS trips will divert to other
routes. Because of the extensive grid-system of both Midtown and East Sacramento,
diversion can be easily accomplished.

The following table summarizes the southbound Capital City Freeway exit ramp volumes, as well as
the total volumes at the intersection of 29th and J Streets. As expected, the total volume of traffic
exiting the freeway increases with the project, as do the total volumes at the intersection of 29th and
J Streets.
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Selected Traffic Volumes
Scenario

Peak Hour

Existing Conditions

AM
PM
AM
PM
AM
PM
AM
PM
AM
PM
AM
PM
AM
PM
AM
PM
AM
PM
AM
PM

Existing Plus SMCS Project
Existing Plus Trinity Project
Cumulative Without Project
Cumulative With SMCS Project
Cumulative With Trinity Project
Cumulative With SMCS Program and Trinity
Project
Cumulative Without Project With Two-Way
Conversion
Cumulative With SMCS Project With Two-Way
Conversion
Cumulative With SMCS Program and Trinity
Project With Two-Way Conversion

Combined
Southbound
Capital City
Freeway
Exit Ramp
Volumes –
E Street,
J Street,
P Street
2,909
1,978
2,981
2,017
2,911
1,979
2,847
2,051
2,905
2,090
2,851
2,060
2,907
2,094
2,914
2,092
2,977
2,138
2,981
2,136

Total
Volume –
Intersection
of 29th and
J Streets

2,279
2,458
2,392
2,521
2,279
2,447
2,540
2,933
2,695
3,043
2,539
3,001
2,661
3,020
2,619
3,001
2,685
3,033
2,697
3,116

Source: DKS Associates, 2005.

Response to Comment 8-20:
Nelson/Nygaard, a firm based in the Bay Area which specializes in preparing alternative commute
analysis and Transportation Systems Management Plans, reviewed the SMCS TSM Plan, as
outlined in the DEIR in Chapter 2, Project Description (a full copy of their analysis is included in
Appendix A of this FEIR). Based on their review of the Plan they have concluded that:
…there will be sufficient parking at the proposed SMCS to accommodate full SMCS project parking demand.
Parking demand will fall to 2,650 spaces due to the increased parking fee, generating an excess parking
supply of 87 parking spaces. It is difficult to determine the precise number of spaces that could be reduced
as a result of other factors, such as improved transit, increased transit subsidy, internalization and other
TDM measures, but together these measures should provide SMCS with a sufficient vacancy rate to ensure
that patients, visitors and staff can easily find a parking space at all times of day.

In 2002 SMCS conducted a commute survey of all employees at SGH, SMH and the Buhler Building
to determine their employee transit patterns and commute modes and received a 70 percent
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response rate. Based on the survey results, SMCS was meeting a 25 percent reduction in single
occupant vehicle trips. The project site is located in close proximity to a variety of RT bus routes as
well as Amador Regional Transit and Roseville Transit which provide commuter services. In addition,
a free shuttle currently provides access between SGH/Buhler Building and the light rail stop at 29th/R
Street. The frequency of the shuttle service would increase once the SMCS project is operational to
accommodate people’s schedules. It is anticipated SMCS would meet the City’s 35 percent
reduction goal due to implementation of a number of TSM measures, including free transit passes;
consolidation of the site to enable greater carpool and vanpool opportunities; better access to more
transit options; and an increase in parking rates. It is anticipated that SMCS would be able to meet
the City’s 35 percent reduction goal without any difficulty. In addition, the annual monitoring will
allow SMCS to track the success of the TSMP and make any modifications or changes if necessary
to accomplish the goal.
Response to Comment 8-21:
Please see Response to Comment 8-20 and Appendix A of this FEIR.
Response to Comment 8-22:
As discussed in Responses to Comments 8-1 and 8-4 above, it is not possible to know with certainty
every piece of equipment that may be operating on any particular day during construction therefore,
the DEIR presents typical noise ranges for construction equipment that can be expected to be
present on the project site. This provides a reasonable estimate of maximum noise levels that could
be experienced during construction. There is no reason to believe that a list of individual pieces of
equipment and the times they would operate would provide a more accurate picture of the noise
environment during construction. If a list showed that a specific truck or tractor would be present on
a particular day, the noise produced by the equipment would be equivalent to those levels already
shown in Table 6.6-7 in Section 6.6, Noise.
The DEIR explains that the City’s Municipal Code exempts construction activities from complying
with Municipal Code noise standards between the hours of 7 a.m. and 6 p.m. Monday through
Saturday and 9 a.m. to 6 p.m. on Sundays (see DEIR page 6.6-12); however, nowhere does the
DEIR make the claim that this exemption would make project construction noise effects, which would
include building demolition, less than significant. In fact, these effects are described, and the DEIR
finds that a short-term significant and unavoidable impact would be created by construction
activities.
The DEIR does conclude that construction vibration would be less than significant. As stated on
pages 6.6-24 and 6.6-25 of the DEIR, even though the vibration-producing activities would occur
outside of designated sleep hours, this is not what makes the impact less than significant. Instead,
as stated on pages 6.6-24 and 6.6-25, the vibration impact would be less than significant because
the activity would occur at distances greater than 50 feet from sensitive receptors, and this would
ensure that the threshold of 80 VdB would not be exceeded. In addition, construction vibration
would only be an issue during pile-driving, since pile-drivers are the only pieces of impact equipment
that produce groundborne vibration levels great enough to create vibration levels that could disturb
people sleeping or result in damage to building foundations. Pile-driving would not occur as part of
the SMCS project. Instead, the project applicant would use ground-drilling equipment in order to
sink piles. The use of alternative backup bells is discussed in Response to Comment 8-45, and in
revised Mitigation Measure 6.6-1.
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Response to Comment 8-23:
The DEIR provides an extensive analysis of helicopter noise and its potential impact on residences
and other uses in the area of the SMCS project (Impacts 6.6-4, 6.6-5, 6.6-6, and 6.6-7 on pages 6.627 through 6.6-33). A total of 11 staged helicopter noise measurements were taken to quantify
helicopter impacts on nearby receptors. Figures depicting SEL contours are clearly presented in the
document (Figures 6.6-5 and 6.6-6 on pages 6.6-19 and 6.6-20; Table 6.-10 on page 6.6-30). As
stated in the analysis in Impact 6.6-7, no established criteria exist to determine at what point sleep
disturbance would occur. In the absence of specific criteria, the analysis compares helicopter
impacts against the most appropriate existing standard, which is the City’s Municipal Code.
Measured against this standard, sleep disturbance is clearly evaluated. The SCMS would also
implement practices to minimize impacts to receptors, such as limiting nighttime landings to
emergency situations and requiring helicopters to follow freeway paths during arrivals and
departures. The DEIR finds this impact to be significant and unavoidable based on the Municipal
Code standards.
Anticipated noise exposure from EMS helicopters using the helistop would be very brief
occurrences. Unlike law enforcement helicopters which often hover or patrol in an area at low
altitude for an extended period of time, the EMS helicopter would remain at altitude until
commencing the approach and then quickly descend to the helistop, land and drop the patient, and
quickly take-off and exit the area.
In response to the comment raised in the accompanying technical report (see Appendix E) regarding
helicopter noise, the comment states that measuring helicopter noise against a 24-hour standard is
not accurate and underestimates potential impacts because helicopters are single-event types of
noise sources. The DEIR measures potential helicopter noise against both a 24-hour noise standard
and a single event noise standard.
The comment also suggests that the DEIR should have developed a new standard for assessing
single-event sleep disturbance impacts. However, the comment admits that no such standard
currently exists and attempts to create a standard of a “50% probability of awakening”. The City of
Sacramento has a standard in its Municipal Code to enforce against excessive noise and protect
sensitive receptors from, among other things, being awakened by the excessive noise. The DEIR
thoroughly examines helicopter noise and the potential for awakening against this existing standard
and finds it to be significant. With the availability of this existing, appropriate standard, there is no
reason to create an entirely new standard to assess helicopter noise.
The comment also indicates that a new standard is needed because awakenings could occur due to
“late night helipad uses”. The comment then states that if two flights occur per night, the percentage
of the awakened population could be 50 percent. The DEIR uses two flights on a given night as a
worst-case scenario. As discussed in the DEIR project description, nighttime flights would only
occur in emergency situations. Otherwise flights would be limited to the daytime. The possibility of
two emergency flights becoming necessary during the same night is very low. In fact, as stated in
the DEIR, less than one flight overall is expected on any one day. This is in addition to the fact that
only one identified sensitive receptor exists within the highest noise contour calculated for helicopter
noise.
The DEIR provides a completely adequate analysis of helicopter noise based on existing City
standards that are available to assess impacts on individuals that may be sleeping. Even though
nighttime helipad use would be limited to emergency situations, because there is one sensitive
receptor that may be affected during these rare instances, the DEIR concludes a significant impact.
Consequently, it is not the case that the DEIR in any way underestimated potential helicopter noise
impacts.
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Response to Comment 8-24:
Only four of the new cooling towers could operate simultaneously at the Energy Center. Based on
an analysis conducted by Thorburn Associates, Acoustics and Audio Visual consultants, the air
intake noise from the cooling towers would generate a noise level of 62 dBA based on 24-hour
continuous operation at the western lot line.9 This could result in noise levels of 68 dBA Ldn at the
nearby Montessori school. To address this issue, current site design calls for a 22-foot tall
architectural screening wall to be constructed along the western edge of the rooftop. The screening
wall would reduce noise levels by approximately 10 dBA, resulting in noise levels at the school of
approximately 58 dBA Ldn. This meets the acceptable noise criterion for schools. Other receptors
such as residences or churches are farther from the cooling towers than the school so noise would
not be an issue. Since General Plan standards are no more stringent for these uses than for
schools, Ldn levels would be acceptable for these uses as well.
Response to Comment 8-25:
The DEIR avoids piecemealing or segmenting the project by including in the project description the
entire range of projects that are being considered by SMCS and Trinity. Rather than evaluating
under CEQA each individual proposal, a process that is typically done when private entities have
multiple projects on multiple sites in a community, the DEIR evaluates as a single project a multiple
set of projects proposed by SMCS, as well as projects proposed by other entities (such as the
California Children’s Theater) on SMCS-owned property. The effects of all air emissions that would
occur simultaneously are evaluated.
The DEIR properly evaluates a range of environmental effects related to air quality, including those
effects that are short-term and would occur during construction of the project and those effects that
are long-term and would occur as a result of the ongoing operation of the projects evaluated in the
DEIR. These two effects are considered separately because they would occur at different times,
and would not be additive. Further, the steps necessary to avoid or mitigate construction effects is
substantively different from those measures necessary to avoid or mitigate long-term operational
effects. This consideration of short-term and long-term effects is consistent with the State CEQA
Guidelines, which recognize that these types of effects are distinguishable.
Direct and indirect effects of the project on the environment shall be clearly identified and described, giving
due consideration to both the short-term and long-term effects. (State CEQA Guidelines Section
15126.2 (a))

Response to Comment 8-26:
Certain patterns are typical for construction activities. A building must be demolished before new
grading can occur on the site, and the site must be graded before a new building can be
constructed. This typical construction scenario makes it reasonable to assume that demolition and
grading will not occur simultaneously, nor will grading and building construction. SMCS has a
construction schedule that shows the timing of each new building. Due to existing constraints,
SMCS would not be able to construct on multiple sites simultaneously.

9

Sutter Sacramento SMF Building/Energy Center – Mechanical Review, Acoustics and Audio
Visual Consultants, Thorburn Associates, March 7, 2005.
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Response to Comment 8-27:
The last sentence of the first paragraph on page 6.2-22 of the DEIR clearly states “[O]perational
emissions for each new building include emissions from vehicle trips generated by the building
occupants.” In this case, SMCS would be the occupant of the building, and all SMCS-related trips
would be accounted for in the analysis. This is also clearly shown in the URBEMIS outputs in
Appendix F, where area source and vehicle emissions are both calculated for each project
component. The combined total is then presented in Table 6.2-5 of the DEIR.
The heating and cooling of the SMCS would be provided by the new Energy Center. As shown in
the URBEMIS outputs in Appendix F, the model calculates emissions associated with heating and
cooling of a building under the Area Source heading “natural gas”. This would account for the
processes conducted at the Energy Center to heat and cool buildings associated with the SMCS
project. Consequently, Energy Center emissions are included in the URBEMIS run and added to
other SMCS area sources and associated vehicle trips to obtain a total operational emissions
number that is then compared to SMAQMD thresholds.
Response to Comment 8-28:
Please see Responses to Comments 8-10 through 8-14 and 8-28 through 8-39 which address
issues related to the analysis of construction emissions, and show why the analysis is complete
under CEQA and in accordance with the methodology and guidance provided by the SMAQMD.
Response to Comment 8-29:
Please see Responses to Comments 8-9 and 8-30 for a discussion of the adequacy of the analysis
of emissions of fine particulate matter. The SMAQMD does not require any PM modeling for
projects whose sites are less than 15 acres in size, as long as certain mitigation measures are
implemented. Even if all the different construction sites are totaled, the combined area does not
exceed 15 acres. Also, the appropriate mitigation measures are specified in the DEIR and will be
implemented by the SMCS. Consequently, no modeling is required and there are no model outputs
contained in the appendix.
Based on the revised construction schedule for the SMCS project (see Chapter 2, Text Change),
demolition activities would occur in phases. Buildings in proximity to each other would be
demolished during the same phase. However, buildings demolished in the same phase would
almost certainly not be demolished simultaneously. Equipment used for the demolition during a
phase would demolish one building before moving on to the next building that would be demolished
in that phase. This is because it is not practical or cost-effective to have multiple pieces of
equipment performing the same demolition activity on buildings adjacent to each other.
Consequently, the PM10 impact from each demolished building would be separate and discrete from
the impact from other demolition activity. These PM10 emissions would not combine to create a
greater impact. Since each building would be demolished separately, the greatest impact would be
that which would occur during demolition of the largest building. This impact is described in the
DEIR in Impact 6.2-1 and found to be a short-term significant impact. The DEIR also shows how
Mitigation Measure 6.2-1 would be implemented to reduce demolition of the largest demolished
building (and therefore all other subsequently demolished buildings) to a less-than-significant level.
Even though it is highly unlikely that demolition of different building would occur simultaneously, the
following measure will be added to Mitigation Measure 6.2-1:
(g)

SMCS or contractor shall ensure that buildings are demolished in succession, and
that no buildings are demolished simultaneously.
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In response to the comment raised in the accompanying technical report (see Appendix A) regarding
emissions associated with demolition activities, the comment asserts that standard air quality models
can be used to estimate the impact of demolition activities and that these impacts can be modeled
as an area source. The comment further states that page 3-11 of the SMAQMD Guide requires the
use of a dispersion model for estimating demolition impacts. No language such as that stated by the
commentor appears on page 3-11 of the SMAQMD Guide. The SMAQMD Guide does not provide
any advice regarding inputs that can be used in a dispersion model to perform such a calculation.
Response to Comment 8-30:
The SMAQMD has not adopted a mass emission threshold for PM10. Instead, the SMAQMD asks
that PM10 impacts be evaluated against the California Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS) for
PM10, which is concentration based. As discussed in Impact 6.2-1, the SMAQMD does not provide a
methodology for calculating demolition impacts, and there is no model available that is designed to
allow for this kind of calculation. However, pollutant concentrations of directly emitted pollutants are,
by definition, located in the area in which they are emitted. Consequently, it makes no sense to
combine PM10 concentrations from various demolition activities when the activities take place in
different locations. As discussed in Response to Comment 8-11, the maximum impact would be that
associated with the largest building being demolished. The DEIR implements mitigation measures
for the effective control of demolition-related particulate matter as Mitigation 6.2-1. These would be
applied to all demolition activities occurring as part of the SMCS project. After mitigation, the impact
from each demolition component would be small. Consequently, even if all demolition activities were
to be conducted at the same time, dust would be effectively mitigated for each component, and the
combined impact would be small as well. Taking into account that proposed demolition activities
associated with the SMCS would take place at different locations, PM10 concentrations would not
combine to cause any existing standards to be exceeded. Please see also Responses to
Comments 8-7, 8-8, and 8-9, as well as 8-29 that address the concept of piecemealing a project.
Response to Comment 8-31:
The commentor asserts that because the Sacramento region is in nonattainment of the federal and
State PM10 standards, any PM10 increase, whether it is temporary or not, would be significant. PM10
is not a regional pollutant like ozone. Generation of PM10 in one location in the nonattainment area
will not necessarily affect overall PM10 levels outside of the area in which it is generated. This is
discussed in Impact 6.2-7 of the DEIR. The discussion under Impact 6.2-7shows that PM10 from
demolition will be reduced through the implementation of Mitigation Measure 6.2-1. Shown in Table
6.2-3 on page 6.2-5 of the DEIR, overall background levels of PM10 in the area of the SMCS project
are relatively low; therefore, demolition activities producing this directly-emitted pollutant would not
be likely to result in any new violation after mitigation measures have been implemented. As
discussed in Impacts 6.2-1 and 6.2-2, in accordance with SMAQMD guidance, the proposed
project’s construction activities would not produce a significant project-alone PM10 impact. Since
there would be no project-alone impact, the project’s cumulative PM10 impact would be less than
significant as well. The SMAQMD Guide states “A project will not be considered cumulatively
significant for PM10, SO2 and NO2 if:
•

The project is not significant for project alone emissions”10

Since, based on the above guidance, there will be no cumulative impact, there will be no significant
net increase in PM10, and no additional mitigation measures are needed.

10

SMAQMD Guide to Air Quality Assessment in Sacramento County, adopted July 2004, page 7-2.
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Response to Comment 8-32:
Appendix F presents estimates of maximum daily emissions for construction activity for all portions
of the project. While there would be short periods where the various phases of construction would
overlap, the DEIR clearly shows that for each project component, the most intensive construction
phases would not overlap. Consequently, it is not the combination of the most intensive phase for
each project component that should be totaled to present a reasonably conservative assessment of
potential effects. Instead, it is most appropriate to calculate the highest daily construction emissions
for each component for each year. The highest daily emission rate represents a reasonably
conservative assessment of the effects, or in other words “a reasonable worst-case scenario”.
As presented in Impact 6.2-3 of the DEIR, the URBEMIS 2002 program was used to model the
portions of each phase that would overlap. It was determined that the highest daily emission rate
would occur in Spring of 2007 and would result in approximately 323.86 pounds per day of NOx.
Evidently, to obtain a maximum impact of 900 pounds per day, the commentor is totaling the
maximum emissions for each construction component. As stated above, these maximum daily
emissions do not overlap.
Response to Comment 8-33:
The DEIR presents those mitigation feasible measures recommended by the SMAQMD Guide for
avoiding or reducing construction emissions as found in the URBEMIS model, and also recommends
implementing the SMAQMD’s standard construction mitigation measures. Mitigation Measure 6.2-3
in the DEIR does both, and therefore has fulfilled the requirements for presentation of all feasible
mitigation measures as outlined in Section 15126.4 of the State CEQA Guidelines.
Response to Comment 8-34:
Please see Responses to Comments 8-11, 8-12 and 8-13 for a discussion of why construction ROG
and CO would not be considered significant and are not further analyzed in the DEIR.
Response to Comment 8-35:
As shown in Appendix F, “Air Quality Model Outputs”, vehicle trips were included in the operational
emissions calculations. The Appendix shows, for each project component, the area source
emissions and the vehicle operation emissions on the following page. The total emissions (area plus
vehicle) for each component plus a total for all components combined are shown in Table 6.2-5 of
the DEIR.
Response to Comment 8-36:
Please see Response to Comment 8-27 explaining how emissions from the Energy Center were
taken into account in the URBEMIS model as part of overall operations of the SMCS project.
The chillers and boilers that would be part of the proposed new Energy Center would not emit more
pollutants than the current Energy Center. All chillers would be an electric drive, not run on either
natural gas or fossil fuel. This would ensure that emissions would be minimal and not significantly
greater than current chiller operations, regardless of the increase in the number of chillers, since
electric power is clean and non-emitting technology. The heating system is composed of steam
boilers. In the proposed SMCS project, the number of available boilers would be increased from
three to four. However, one boiler would be completely redundant, meaning it would not be used
unless one of the other three boilers would be unable to operate. Also, current boilers (existing
technology) are allowed to emit a maximum of 15 parts per million (ppm) of NOx. The proposed new
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boilers include new technology that would be fitted with burners and controls limiting emissions to a
maximum of 9 ppm of NOx. Consequently, even if all four boilers were operating at full capacity and
emitting their maximum 9 ppm of NOx, the total NOx emission would be 36 ppm (9 x 4). This would
be less than the 45 ppm maximum emission rate that could be experienced by the existing three
boilers operating at peak capacity (15 x 3).
The commentor also states that controls would only apply to pollutants for which the county/region is
in nonattainment. The SMAQMD permits sources in order to reduce pollutants of concern. With
natural-gas fired boilers, NOx is the pollutant of concern. The other criteria pollutants are not at
issue because the County is in attainment for these pollutants, and because they are not emitted in
any substantial amounts by boiler operations.
Response to Comment 8-37:
The SMAQMD Guide, under the heading “Reducing Significant Operational Emissions”,
recommends using mitigation measures listed in the Guide’s Appendix E to reduce operational
emissions.11 The SMAQMD also recommends that the point values associated with each measure
in Appendix E total 15. This has been done, and is shown on pages 6.2-23 and 6.2-24 of the DEIR.
Consequently, consistent with the SMAQMD Guide, the EIR has fulfilled its requirements to disclose
all potential feasible mitigation measures as required by the State CEQA Guidelines. Please see
Response to Comment 8-43 that specifically addresses the feasibility of mitigation.
Response to Comment 8-38:
For operational PM10, the SMAQMD Guide states that development projects below cutpoints or
thresholds indicated in Table 4.2 of the Guide would not be considered to have significant impacts.12
This is because the SMAQMD realizes that certain uses do not have processes that produce large
amounts of particulate matter. For hospital uses, the Guide lists 522,000 square feet as the
threshold. The hospital uses for the SMCS project (the Women’s and Children’s Center) would
equal 398,362 square feet. For medical office buildings, the Guide lists 243,000 square feet. The
proposed medical office uses would equal 203,382 square feet for the SMF and 35,000 square feet
for the proposed MOB for a total of 238,382 square feet. In the case of both, the hospital uses and
the medical office buildings, total square feet are below the thresholds outlined in Table 4.2 of the
Guide. As shown in the URBEMIS outputs in Appendix F, PM10 emissions associated with SMCS
operations would be almost exclusively generated by vehicles. These emissions would be
generated by each vehicle over the entire vehicle trip. Consequently, only a very small portion of the
PM10 from each trip would be generated on site or in the vicinity of the SMCS project. According to
the URBEMIS model runs, almost no PM10 is generated by area sources on-site. Because very
small amounts of area source PM10 would be generated by project operation, and because only a
small percentage of vehicle-related PM10 would be emitted in the vicinity of the SMCS project, this
project would have PM10 impacts typical to other urban development, and would not have the
capacity to exceed PM10 concentrations. Also, please see Response to Comment 8-9.
Response to Comment 8-39:
The comment reiterates CEQA requirements for cumulative analysis as articulated in the State
CEQA Guidelines and the 1979 case of Whitman v. Board of Supervisors. The comment is noted.

11 SMAQMD Guide to Air Quality Assessment in Sacramento County, adopted July 2004, page 4-8.
12 SMAQMD Guide to Air Quality Assessment in Sacramento County, adopted July 2004, page 5-2.
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Response to Comment 8-40:
The comment questions the adequacy of the DEIR analysis of cumulative air quality impacts
presented in Impact 6.2-7. The comment suggests that where a cumulative impact is found to be
significant “100 percent of a project’s emissions must be mitigated or all feasible mitigation must be
required.”
The analysis contained in Impact 6.2-7 evaluates a range of air pollutants. Regarding particulates,
Impact 6.2-7 concludes that the project’s contribution to cumulative impacts on PM10 are less than
considerable, thus the cumulative impact is less than significant. Since the impact is less than
significant, no mitigation measures are required.
Pertaining to Toxic Air Contaminants, the analysis concludes that “there are no other substantial
sources of TACs in the project vicinity that could combine with construction TACs to produce any
significant impact.” Thus, no further cumulative analysis is required or, in fact, possible.
As it relates to nitrous oxides (NOx) the analysis concludes that since the project vicinity is in an
ozone nonattainment area “[W]hile the project’s construction NOx impact may appear to be small
when viewed in context with all other NOx sources in the region, its impact would be considered
cumulatively considerable.”
According to Section 15130 (b)(5):
An EIR shall examine reasonable, feasible options for mitigating or avoiding the project’s contribution to any
significant cumulative effects.

As is stated above, mitigation measures for significant cumulative impacts need only mitigate or
avoid the project’s contribution to the significant cumulative impacts, not the entirety of the significant
cumulative impact. Mitigation Measures 6.2-5 and 6.2-6 would reduce the contribution of the
proposed projects to the cumulatively significant impact on NOx to a less than considerable level.
Thus, no additional mitigation is necessary.
Response to Comment 8-41:
The analysis of cumulative air quality impacts contained in the DEIR is based on methods,
standards, and analyses established in the Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management
District’s Guide to Air Quality Assessment in Sacramento County. This document provides guidance
for CEQA analyses of air quality impacts and reflects the existing conditions of the Sacramento
region as it lies within the Sacramento Federal Ozone Nonattainment Area. In a July 23, 2004
memorandum, Norm Covell, the SMAQMD Air Pollution Control Officer stated:
The Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District (“SMAQMD”) has recently revised its California
Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) guidance document. The new guidance, entitled, Guide to Air Quality
Assessment for Sacramento County (“Guide”), provides the basic information needed to analyze the air quality
impacts of a proposed project and determine whether it might have a significant effect on air quality. The Guide
also includes information regarding mitigation measures that may be implemented to reduce air quality impacts.
The Guide supersedes the Air Quality Thresholds of Significance guidance released by SMAQMD in 1994.
Please note that the actual CEQA thresholds of significance were adopted by the SMAQMD Board of Directors in
March 2002.
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Chapter 7 of the Guide to Air Quality Assessment addresses cumulative analyses and establishes
that:
Development projects are considered cumulatively significant if the project requires a change in the existing land
use designation (i.e., general plan amendment, rezone), and projected emissions (ROG, NOx) of the proposed
project are greater than the emissions anticipated for the site if developed under the existing land use
designation.

Pertaining specifically to projects that require general plan amendments or zoning amendments, the
Guide states:
If the emission estimates are greater for the proposed land use designation, the project will have a significant
cumulative air quality impact. This means that the project’s incremental contribution will be considered
cumulatively significant.

Thus, the analytical approach and standard of significance questioned by the commentor is the
approach and standard that is required to be used by the SMAQMD (regulatory agency) that is
charged with overseeing air quality in the Sacramento region.
Under Impact 6.2-8, the DEIR concludes that the SMCS project would have a considerable
contribution to a significant cumulative impact, and that feasible mitigation measures are not
available to reduce the contribution to a less-than-considerable level. Pertaining specifically to the
proposed Children’s Theatre project, the DEIR concludes that because the project would not require
a change in land use designation, and since the proposed use would be no more intensive than the
existing land use designation, “the impact is less than significant and would be a less-than-significant
cumulative impact.”
As such, the cumulative air quality impact analysis is appropriately consistent with the requirements
of the SMAQMD and the requirements of CEQA.
Response to Comment 8-42:
Appendix B of the SMAQMD Guide contains Table B.1. – Particulate Matter Screening Levels for
Construction Projects, which is a screening table for PM10 impacts. The total area of the site to be
graded is approximately six (6) acres. As stated in Impact 6.2-2 of the DEIR:
“The SMAQMD recommends a PM10 threshold of significance that is equal to the CAAQS for
PM10 of 50 µg/m3. The SMAQMD’s Guide to Air Quality Assessment in Sacramento County
(Guide) specifies a methodology for evaluating whether a project would exceed this PM10
standard during construction. Appendix B of the Guide contains Table B.1 – Particulate Matter
Screening Level for Construction Projects. This table lists various acreages and mitigation
associated with the various acreage ranges which would reduce PM10 impacts to less-thansignificant levels. As long as a project’s maximum acreage graded per day falls into one of the
acreage ranges, and the appropriate mitigation measures are applied, the project would be
considered to have a less than significant PM10 impact during construction, and no concentration
modeling is required.”
The SMAQMD Guide does not mention the need for any additional PM10 mitigation beyond what is
specified in Table B.1 for construction projects with acreage between 5.1 and 8 acres. Mitigation
Measure 6.2-2 implements the fugitive-dust control measures suggested by the SMAQMD.
Mitigation Measure 6.2-2 also goes beyond the requirements of the SMAQMD by implementing
additional dust-control measures not specifically recommended by the SMAQMD. The comment
states that more dust mitigation should be implemented during grading and construction. The table
below assesses each suggested measure identified in the comment individually.
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Suggested Mitigation Measure

Discussion

Prewet surface soils where equipment will be
operated; maintain live perennial vegetation
and desert pavement; stabilize surface soils
with dust palliative; and use water or dust
palliative to form a crust on soil immediately
following clearing/grubbing.

Mitigation Measure 6.2-2 already requires the
watering of the project site(s), which is where the
equipment would operate. Each graded area is
relatively small and once the site is graded
construction is slated to commence; therefore, large
areas of graded soil would not sit undisturbed for
long periods of time. Consequently, it is not
feasible or practical to plant perennial vegetation or
desert pavement between the grading and
construction phases. The use of water to wet the
project site is already specified in Mitigation
Measure 6.2-2.
As shown in the project description, the project
site(s) would be graded in phases. Once grading is
complete construction is scheduled to commence;
therefore, it would not be necessary to apply
chemical stabilizer or ground cover.
Paving the project site(s) prior to grading would
make it more difficult to grade or prepare the site. It
would also require the demolition/excavation of the
pavement, which would create additional fugitive
dust itself, and would require the use of additional
construction equipment that would emit ozone
precursors and particulate matter from exhaust.
Dust palliative and water are used interchangeably
by construction contractors to control dust.
Mitigation Measure 6.2-2 already requires the
watering of the project site on a daily basis to
control dust.
Certain areas of the project site would require
excavation to create underground levels or
underground parking. Mitigation Measure 6.2-2
already requires the project site(s) be watered twice
daily. Consequently, soil would already be watered
prior to any cut and fill activities.
Certain areas of the project site(s) would require
excavation to create underground levels or
underground parking. Mitigation Measure 6.2-2
already requires the project site to be watered twice
daily. This would apply to any backfill material that
may be on the project site. This would effectively
minimize fugitive dust from any backfill material.
Using fencing, ditches, vegetation, berms or
barriers as suggested by the commentor is
appropriate for graded areas that are in large, open,
exposed areas. The project site is in an urban
location, where many existing buildings shield the
site from wind. The site is not located in a greatly
exposed area. As stated above, since there would
not be only a very short time period between the

Grade each phase separately as needed, or
grade entire project at one time, but apply
chemical stabilizer or ground cover to areas
where construction will be delayed.
Construct a paved (or dust palliative treated)
apron onto the project site prior to grading,
earth moving, or site preparation.

Prewater during cut and fill activities.

Control dust during backfilling by watering
backfill material, applying dust palliatives,
and other measures.

Protect disturbed land by fencing, ditches,
vegetation, berms, or other barriers; by
installing wind barriers; by planting perimeter
vegetation; and by stabilizing with dust
palliative, vegetation, pavement, or surface
rock.
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Suggested Mitigation Measure

Establish barriers adjacent to roadways to
keep windblown material from leaving
construction sites.

Discussion
grading and construction phases at any site,
perimeter vegetation would not have a chance to be
established.
The use of water is used
interchangeably with dust palliative by construction
contractors to stabilize soil. The requirement to wet
the project site daily with water is already specified
in Mitigation Measure 6.2-2.
As stated above, the site is not in a large open area
that would be exposed and subject to high winds.
Also, Mitigation Measure 6.2-2 requires grading
activity to cease if winds reach 20 mph. This would
keep equipment from raising dust that could be
blown off site if high winds were to occur.

Response to Comment 8-43:
Please see Response to Comment 8-7 for a discussion of why the DEIR has specified all the
required mitigation for the reduction of NOx, and why construction ROG calculations or ROG
mitigation is not required by the SMAQMD. Therefore, the additional mitigation listed in the comment
would not be required.
In response to the comment raised in the accompanying technical report (see Appendix A) regarding
additional ROG and NOx controls for implementation during construction. The table below lists each
of the recommended measures and the feasibility of each:

Additional ROG and NOx Control

Discussion

Limiting the hours of operation of heavy duty
equipment and/or the amount of equipment
in use

Limiting the amount of equipment or the use of the
equipment would mean that the construction period
would be extended over a longer period of time.
This would mean that other construction-related
impacts, such as noise impacts, would be
exaggerated. Consequently, the City does not
consider the suggested measure to be desirable.
The DEIR specifies Mitigation Measure 6.2-3 (a)
which would require the applicant to use vehicles
with engines that would achieve a project-wide fleet
average of 20 percent NOx reduction and 45
percent particulate reduction compared to the most
recent CARB fleet average.
See Response to Comment 8-44.
Mitigation Measure 6.2-3 (f) would require the
applicant to use alternative fueled equipment or
catalyst equipped diesel construction equipment
where feasible.
The creation of a buffer zone between the facility
and sensitive receptors is not considered feasible.
The surrounding area is built out, and neither the
project site boundaries nor the existing receptors
could be moved farther apart.

Conversion to cleaner engines

Use of cleaner (reduced sulfur) fuel
Add-on control devices, e.g., particulate
traps, catalytic oxidizers

Buffer zone between facility and sensitive
receptors
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Additional ROG and NOx Control
Installation of high pressure injectors on
diesel construction equipment

Restricting engine size of construction
equipment to the minimum practical size

Electrification of construction equipment

Substitution of gasoline-powered for dieselpowered construction equipment
Use of alternatively fueled construction
equipment, using, e.g., compressed natural
gas, liquefied natural gas, propane, or
biodiesel
Implementation of activity management
techniques including a) development of a
comprehensive construction management
plan designed to minimize the number of
large construction equipment operating
during any given time period; b) scheduling
of construction truck trips during non-peak
hours to reduce peak hour emissions; c)
limitation of the length of construction workday period; and d) phasing of construction
activities

Discussion
Mitigation Measure 6.2-3 would require the
applicant to achieve a fleet-wide average of at least
20% NOx reduction and 45% particulate reduction
compared to the most recent CARB fleet average.
High pressure injectors could conceivably be used
to meet this requirement.
Using engines that are an appropriate size is part of
typical construction practices, since it is not costefficient to use equipment that is unnecessarily
large.
Mitigation Measure 6.2-4 (g) specifies that, where
appropriate, fossil-fueled equipment would be
replaced with electrically driven equivalents.
Mitigation measure 6.2-3 (f) already requires the
applicant to use alternative fueled equipment where
feasible.
Mitigation Measure 6.2-3 (f) would require the
applicant to use alternative fueled equipment where
feasible.
a) Limiting the amount of equipment or the use of
the equipment would mean that the construction
period would be extended over a longer period of
time. This would mean that other constructionrelated impacts, such as noise impacts, would be
exaggerated. Consequently, the City does not
consider the suggested measure to be desirable.
b) Truck trips would be made throughout the day
during construction. It is not believed that there
would be a higher concentration of truck trips during
peak hours.
c) Limiting the length of the construction day would
mean that the construction period would be
extended over a longer period of time. This would
mean that other construction-related impacts, such
as noise impacts, would be exaggerated.
Consequently, the City does not consider the
suggested measure to be desirable.

Installation of catalytic converters on
gasoline-powered equipment, if feasible
Minimization of construction worker trips by
requiring carpooling and by providing for
lunch onsite
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d) As stated in the DEIR project description,
construction activities would be phased.
This shall be added to the DEIR as Mitigation
Measure 6.2-3(h) (see below).
As shown in the URBEMIS outputs for construction
activities contained in DEIR Appendix F, for any
construction component of the proposed project,
construction worker trips for any phase total less
than one pound per day for any ozone precursor or
particulate matter. Consequently, requiring
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Additional ROG and NOx Control

Lengthening of construction period during
smog season (May through October), so as
to minimize the number of vehicles and
equipment operating at the same time
Utilization of new technologies to control
ozone precursor emissions as they become
available and feasible
Use electricity from power poles rather than
temporary diesel power generators; and

Emissions offsets if ROG or NOx emissions
exceed 6.0 tons/quarter

Discussion
carpooling and providing lunch onsite would provide
very minimal emission reductions, and would not be
considered feasible for this project, especially since
many workers will undoubtedly carpool and bring
their lunches to the job site without being required
to do so.
Lengthening the construction period would mean
that other construction-related impacts, such as
noise impacts, would be exaggerated.
Consequently, the City does not consider the
suggested measure to be desirable.
This shall be added to the DEIR as Mitigation
Measure 6.2-3(i) (see below).
Mitigation Measure 6.2-3 (g) specifies that fossilfueled equipment would be replaced with
electrically driven equipment provided that they are
not run via a portable generator set.
The SMAQMD does not have an emissions offsets
program in place at this time. The 6.0 tons per
quarter emissions threshold is not a threshold that
is used by the SMAQMD and would not apply to
Sacramento County.

To address some of the concerns raised by the commentor, Mitigation Measure 6.2-3 will be revised
to include the following measures:
6.2-3 (g) Catalytic converters shall be installed on gasoline-powered equipment, if feasible.
6.2-3 (h) New technologies to control ozone precursor emissions shall be utilized as they
become available and feasible.
Response to Comment 8-44:
Mitigation Measure 6.2-3 requires the applicant to achieve a fleet-wide average of at least 20
percent NOx reduction and 45 percent particulate reduction compared to the most recent CARB fleet
average. This is in keeping with SMAQMD standard construction mitigation language as mentioned
in the comment. Mitigation Measure 6.2-3(f) would require the applicant to use alternative fueled
equipment or catalyst equipped diesel construction equipment where feasible.
The comment states that both ultra-low sulfur diesel fuel should be used and that PuriNox diesel fuel
be used. Construction equipment would have to use either one or the other. According to the
URBEMIS outputs for construction of the SMCS, emissions of Sox would be minimal. Consequently,
use of an aqueous diesel fuel would be preferred.
The DEIR already incorporates the use of low-emission diesel fuel. Mitigation Measure 6.2-3(f)
states:
When appropriate, use alternative fueled (such as aqueous diesel fuel) or catalyst equipped
diesel construction equipment.
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The use of PuriNOx would fulfill this requirement.
Response to Comment 8-45:
The DEIR concludes that construction noise would be a short-term significant impact. The comment
suggests five mitigation measures that could be implemented to further reduce construction noise
impacts from the SMCS project. However, not all of the suggested mitigation measures would be
feasible for the SMCS project. The mitigation measures recommended by the commentor are
discussed in the table below.
Suggested Mitigation Measure
Notify affected parties of the proposed
construction schedule and provide
assistance with relocation if an affected party
requests it.

Establish a noise hotline that is continuously
manned with someone with authority to seek
out and solve the noise problem and
shutdown the project if warranted

Install sound walls and barriers

Require the use of equipment that meets
noise levels of 85 dB at a distance of 50 feet.

Use alternative backup bells.
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Discussion
The greatest noise impacts would occur during
deconstruction/demolition and grading activities.
Notification of a construction schedule is a feasible
mitigation and would be incorporated as part of the
project, as shown below. It is anticipated SMCS
would provide notification to neighbors via a
newsletter that has been used throughout the project
to keep residents informed about the project.
However, relocation of any individuals affected by
construction would not be a feasible mitigation
measure because construction noise is part of an
urban environment and the city has never put the
burden on a project to relocate people due to noise
concerns
The City is the regulatory agency with the authority
to enforce provisions of the noise ordinance and
would be the proper channel to address noise
issues. This negates the need for the SMCS to
develop its own hotline. However, it is anticipated
SMCS would provide a number for residents to
contact if there are any issues with the project which
the City may also add as a condition of project
approval.
Because of the dimensions of the SMCS project and
the confinements of the project site, it is not possible
to have sound walls or barriers installed to reduce
construction noise from all project phases, especially
the most noise-intensive demolition phase.
Measures that can reduce noise from the most noise
intensive construction phases, such as demolition,
are very limited. There is technically no way to
ensure that noise levels can be reduced to 85 dB at
50 feet throughout the construction of the SMCS
project. Consequently, this is not a feasible
mitigation.
This is a feasible mitigation and could be
implemented. See below.
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To address some of the concerns raised by the commentor, Mitigation Measure 6.6-1 will be revised
to read as follows:
6.6-1

(SMCS/Theatre)

(a) All construction equipment shall be equipped with factory matching mufflers and in good
working order.
(b) All staging areas and water tanks shall be located as far away from residential, hospital,
medical office, and other noise-sensitive uses as possible.
(c) A construction schedule shall be clearly posted at the construction site(s).
(d) Alternative backup bells shall be used by construction equipment.

Response to Comment 8-46:
Please see Response to Comments 8-35 through 8-37 for a discussion of why the mobile and area
source mitigation measures included in the DEIR fulfill SMAQMD and CEQA requirements. As
discussed in the DEIR in Chapter 2, Project Description and Section 6.7, Transportation and
Circulation, the SMCS project would include a comprehensive Transportation Systems Management
Plan (TSMP) which would include many of the measures listed by the commentor.
The comment suggests that additional mitigation measures are available for the reduction of
operational emissions. The table below presents the mitigation measures suggested in the
comment and discusses the feasibility of each. As shown in the table many of the measures are
part of the SMCS TSMP, discussed in detail in DEIR Chapter 2, Project Description.
Suggested Mitigation Measure
Provide on-site shops and services for
employees, such as cafeteria, bank/ATM, dry
cleaners, convenience market, etc

Provide on-site child care or contribute to offsite child care within walking distance
Provide secure, weather-protected bicycle
parking for employees
Provide direct safe, direct bicycle access to
adjacent bicycle routes
Provide showers and lockers for employees
bicycling or walking to work
Provide short-term bicycle parking for retail
customers and other non-commute trips
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Discussion
The SMCS project would be located in an urban
environment.
Many convenience services and
restaurants already exist in the immediate vicinity of
the SMCS project. The SMCS project would
include a cafeteria and is also proposing a small
café in the SMF Building.
SMCS reviewed providing child care on-site and
determined it was not feasible at this time.
Bicycle lockers would be provided as part of the
SMCS project. Please see page 2-47 of the project
description.
The SMCS is in an urban environment. Bike routes
exist on streets directly adjacent to the SMCS
project.
This is currently implemented as part of the existing
SMCS TSM. Please see page 2-47 of the project
description.
This would be implemented as part of the existing
SMCS TSM. Please see page 2-47 of the project
description.
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Suggested Mitigation Measure
Provide neighborhood-servicing shops and
services within ½ mile of residential areas

Connect bicycle lanes/paths to city-wide
network

Design and locate buildings to facilitate
transit access, e.g., locate building entrances
near transit stops, eliminate building
setbacks, etc.
Construct transit facilities such as bus
turnout/bus bulbs, benches, shelters, etc.
Provide shuttle service to food service
establishments/commercial areas

Provide
shuttle
service
to
transit
stations/multimodal centers
Implement parking fee for single-occupancy
vehicle commuters
Implement parking cash-out program for
non-driving employees
Provide direct, safe, attractive pedestrian
access from project to transit stops and
adjacent development
Implement compressed work week schedule

Implement
program

home-based

telecommuting

Provide
electric
vehicle
(“EV”)
and
compressed natural gas (“CNG”) vehicles in
vehicle fleets
Install EV charging facilities

Install CNG fueling facility

Provide preferential parking locations for EVs
and CNG vehicles
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Discussion
The SMCS project would be located in an urban
environment.
Many convenience services and
restaurants already exist in the immediate vicinity of
the SMCS project.
The SMCS project would be in an urban
environment. Bike routes exist on streets directly
adjacent to the SMCS that are part of the city-wide
bike network.
The SMCS project would be adjacent to streets with
existing bus stops. Bus stops exist within ¼ mile or
less of the SMCS project.
Transit facilities such as those mentioned already
exist in areas in close proximity to the SMCS
project.
The SMCS would be in an urban environment.
Many convenience services and restaurants
already exist in the immediate vicinity of the SMCS
and are within easy walking distance.
The SMCS currently provides a free shuttle
between the R Street light rail stop and SGH.
The SMCS currently charges for parking and fees
for parking would be increased depending upon the
market.
This is currently implemented as part of the existing
SMCS TSM. Please see page 2-47 and 2-48 of the
project description.
The SMCS would be adjacent to streets with
existing bus stops. Bus stops exist within ¼ mile or
less of the SMCS project.
Because nurses, doctors, and other medical
professionals work non-traditional work hours (12
hour days three days a week, etc.) SMCS already
has a compressed work week schedule.
Most work would require employees to be on site
for patient care, etc. This makes a home-based
telecommuting program infeasible for a project such
as the SMCS project.
The SMCS project would not have a vehicle fleet.

As stated in the SMAQMD comment letter, EV’s are
no longer marketed, making this measure
infeasible.
The very small number of CNG vehicles that could
potentially be driven to the SMCS project makes
this measure infeasible.
As stated in the SMAQMD comment letter, EV’s are
no longer marketed. It would not be expected that
CNG vehicles would be driven to the SMCS project
with any frequency, making this measure infeasible.
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Suggested Mitigation Measure
Charge reduced or no parking fee for EV’s
and CNG vehicles

Discussion
As stated in the SMAQMD comment letter, EV’s are
no longer marketed. It would not be expected that
CNG vehicles would be driven to the SMCS project
with any frequency, making this measure infeasible.

Response to Comment 8-47:
Please see Response to Comments 8-35 through 8-37 for a discussion of why the mobile and area
source mitigation measures included in the DEIR fulfill SMAQMD and CEQA requirements.
For new projects in Sacramento County, the SMAQMD requires that operational mitigation
measures be put in place from a list of operational mitigations. Each of the measures on the list is
given a point value. The SMAQMD requires that the total point value associated with implemented
mitigation measures is a combined 15 points. Pages 6.2-23 and 6.2-24 of the DEIR show how the
SMCS would achieve the required 15 points. Also see Response to Comment 3-5 of the SMAQMD
letter, which presents new operational mitigation measures that would be implemented based on a
meeting with the SMAQMD staff. These mitigation measures would fulfill the requirements of the
SMAQMD.
In addition to the mitigation measures listed in the DEIR, the DEIR project description presents other
measures that would be implemented by SMCS as part of their TSM plan. While many of these
measures do not appear on the SMAQMD’s “official” list of mitigation measures, they would still
reduce emissions of ozone precursors by reducing vehicle trips. In this respect, SMCS would go
above and beyond the mitigation requirements of the SMAQMD.
The comment suggests further measures for the reduction of area source emissions. The following
table shows the mitigation measures suggested in the comment and discusses the feasibility of
each.
Suggested Mitigation Measure
Use electric lawn and garden equipment for
landscaping

Use electrically or CNG-powered specialty
equipment, e.g., utility carts

Use propane powered specialty equipment,
e.g., forklifts, utility carts, etc.

Increase walls and attic insulation beyond
Title 24 requirements
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Discussion
The SMCS project would have only a small amount
of area that is landscaped and would require
maintenance with landscaping equipment, so little to
no benefit would be realized. Electric outlets would
not be available in all locations around the SMCS
buildings to make this a feasible option.
The SMCS project would be a compact, campusstyle facility that uses city streets and sidewalks to
connect the buildings. In addition, all buildings
would be attached, making it unnecessary to use
specialty equipment such as utility carts.
The SMCS project would be a compact, campusstyle facility that uses city streets and sidewalks to
connect the buildings. In addition, all buildings
would be attached, making it unnecessary to use
specialty equipment such as utility carts. Forklifts
are not expected to be used as part of normal SMCS
operations.
The SCMS project is already proposed to exceed
Title 24 energy standards.
See Response to
Comment 3-5 and 10-34.
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Suggested Mitigation Measure
Orient buildings to maximize standard
heating and cooling and include passive
solar design, e.g., day-lighting
Plant shade trees in parking lots to reduce
evaporative emissions from parked vehicles

Plant shade trees along southern exposures
of buildings to reduce summer cooling needs
Use energy-efficient and automated controls
for air conditioning

Use lighting controls and energy-efficient
interior lighting and built-in energy-efficient
appliances

Use double paned windows

Use energy-efficient low sodium parking lot
and street lights

Use light-colored roof materials and paint to
reflect heat
Install solar cooling/heating
Install solar water heater for at least 25% of
the building floor area
Substitute materials, e.g., use water-based
paint

Modify manufacturing processes, e.g.,
reduce process stages, closed loop-systems,
materials recycling
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Discussion
This mitigation measure is designed for residential
projects. The orientation of the SCMS project is
limited by the orientation, location, and dimensions
of the site.
The SCMS project would create parking garages.
As such, there are no traditional parking lots where
shade trees could be planted. Most parking spaces
would be shaded by virtue of being located in a
parking garage.
As stated in the project description, street trees
would be planted around the SMCS buildings in
accordance with City tree planting requirements.
The SMCS project design has incorporated
significant features in LEED (Leadership in Energy
and Environmental Design) criteria. The SMCS
project design seeks to reduce the use of energy
and materials consumption consistent with the U.S.
Green Building Rating System requirements,
including automated control for air conditioning. See
Response to Comment 10-38 for more information.
Operations of indoor lights do not create emissions
of criteria pollutants. Consequently, using energyefficient lights would produce no direct emission
reductions. The mitigation measure referring to
energy-efficient appliances is designed for
residential projects that would use household
appliances.
The SCMS project is required to comply with Title 24
requirements, which require windows that reduce
ambient heat.
Operation of parking lights do not create emissions
of criteria pollutants. Consequently, using energyefficient parking lot lights or street lights would
produce no direct emission reductions. At this time it
is not known if SMCS plans on using low sodium
parking lot lights.
As shown in the project description, the exterior of
the SCMS project would be light colored.
Solar heating is not considered feasible as it is not
reliable enough to be used for medical uses.
Solar heating is not considered feasible as it is not
reliable enough to be used for medical uses.
As shown in the regulatory setting of the air quality
section, the SMAQMD requires compliance with
Rule 442 – Architectural Coatings. This would
require any architectural coatings applied to be lowVOC coatings.
There are no known manufacturing processes that
would occur on site that could benefit air quality by
reducing process stages, or instituting closed-loop
systems or materials recycling.
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Suggested Mitigation Measure
Install resource recovery systems that
redirect chemicals to new production
processes
Use solar or low-emission water heaters

Use centralized water-heating systems

Use concrete or other non-pollutant materials
for parking lots instead of asphalt
Pay an air quality mitigation fee

Secure emission offsets

Landscape with drought-resistant species,
and use groundcovers rather than pavement
to reduce heat reflection

Provide electric maintenance equipment
Use ozone-destruction
conditioning systems

catalyst

on

air

Reduce standard paving by 20%

Retrofit existing homes and businesses in
the project area with approved energy
conservation devices
Replace/repower school/transit bus with
cleaner vehicles

Construct satellite work stations
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Discussion
There are no known production processes that
would occur on site that could benefit air quality by
having a resource recovery system installed.
The SCMS project would already be required to use
low-emission water heaters in compliance with
SMAQMD rule 411.
There is no reason to believe that using centralized
water-heating systems would reduce emissions of
any criteria pollutant. However, the SMCS project
would include an Energy Center that provides
centralized heating and cooling.
This would not lead to any reductions in operational
emissions. The project does not include any large
surface parking areas.
This is not feasible at this time because the
SMAQMD does not have an off-site mitigation fee/
emissions offset program in place for operational
emissions.
This is not feasible at this time because the
SMAQMD does not have an off-site mitigation fee/
emissions offset program in place for operational
emissions.
As shown in the project description, very little open
area would exist on the project site. There is no
reason to believe that landscaping the small open
area with drought-resistant species would do
anything to reduce operational emissions of any
criteria pollutant.
The SMCS does not expect to use maintenance
equipment that would operate on fossil fuels.
This mitigation measure is designed for residential
projects that would install many smaller residential
air conditioners. The measure is not feasible for
medical use projects such as the SMCS. Building
cooling would be provided by a central Energy
Center.
Paving would not be an operational function of the
SMCS project. Parking is provided in a parking
structure.
CEQA requires that mitigation be enforceable. The
city cannot require homes and businesses in the
project area to install energy conservation devices.
This would be equivalent to offsite mitigation. The
SMAQMD currently has no program in place for
operational emissions offsets, and this measure
would do nothing to reduce emissions generated by
the SMCS project.
Most work would require employees to be on-site for
patient care, etc. This makes satellite work stations
infeasible for a project such as the SMCS project.
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Suggested Mitigation Measure
Fund a program to buy and scrap older,
high-emission vehicles
Contribute to an off-site TDM fund

Repair smog-check waived vehicles

Introduce electric lawn and
equipment exchange program

garden

Retrofit/purchase clean heavy-duty trucks,
construction equipment, diesel locomotives,
and marine vessels

Discussion
This would be equivalent to offsite mitigation. The
SMAQMD currently has no program in place for
operational emissions offsets.
This would not be feasible because neither the
SMAQMD nor any other local agency has a program
in place for operational emissions offsets.
This would be equivalent to offsite mitigation. The
SMAQMD currently has no program in place for
operational emissions offsets, and this measure
would do nothing to reduce emissions generated by
the SMCS project.
This would be equivalent to offsite mitigation. The
SMAQMD currently has no program in place for
operational emissions offsets.
This would be equivalent to offsite mitigation. The
SMAQMD currently has no program in place for
operational emissions offsets.

Response to Comment 8-48:
The comment states that there are several additional mitigation measures that can be implemented
to further reduce the impact from helicopter noise. As described in Chapter 2, Project Description,
the SMCS project has committed to limit nighttime helicopter activity to emergency use only.
Upgrading windows and doors for sound transmission loss is not feasible, given the limited impact of
the helistop use (less than one flight per day on average, with helicopter flights occurring almost
exclusively during the daytime) and the expense associated with upgrading windows and doors in
the area with glazing. Also, this mitigation would not be enforceable. Mitigation must be
enforceable, as stated in the CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.4(a)(2). The City cannot require
nearby property-owners to make sound-reducing upgrades to their property. Additionally, during the
warmer months, residents may sleep with their windows open, in which case there would be no
benefit to window glazing for sound-transmission loss.
It is assumed that the EMS helicopter pilots would all follow the piloting techniques set forth by the
Helicopter Association International. To ensure these procedures are followed Mitigation Measure
6.6-2(b) will be added to the noise section. A prohibition on non-emergency use of the helistop
between 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. is not warranted for this project because it may be necessary to
transport a “critical care” patient during the evening hours due to weather conditions, aircraft
availability, or other factors that may have prevented an earlier transfer. The decision to request a
helicopter transport is essentially a medical decision based on the condition of the patient.
The following mitigation measure will be added to Mitigation Measure 6.6-2 on page 6.6-31 of the
DEIR:
6.6-2(b)

SMCS shall include in any contracts with EMS helicopter pilots/operators that pilots
adhere to the Helicopter Association International “Fly Neighborly Program.”

Response to Comment 8-49:
SMCS does not have the authority to establish a specific altitude for helicopters operating in the
vicinity of the hospital. Flight altitudes are determined by the FAA and other entities that oversee
helicopter operations. Unlike Los Angeles International Airport (LAX) which is staffed with FAA Air
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Traffic Controllers and monitoring/communications equipment for “controlling” aircraft near LAX,
SMCS is not an airport. It is appropriate to encourage helicopter pilots using the SMCS helistop to
maintain an altitude of 2,000 feet MSL or higher until commencing their approach to the helistop all
other factors permitting.
Hospital helistops such as the proposed SMCS landing area are “private” facilities and thus may be
used only with the permission of the owner. In this context, the SMCS helistop would not be used
for “touch and go” or “low approach” training by unauthorized pilots. On occasion SMCS may
authorize a familiarization flight into the helistop to acquaint any new EMS pilots with SMCS
procedures associated with transporting patients.
SMCS does not own or operate EMS helicopters and therefore cannot “require an identification
symbol that is readily visible from the ground on each of the helicopters used in regularly scheduled
visits to SMCS.” However, most of the EMS helicopter operators in the Sacramento area have
adopted a highly distinctive paint schemes which typically include a prominent company “logo” or
name.
Please see Response to Comment 8-47 for information on the “Fly Neighborly Program.”
Response to Comment 8-50:
Section 15151 of the State CEQA Guidelines addresses the standards for adequacy of an EIR. It
states:
An EIR should be prepared with a sufficient degree of analysis to provide decision-makers with information which
enables them to make a decision which intelligently takes account of environmental consequences. An
evaluation of the environmental effects of a proposed project need not be exhaustive, but the sufficiency of an
EIR is to be reviewed in the light of what is reasonably feasible. Disagreement among experts does not make an
EIR inadequate, but the EIR should summarize the main points of disagreement among the experts. The courts
have looked not for perfection but for adequacy, completeness, and a good faith effort at full disclosure.

The comment does not specifically make reference to any portions of the EIR that do not meet the
standard established in Guideline 15151. The comment generally refers to other portions of Letter 8,
including attached reports. The responses to those portions of the letter and reports are responded
to in Responses to Comments 8-5 through 8-49.
Response to Comment 8-51:
When “significant new information” is added to an EIR after circulation of the Draft EIR, CEQA
requires recirculation to ensure that the decision-makers, agencies and interested public have had
the opportunity to review and comment on substantive analyses upon which the EIR’s conclusions
are based. These circumstances are spelled out in Section 15088.5 of the State CEQA Guidelines,
which states that “significant new information” requiring recirculation includes circumstances in
which:
(1) A new significant environmental impact would result from the project or from a new mitigation measure
proposed to be implemented.
(2) A substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact would result unless mitigation measures
are adopted that reduce the impact to a level of insignificance.
(3) A feasible project alternative or mitigation measure considerably different from others previously analyzed
would clearly lessen the environmental impacts of the project, but the project's proponents decline to adopt
it.
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(4) The draft EIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory in nature that meaningful public
review and comment were precluded. (Mountain Lion Coalition v. Fish and Game Com. (1989) 214
Cal.App.3d 1043)

As is discussed in specific responses to comments elsewhere in this Final EIR, the above
circumstances have not occurred. As such, revision and recirculation of the DEIR is not required.
Response to Comment 8-52:
Please see Response to Comment 8-14.
Response to Comment 8-53:
Please see Response to Comment 8-29.
Response to Comment 8-54:
Please see Response to Comment 8-30.
Response to Comment 8-55:
Please see Response to Comment 8-43.
Response to Comment 8-56:
Please see Response to Comment 8-44.
Response to Comment 8-57:
Please see Response to Comment 8-16.
Response to Comment 8-58:
Please see Response to Comment 8-16.
Response to Comment 8-59:
Please see Response to Comment 8-44.
Response to Comment 8-60:
Please see Response to Comment 8-23.
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COMMENT LETTER 9:

R. Inman

Response to Comment 9-1:
Development associated with the SMCS project in the area noted in the comment would occur in
areas that contain existing structures (St. Luke’s Medical Office building and St. Luke’s garage),
which are not considered historically significant and do not contribute to the historical context in the
area. The SMCS project would include the construction of new structures in these areas, but they
would not substantially alter the historical context in the area, given the existing uses on the site.
While Impact 6.3-2, on page 6.3-18 of the DEIR, found that construction of components of the SMCS
project could affect resources in the area (specifically, the Old Tavern building and/or the Pioneer
Congregational Church), Mitigation Measures 6.3-2 and 6.3-3 would reduce the potential for damage
of those resources during construction to a less-than-significant level. Therefore, although there are
portions of these districts within close proximity to the components of the project, with mitigation
included in the DEIR, there would be no significant impacts on resources within those districts.
The comment mentions potential traffic and parking problems, but provides no specific comment.
For a discussion of traffic and parking impacts, the commentor is referred to Sections 6.7 and 7.7 of
the DEIR for more information regarding traffic and parking.
Response to Comment 9-2:
The comment notes the importance of City review of projects for compatibility with surrounding
historical context. The comment is correct. The City’s Design Review Presentation Board, Planning
Commission, and City Council will review the project to ultimately determine the project’s
compatibility with the surrounding historical context.
Response to Comment 9-3:
The comment states that the entrance to the proposed Future MOB would drastically change the
character of the area, but does not state how the effect of an entrance would differ from any other
building component. Please see Response to Comment 9-1 regarding the potential to alter the
character of the area. The comment also states that the entrance would dramatically reduce
parking. Based on the proposed design, the entrance to the below-grade parking is anticipated to be
off the alley and therefore would have no effect on existing on-street parking.
Response to Comment 9-4:
Access to the underground parking in the Future MOB would be via Trinity Cathedral Lane with
access to 26th and 27th Streets. As shown in Table 6.7-15 on page 6.7-39 of the DEIR, The
intersection on the adjacent intersections (26th/Capitol; 26th/N; 27th/Capitol; 27th/N) would all operate
at acceptable levels of service of A or B with the SMCS project.
Response to Comment 9-5:
Please see Responses to Comments 9-1 and 9-4 regarding the historical context and traffic
circulation, respectively.
Response to Comment 9-6:
The revised schedule for the SMCS project (see Chapter 2, Text Changes, of this FEIR) indicates
that demolition of the existing St. Luke’s Medical Office Building is slated to begin in mid-April 2006
and be completed by August 2006. Construction of the Future MOB would begin in mid-August
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2006 and be completed in a year. The DEIR has indicated that the Future MOB would be
constructed along with the other components of the project. The project is scheduled to go before
the City’s Design Review and Preservation Board in mid-October. However, there may be certain
components of the project that have not been finalized in the project design; therefore, those
components may go to Design Review at a later date for review.
Response to Comment 9-7:
All of the 249 parking spaces in the St. Luke’s parking structure were not counted under existing
conditions because the entire parking structure is not used for parking due to safety concerns. The
upper two floors are closed and no parking is permitted above the first level. It would not be accurate
to count all of the spaces in the parking structure because only a small number on the first level are
available. Table 2-4 in Chapter 2, Project Description, identifies a total of 30 spaces available in the
parking structure based on a recent parking count that was conducted.
Response to Comment 9-8:
It is not clear what concern is being raised by the commentor. All of the site plan figures in
Chapter 2, Project Description, show the alleys connecting to adjacent streets. The comment is
therefore, noted.
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COMMENT LETTER 10:

Tim Schmelzer, Winn Park/Capitol Avenue Neighborhood
Association

Response to Comment 10-1:
The commentor’s concerns regarding construction are noted. As explained in the DEIR, the B Street
Theatre/Children’s Theatre of California is not seeking development entitlements at this time.
Therefore, the analysis contained in the DEIR is done on a program level. It is anticipated in the
near future the B Street Theatre/Children’s Theatre of California will move forward and submit a
formal application with the city to develop the theatre(s). Environmental review could be required for
the project.
As discussed in the DEIR, removal of the Trinity Apartments is required to provide construction
equipment staging for construction of the Community Parking Structure and some of the other
project elements.
SMCS has indicated that construction of the 32 residential units would begin in early spring 2006
with demolition of the existing parking structure and be completed by late spring 2007. The
construction of 32 housing units is an integral part of the SMCS project in midtown and a conditional
feature in the overall approval of this project. The current schedule calls for construction of housing
units to begin in 2007. However, SMCS has indicated they are working with project partners to
advance the housing construction schedule to begin in the spring of 2006 and conclude in early
2007. The key factor in SMCS’ determination about the feasibility to accelerate the construction of
new housing is the ability to create adequate interim parking arrangements to accommodate the
operational needs of Trinity Cathedral.
The commentor’s request for a guarantee from SMCS to construct the housing component is noted
and forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration.
Response to Comment 10-2:
The commentor is correct. The SMCS project and the Trinity Cathedral project would pre-drill piles
instead of using a pile driver to construct the building frame. Please see also Response to Comment
10-17.
Response to Comment 10-3:
The City of Sacramento has a number of requirements in place to address erosion control during
project construction. Project construction activities and the use of Best Management Practices
(BMPs) to minimize impacts to the city’s storm drain system was addressed in the Initial Study (see
DEIR Appendix A) that was prepared for both projects. The information on page 30 of the Initial
Study pertaining to the required permits and the use of BMPs is included below:
In accordance with NPDES regulations, to minimize the potential effects of erosion and
construction runoff on receiving water quality, the State requires that any construction activity
affecting one acre or more must obtain a General Construction Activity Stormwater Permit
(General Permit). Performance standards for obtaining and complying with the General Permit
are described in NPDES General Permit No. CAS000002, Waste Discharge Requirements,
Order No. 99-08-DWQ. SWRCB Resolution No. 2001-046 requires permittees to implement
specific sampling and analytical procedures to determine whether the Best Management
Practices (BMPs) used at permitted construction sites are effective.
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General Permit applicants are required to prepare a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan
(SWPPP), an Erosion Control Plan, and implement BMPs to reduce construction effects on
receiving water quality by implementing erosion control measures. Examples of typical
construction BMPs included in SWPPPs include, but are not limited to: using temporary
mulching, seeding, or other suitable stabilization measures to protect uncovered soils; storing
materials and equipment to ensure that spills or leaks cannot enter the storm drain system or
surface water; developing and implementing a spill prevention and cleanup plan; installing traps,
filters, or other devices at drop inlets to prevent contaminants from entering storm drains; and
using barriers, such as straw bales or plastic, to minimize the amount of uncontrolled runoff that
could enter drains or surface water.
In addition, the City's Land Grading and Erosion Control Ordinance requires project applicants to
prepare erosion, sediment and pollution control plans for both during and after construction of a
project, and preliminary and final grading plans.13 BMPs are required to be approved by the
City's Department of Utilities.
To address the concern raised by the commentor regarding fugitive dust, SMCS Mitigation
Measures 6.2-1 and 6.2-2 are revised to include the following measure:
All trucks removing demolition debris or excavated soil(s) from the site shall be wetted and
covered.
Response to Comment 10-4:
The City of Sacramento requires preparation of a Traffic Construction Management Plan that
identifies any temporary lane closures, re-striping of lanes, loss of metered or on-street parking, etc.
It is the City’s responsibility to review the plan to ensure it would not create any hazardous
conditions or result in any public safety issues.
SMCS Mitigation Measure 6.2-3(e) requires that all construction contracts include the requirement
that vehicle idle time shall not exceed 10 minutes to minimize the project’s contribution of NOx
associated with project construction. However, the Sacramento Metropolitan Air Pollution Control
District (see Letter 3) clarifies that Mitigation Measure 6.2-3(e) is covered by an existing City
ordinance that addresses vehicle idle time. Therefore, Mitigation Measure 6.2-3(e) has been
removed because it is not necessary.
Project construction associated with the Trinity Cathedral project was determined to result in a lessthan-significant impact associated with NOx emissions. However, Mitigation Measure 7.2-3 was
required to further minimize the project’s contribution of NOx emissions.
Response to Comment 10-5:
The Sacramento Metropolitan Air Pollution Control District (see Comment 3-4) requested that SMCS
Mitigation Measure 6.2-5 and Trinity Cathedral Mitigation Measure 7.2-4 be removed because they
may be infeasible to implement. Often the AQI cannot be forecast a full two days in advance.
Therefore, as recommended by the Air District, these two mitigation measures have been removed
from the DEIR. The removal of this mitigation measure would not change the significance finding.

13

Sacramento County Land Grading and Erosion Control Ordinance, Chapter 16.44.
Revised 12-31-95.
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Response to Comment 10-6:
Comment noted. All construction contracts would require that the contractor adhere to specific City
of Sacramento regulations and ordinances. The commentor’s request that fines be required in the
event construction activities violate City regulations or ordinances is noted and will be forwarded to
the decision-makers. It is important to note that the City is responsible for monitoring construction
activities and ensuring that all construction contractors adhere to the City requirements.
Response to Comment 10-7:
Comment noted. As noted earlier in Response to Comment 10-1, construction of the housing
component is anticipated to begin in early spring 2006 and be completed by late spring 2007. The
commentor’s request that the housing be constructed sooner is noted and forwarded to the decisionmakers for their consideration.
Response to Comment 10-8:
Ordinance No. 83-142 was adopted by the City Council on November 22, 1983. The ordinance
granted a rezone of the property located on the northwest corner of 28th and N Streets (site of the
proposed Community Parking Structure) from Light Density Multiple Family, R-3A to General
Commercial C-2-R subject to specific conditions outlined in the ordinance. This rezone was
requested by a different owner of the subject property for a different project that was proposed in
1983, but never constructed.
The SMCS project is consistent with some of the conditions set forth in Ordinance No. 83-142,
specifically construction of 9,000 square feet of ground floor commercial/retail uses and space for
1,100 cars. SMCS evaluated including housing as part of the parking structure but determined it
was not feasible due to the size of the parcel and the desire to limit the height of the parking
structure as much as possible so as to be sensitive to the scale of surrounding development. To
address housing, SMCS proposes to construct 32 residential units in the neighboring block to the
west. The SMCS project as currently proposed, specifically the Community Parking Structure, would
not comply with the ordinance because the project would not include 45,075 square feet of office
uses, nor does the parking structure include 26 residential units. In order to approve the SMCS
project, the City must either repeal or amend this ordinance, and it is up to the discretion of the City
to determine if this ordinance should be formally repealed or amended as part of this project. The
repeal or amendment of this ordinance would not raise any environmental concerns.
The following text is added to the DEIR Chapter 4, Land Use, on page 4-14:
City of Sacramento Municipal Code
Section 1
The territory described in the attached exhibit(s) which is in the Light Density Multiple Family, R3A zone(s), established by Ordinance No. 2550, Fourth Series, as amended, is hereby removed
from said zone and placed in the General Commercial-Review, C-2-R zone(s).
This action rezoning the property described in the attached exhibit(s) is adopted subject to the
following condition:
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a. A material consideration in the decision of the City Council to approve rezoning of the
applicant’s property is the development plans and representations submitted by the
applicant in support of this request. It is believed said plans and representations are an
integral part of such proposal and should continue to be the development program for the
property.
b.

The complex shall include the following uses:
1)

9,000 square feet of ground floor commercial;

2)

45,075 square feet of offices;

3)

26 residential units on the top floor of the structure; and

4)

Parking garage to accommodate a minimum of 331 parking spaces.

Section 2
The City Clerk of the City of Sacramento is hereby directed to amend the maps which are a part
of said ordinance No. 2550, Fourth Series, to conform to the provisions of this ordinance.
Section 3
Rezoning of the property described in the attached exhibit(s) by the adoption of this ordinance
shall be deemed to be in compliance with the procedures for the rezoning of property prescribed
in Ordinance No. 2550, Fourth Series, as said procedures have been affected by recent court
decisions.
Response to Comment 10-9:
A discussion of the fuel storage tanks for the SMCS project is included in Section 6.4, Hazardous
Materials and Public Safety, Impact 6.4-3 on page 6.4-28. As discussed in the DEIR, two existing
fuel tanks are located below-grade on the south side of the existing Energy Center, approximately
under the sidewalk. The SMCS project calls for relocating the existing fuel tanks to the new Energy
Center. The fuel tanks would be located underground, which would minimize the risk of accident or
upset that could release hazardous materials to the environment where people could be directly
exposed. In addition, the location and design of the fuel tanks would meet all applicable existing
federal, State and local regulations that ensure all potentially hazardous materials are secured,
transported, stored, and used properly to protect the public from any mishap from occurring,
including any type of terrorist attack.
Response to Comment 10-10:
Comment noted. The commentor’s opinion that the design of the parking structure is unacceptable
is noted and forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration. The SMCS project is
scheduled to go before the city’s Design Review and Preservation Board (DR/PB) in mid-October.
At that time the DR/PB will review the parking structure, as well as the entire project, and make a
determination as to the acceptability and appropriateness of the project design.
Response to Comment 10-11:
As discussed in the DEIR in Chapter 2, Project Description, the cooling towers would be located on
the top of the SMF Building. The cooling towers would be approximately 27-feet tall but would
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protrude above the mechanical screen that will encircle the top of the SMF Building by approximately
2 to 5 feet. The height of the SMF Building would be approximately 82-feet to the top of the
mechanical screen and 86-feet to the top of the cooling towers. The cooling towers for the new
Energy Center are designed to minimize the release of steam vapor and would be situated on the
western/middle portion of the SMF Building roof.
A 20-foot tall painted, architectural, louvered metal panel system is designed to conceal the entire
length of the cooling towers from the western views below and complement the design elevations
that include the glass storefronts, copper and wood composite siding systems, and stucco base.
The five cooling tower units, each approximately 27-feet tall (including the elevated structural frame
and supports) would be located approximately 12-feet behind the metal panel screen to minimize
their visibility. Depending on the actual cooling tower that is installed, it is anticipated that
approximately 2 to 5-feet of the uppermost portion of the cooling tower could extend above the metal
panel screen and could be visible below from the west.
The cooling towers would not be significantly visible from the northwest or southwest due to a
continual metal panel screen wall and deep setback location of the equipment from the north and
south roof edges. The cooling towers would not be visible at all along the eastern side from below
due to the deep setback location of the equipment and the same continual metal panel screen.
Response to Comment 10-12:
SMCS has designed the Community Parking Structure in consultation with the neighborhood,
incorporating a number of design features to minimize impacts to the neighborhood.
The perimeter of the parking structure is designed to include 3-feet 6-inch high solid spandrels that –
coupled with the setback design of the garage along N Street – would ensure that parked cars and
light beams from car headlights are less visible from the street and the neighborhood surrounding
the garage. These spandrels would act as a barrier to both keep vehicles safely within the building
and block the headlights of circulating vehicles from projecting outside the building.
Impact 6.1-2 addresses the increase in light and glare associated with the SMCS project. Mitigation
Measure 6.2-1 requires that exterior building light fixtures use a lower intensity light directed
downward in order to minimize glare and spillover light on adjacent uses. Compliance with this
mitigation would ensure that the exterior building lights used on the parking structure not affect
adjacent sensitive receptors.
Response to Comment 10-13:
As discussed in the Initial Study (see DEIR Appendix A) a permit is required from the City in order to
remove or trim any street trees. The City Arborist is required to assess the health of any trees slated
for removal prior to issuing a permit. In addition, the City requires replacement trees be provided for
any trees that are removed. SMCS would be required to comply with the City’s requirements. Based
on an initial assessment by the City Arborist, there are some heritage trees along Capitol Avenue
that may need to be removed because they are unhealthy and may pose a safety hazard. The
SMCS project includes the planting of a number of new trees along Capitol Avenue, 28th Street and
29th Street. Please see also Response to Comment 10-32.
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Response to Comment 10-14:
The SMCS project proposes to install approximately 42 acorn-style street lights along Capitol
Avenue, L Street, 28th and 29th Streets. SMCS would install lights associated with construction of
the new facilities. According to City standards the lights would be spaced 80-feet apart. Street lights
would be located along the following streets: nine (9) lights are proposed on the north side of Capitol
Avenue between 27th and 29th Streets; six (6) lights on each side of 28th Street between Capitol
Avenue and L Street (12 total); two (2) lights on L Street near 28th Street; five (5) lights on each side
of L Street between 28th and 29th Streets (10 total); six (6) lights along the west side of 29th Street
between L Street and Capitol Avenue; and, three (3) lights on the west side of 29th Street north of L
Street.
Response to Comment 10-15:
The City’s Historic Preservation Director provided the boundaries shown on Figure 6.3-1 in Section
6.3, Cultural Resources. The request that text be removed is noted and forwarded to the decisionmakers for their consideration. The DEIR found that there are no historically significant, contributory
buildings in the Winn Park Historic District in close proximity to the SMCS project area (page 6.3-5),
therefore, there would be no impact on the Winn Park Historic District. Impact 6.3-2, on page 6.318, found that construction of components of the SMCS project could affect the Old Tavern building
and/or the Pioneer Congregational Church, but Mitigation Measures 6.3-2 and 6.3-3 would reduce
the potential for damage during construction to a less-than-significant level. Therefore, although
there are portions of these districts within close proximity to the components of the project, with
mitigation included in the DEIR, there would be no significant impacts on resources within those
districts.
Response to Comment 10-16:
Impact 6.3-1 in the DEIR does not include a reference to any contributing structures because there
are no contributing structures in the vicinity of the project that could be impacted. Therefore, the
analysis contained in Impact 6.3-1 is correct and should not be revised to include a reference to
contributing structures.
Response to Comment 10-17:
As identified in the DEIR, both SMCS and Trinity Cathedral plan on drilling to insert building supports
instead of pile driving. It is not anticipated that there would be a need to change the construction
methods. However, SMCS Mitigation Measure 6.3-2 requires SMCS to hire a qualified geologist or
other professional with expertise in ground vibration effects on existing structures to prepare a study
of the potential of vibrations caused by construction activities. Based on the results of the study, this
information will be incorporated into contract specifications restrictions on, and monitoring of
construction. The project applicant will also be required to incorporate into construction contracts a
provision for establishing a training program for construction workers identifying the historical
resources and features in the area and emphasizing the importance of protecting historical
resources. This mitigation measure is adequate to address the concerns raised by the commentor.
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Response to Comment 10-18:
The commentor mistakenly refers to Impact 6.3-6 as addressing the issue of cumulative impacts to
historic resources. Impact 6.3-6 refers to cumulative impacts on paleontological resources. Rather,
Impact 6.3-5 addresses the issue of cumulative impacts on historic resources, and we interpret the
body of the comment as referring to this impact.
Impact 6.3-5 considers whether “[T]he proposed SMCS project could, in combination with other
development in the City, substantially adversely alter historical resources, which could result in a
significant cumulative impact.” This cumulative impact is evaluated in light of the fact that Impact
6.3-2 identified a significant project-specific impact on historic resources due to the potential for
damage to historic resources during construction of the proposed SMCS project. The projectspecific impacts disclosed in Impact 6.3-2 involve potential damage to historic resources, and
potential related effects on nearby historic districts, caused by construction activities, such as piledriving (which can cause vibration effects) and use of other large construction equipment. Because
these construction activities would be the potential cause of effects disclosed under Impact 6.3-2,
the measures presented in Mitigation Measures 6.3-2 and 6.3-3 relate to construction activities.
Similarly, the evaluation of cumulative effects in Impact 6.3-5 involves the examination of other
cumulative construction activities that could add to the potential adverse effects of the project; thus,
it is appropriate that the measures identified to mitigate the project’s contribution to the cumulative
impact involve the same construction mitigation measures presented in Mitigation Measures 6.3-2
and 6.3-3.
The comment suggests that the DEIR was inadequate in not identifying a mitigation measure that
would place a “permanent, legally binding limit line” that would prohibit further expansion of Sutter
medical facilities into the nearby historic districts. The DEIR did not identify this as a mitigation
measure for several reasons. First, is that the DEIR did not identify an impact related to the
degradation of the integrity of nearby historic districts due to the implementation of the SMCS
project; thus, such a prohibition on expansion is not necessary to mitigate any impact identified in
the DEIR.
In response to the comment, the paragraph under Historic Context and Features on page 6.3-20 is
revised to read:
The construction of an 8-story hospital building (WCC) to the east and a 4-story, medical office
building (SMF Building) to the west across 28th Street from the Old Tavern Building w could alter
the setting of the tTavern building and separate it from the historic streetscape and adjacent
neighborhood. However, there is no existing historic streetscape in this area. The Old Tavern
Building is a single historic structure in a modern setting. Development of the WCC and the SMF
Building in this location would change the existing environment through the construction of new
buildings, but it would not change an existing historic streetscape or remove any designated
historic resources. The design plans for the WCC establish a wide separation between the new
construction and the historic Tavern building. This separation is further enhanced by the
planned transparency of the first floor/lobby elevation of the WCC minimizing the visual
interaction of the two buildings. The SMF Building would replace existing non-historic buildings
located along 28th Street with a 4-story structure, similar in height to the Tavern building.
As discussed above, construction activities could adversely impact the Old Tavern Building
including the historic cut-stone curb that exists along the east side of 28th Street and/or the
Pioneer Congregational Church could be damaged by construction equipment. Due to the close
proximity of these historic structures to the SMCS project area this would construction activities
could result in be considered a potentially significant impact.
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Response to Comment 10-19:
The buildings identified by the commentor, House of Furs and Dr. Kasch’s medical office were
evaluated and determined to be ineligible for listing in the California Register (see Appendix G). The
House of Furs structure was originally built in a craftsman bungalow style circa 1900-1915. The
building was significantly altered in the early 1940s and converted to an art deco/modern style
building. Neither structure was determined to retain the integrity necessary to provide a good
example of either a craftsman bungalow or an art deco/modern commercial building. The Dr. Kasch
medical office building was also found to not meet the criteria necessary to be eligible for listing on
the California Register. The loss of these two structures was not determined to be of historic
significance. As indicated in the DEIR, the House of Furs building is slated for demolition and Dr.
Kasch is hoping to relocate his building; if not, the building will also be demolished.
Response to Comment 10-20:
As discussed in the DEIR there could be a parking shortfall of up to 686 spaces with the SMCS
project, Trinity Cathedral project and Theatre project combined during peak times (weekdays
between 11-1). As discussed in the Transportation section of the DEIR this was determined to be a
potentially significant and unavoidable impact of the project. To address transportation issues the
City requires projects of a certain size prepare a Transportation Systems Management Plan (TSMP).
A TSMP encourages the use of alternate transit modes and provides incentives for employees to
use alternative transportation to get to work. The specifics of the SMCS TSMP are outlined in detail
in Chapter 2, Project Description. As described in Chapter 2, SMCS would conduct on-going
monitoring if additional steps would be required to reduce vehicle trips to either meet the City’s 35
percent alternative mode requirement or to reduce parking demand in order to meet available
parking supply. The SMCS TSM/Parking Demand Management Monitoring and Reporting program
would include annual monitoring and reporting to track program success. An Annual Monitoring
Report would be submitted to the City by SMCS each year. The first Annual Monitoring Report
would be submitted to the City within 6 months of project approval. The Annual Monitoring Report
would be made available for public review through the City of Sacramento, and through the City and
SMCS websites.
In addition, Nelson/Nygaard a firm based in the Bay Area that specializes in alternative
transportation planning conducted a review of the SMCS project and determined that there would
not be a parking shortfall (see Appendix A of the FEIR). However, in the event parking demand is
greater than parking supply, SMCS is committed to ensuring adequate parking is available to serve
its project. Please also see Response to Comment 8-16.
Response to Comment 10-21:
The analysis contained in the DEIR does not identify inadequate parking resulting in spillover effects
in the neighborhood as a significant impact. Therefore, mitigation, such as that suggested by the
commentor, was not necessary. The commentor's suggestions are consistent with the City’s Central
City Parking Master Plan now in development. The request for residential permit time extension
should be submitted to the On-street Parking Division of the City of Sacramento for review and
approval.
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Response to Comment 10-22:
As stated above, the analysis contained in the DEIR does not identify inadequate parking that would
cause spillover effects in the neighborhood and result in a significant impact. Therefore, mitigation,
such as that suggested by the commentor, was not necessary.
Response to Comment 10-23:
The DEIR analysis of parking represents a conservative assessment of parking demand associated
with the SMCS project. Specific locations of offsite parking are not provided, although they are
anticipated to be in the Highway 99 corridor south of the SMCS project, as discussed in Chapter 2,
Project Description. As is stated on page 6.7-46 of the DEIR, “[T]he resulting estimate of demand is
considered conservative, based on typical free-standing hospitals served primarily by automobiles.”
Subsequent to the publication of the DEIR, the transportation planning firm of Nelson/Nygaard (see
Appendix A of this FEIR) conducted a review of the proposed SMCS TSM and Parking Management
Program, and evaluated it for the potential to reduce parking demand. The Nelson/Nygaard report
reflects the firm’s experience with similar programs at such locations as Stanford University
(including Stanford University Hospital), Kaiser Permanente Hospital in Oakland, and UC San
Francisco Medical Center. The conclusion of the Nelson/Nygaard report is:
…there will be sufficient parking at the proposed SMCS to accommodate full SMCS project parking demand.
Parking demand will fall to 2,650 spaces due to the increased parking fee, generating an excess parking supply
of 87 parking spaces. It is difficult to determine the precise number of spaces that could be reduced as a result of
other factors, such as improved transit, increased transit subsidy, internalization and other TDM measures, but
together these measures should provide SMCS with a sufficient vacancy rate to ensure that patients, visitors and
staff can easily find a parking space at all times of day.

Nonetheless, Mitigation Measure 6.7-1 would require the provision of additional parking spaces,
either on-site (through increased use of valet parking) or off-site through the acquisition of remote
parking locations. A number of parking lots identified were available and it is not anticipated that
there would be any problems securing any off-site lots, if necessary. Because the size and timing of
needs (if at all) for remote parking cannot be determined at this time, it is not reasonable for SMCS
to identify specific future locations for remote parking. However, as is presented on page 2-49 of the
DEIR:
…in an effort to verify the availability of potential off-site parking locations for employee parking, SMCS has
researched numerous sites in the Highway 99 corridor south of the project area. Within a distance of less than
five miles, SMCS has identified fifteen potential sites that would allow for remote parking, ease of access to
Highway 99, and a direct route to the project area by either a shuttle or, in some cases, light rail. The sites range
in size from approximately 150 to 200 spaces.

The presence of such a large number of potential sites supports the city’s conclusion that this
mitigation measure is feasible and can be readily implemented in the future if parking demand
requires the provision of additional supply.
Response to Comment 10-24:
As noted previously, the B Street Theatre/Children’s Theatre of California project is not requesting
project approval or development entitlements at this time. Therefore, the analysis contained in the
DEIR is programmatic because the specifics of the project are not known at this time. Once the
design is finalized and a formal development application submitted to the city it is anticipated
additional environmental review would be required. The B Street Theatre/Children’s Theatre of
California project will be required to identify the location of bus parking at that time. The
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commentor’s concern about using on-street parking to accommodate buses is noted and will be
forwarded to the decision-makers.
Response to Comment 10-25:
Comment noted.

Response to Comment 10-26:
The City of Sacramento’s General Plan and other planning documents that represent the aesthetic
values of the community do not indicate that this portion of Capitol Avenue be considered part of a
scenic corridor or view corridor. The DEIR analyzes the visual/aesthetic impacts of the SMCS
project and the Trinity Cathedral project using the standards of significance provided by the City.
The conditions that exist today along this section of Capitol Avenue, including buildings that may or
may not comply with the City’s existing design standards, constitute the “environmental baseline”
against which the effects of the SMCS and Trinity Cathedral project(s) are considered (see CEQA
Guidelines Section 15125 (a)). As discussed in the DEIR in Section 7.1, Aesthetics, the buildings
along this portion of Capitol Avenue include a mix of one- and two-story structures along with the 4story St. Luke’s medical office building and 6-story senior apartment building. The Trinity Cathedral
project would change the visual character of the area relative to the existing environmental baseline;
however, based on the City’s standards of significance, this would not result in a significant impact.
The proposed new cathedral building would be larger and taller than the existing building, but would
be visually compatible with the mass, scale, and general character of the existing varied
development in the project vicinity.
Response to Comment 10-27:
Comment noted. The Trinity Cathedral project is scheduled to go before the city’s Design
Review/Preservation Board (DR/PB) in early November. The DR/PB will review the design and
visual compatibility of the Trinity Cathedral project with the existing neighborhood and make a final
determination on the project at that time.
Response to Comment 10-28:
A rendering of the proposed Trinity Cathedral is included in Chapter 2 of this Final EIR as Figure226. As described in the Environmental Setting of Section 7.1 of the Draft EIR, the surrounding
character of the project site includes buildings and uses of various kinds, from office uses to singlefamily and multi-family buildings. In addition to the different types of uses, the neighborhood around
the proposed Trinity Cathedral project includes buildings of differing height and massing, from a
surface parking lot to the six-story senior housing project at 27th Street and Capitol Avenue. The
existing Trinity Cathedral and its associated office and classroom buildings encompass the majority
of the block and is a distinguishable building. The bulk of the proposed cathedral and office
buildings would be built to a height of 52 to 60 feet, and the dome of the church would be built to
approximately 80 feet. While the Cathedral would appear larger than the existing single-family
residential units in the vicinity, the new halls and offices would result in construction of a four-story
building adjacent to the proposed Future Medical Office Building. In addition, there are other
existing churches in the neighborhood (Pioneer Church), which are distinguishable in a residential
neighborhood. Although the proposed Trinity Cathedral would differ from adjacent uses, it would not
be out of scale with existing buildings and similar uses (churches) in the neighborhood.
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In addition to the stepping up effect of the Cathedral design at the corner, and the reuse of the
existing Cathedral building stained glass at the ground level walls, the developed Cathedral design
incorporates several of the human scale features suggested by the commentor. The suggestion of
including a stepping up effect in the corner is noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for
their consideration.
At the entry ways at both Capitol Avenue and 27th Street, the Cathedral design incorporates the use
of canopies over the entrance doors. The canopies would extend beyond the building wall 5 feet,
and would slope down to the entrance doors to provide an “inviting and clearly defined” human scale
entrance.
The exterior brick walls of the Cathedral would be articulated with horizontal detail at the pedestrian
scale level, as well as the entire wall façade. At the base of the walls, at a 4 to 5 foot height level,
and at the top of the lower window line, the bricks would be turned out of plane over several courses
to create a variegated texture to the face of the wall. At the top of this textured “wainscot”, several
courses would be recessed from the face of the wall, allowing for future installation of cast bronze
artwork panels.
At the corner of Captiol Avenue and 27th Street, an exterior entrance has been provided to the
Cathedral chapel space. The main entrance doors of the existing Cathedral, as well as the arched
mosaic tile artwork over the doors, would be preserved and reused for this chapel entrance. The
existing stained glass windows of the Cathedral, as well as the “Rose” stained-glass window dating
from the 1910 original Cathedral that was demolished, would be reused in the exterior walls at the
ground level.
The human scale of the building would also be enhanced by the provision of an exterior roof garden
at the south side of the building adjacent Trinity Cathedral Lane. The roof garden would step-down
the scale of the building and soften the architecture with trees and landscaping at a mid-height of the
building elevation.
The landscape design at the perimeter of the building would incorporate human scale elements, as
well. At the corner of Capitol Avenue and 27th Street, low brick walls that can be used for seating
areas would frame a water feature, as well as enclose the pedestrian ramp down to the chapel
entrance at the corner. Several brick benches would be provided in the landscaping along the
sidewalk areas on both Capitol Avenue and 27th Street.
The proposed narrowing of 27th Street is also intended to enhance the human scale experience of
the building at street level. The street narrowing would provide additional green-space areas and
would create a more pedestrian-friendly environment around the Cathedral and the B Street Theatre.
Response to Comment 10-29:
Please see Response to Comment 10-28.

Response to Comment 10-30:
Please see Response to Comment 10-28. The commentor’s desire to see more design detail is
noted and forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration.
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Response to Comment 10-31:
Comment noted. The Cathedral design provides details that achieve the softening of the hard-edge
profiles that the commentor notes. The cornice line of the brick walls surrounding the building – the
top of the wall where the building meets the sky - would step back from the face of the wall with a
copper coping profile, softening the top edge of the structure. Similarly, the wall edges at the
corners of the building would have a stepped-back detail to slightly “erode” the corner and soften the
edges of the structure. However, the commentor’s recommendations/concerns to soften the building
profile are noted and forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration.
Response to Comment 10-32:
The City of Sacramento has adopted a Tree Preservation Ordinance to protect trees as a significant
resource to the community. It is the City's policy to retain trees when possible regardless of their
size. When circumstances will not allow for retention, permits are required to remove trees that are
within the City’s jurisdiction. Removal of, or construction around, trees that are protected by the tree
ordinance are subject to permission and inspection by City arborists. The City of Sacramento Tree
Service Division reviews project plans and works with City of Sacramento Public Works Department
during the construction process to minimize impacts to street trees in the city. The health of the
existing trees along Capitol Avenue and 27th Street would be reviewed by the City Arborist prior to
construction to determine if the trees are healthy and could be protected or need to be removed. If
feasible, the existing trees would be preserved and retained. If the City Arborist determines the
trees need to be removed the applicant would be required to obtain the necessary permits for
removal. Compliance with the conditions of the permit would ensure a less-than-significant impact.
Response to Comment 10-33:
The Cathedral has a binding contract with SMCS for dedicated use of 500 parking spaces every
Sunday (and religious holiday), 150 spaces weekday evening spaces, and 25 weekday spaces for
employees in the new Community Parking Structure at 27th Street and N Street. Parking for Trinity
Cathedral during Sunday services and evening services (after 5:00 p.m.) would be free in the
Community Parking Structure. People attending midweek services would need to either pay for
parking in the Community Parking Structure or find on-street parking. The average attendance for
weekday services ranges from 2 to 10 people. It anticipated that adequate parking would be
available for people attending weekday, weekend and evening services.
Response to Comment 10-34:
During the SMCS project design phase the architectural and project team reviewed and incorporated
significant features included as part of the LEED (Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design)
criteria. The SMCS project design seeks to reduce the use of energy and materials consumption
consistent with the U.S. Green Building Rating System requirements, within the constraints posed by
medical necessity.
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The elements of the SMCS project that would match the LEED standards include recycling facilities
on site, the use of recycled materials such as certified wood and refurbished materials, ‘smart
growth’ elements like proximity to public transit, adequate parking nearby and point/non-point source
pollution reduction. The project also would use materials that comply with air quality standards, and
incorporate low energy “thermal comfort” design elements. The SMCS project’s ‘energy and
atmosphere’ components would match the highest LEED certification process standards for the use
of non-CFC refrigerants in HVAC and refrigeration systems and the elimination of HCFC/halon in fire
retardants.
Trinity Cathedral is dedicated to the concept of supporting the living systems of plants and people
through the design and construction of their project. The Cathedral project would use their best
efforts to incorporate materials and building systems to maximize energy efficiency and
sustainability. The project would optimize energy performance in system design with a goal of
achieving 15 to 20 percent below Title 24 requirements. The project would also seek, where
possible, to specify recyclable materials and maximize recyclable materials in the construction and
operations of the facility.
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INTRODUCTION
The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires review of any project that could have
significant adverse effects on the environment. In 1988, CEQA was amended to require reporting on
and monitoring of mitigation measures adopted as part of the environmental review process. This
Mitigation Monitoring Plan (MMP) is designed to aid the City of Sacramento in its implementation
and monitoring of measures adopted from the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Sutter
Medical Center, Sacramento (SMCS) Project and the Trinity Cathedral Project (DEIR).

MITIGATION MEASURES
All mitigation measures identified in the DEIR and in the Initial Study (included as Appendix A of the
DEIR) are included this MMP. The MMP describes the actions that must take place to implement
each mitigation measure, the timing of those actions, and the entities responsible for implementing
and monitoring the actions. The MMP is divided into two parts: the SMCS Project and the Trinity
Cathedral project.

MMP COMPONENTS
The components of each monitoring form are described below.
Impact: This column summarizes the impact stated in the DEIR.
Mitigation Measure: All mitigation measures that were identified in the DEIR are presented and
numbered as they are in the DEIR. The mitigation measures from the Initial Study are identified by
topic and number.
Action: For every mitigation measure identified, one or more required actions are described. These
actions describe the means by which the mitigation measure will be implemented and, in some
instances, the criteria for determining whether a measure has been successfully implemented.
Where mitigation measures are particularly detailed, the action may refer back to the mitigation
measure.
Implementing Party: This item identifies the entity that will perform the required action.
Timing: Each action must take place prior to the time at which a threshold could be exceeded.
Implementation of the action must occur prior to or during some part of approval, project design or
construction or on an ongoing basis. The timing for each measure is identified.
Monitoring Party: The City of Sacramento is responsible for ensuring that most mitigation measures
are successfully implemented. Within the city, a number of departments and divisions will have
responsibility for monitoring some aspect of the overall project. Occasionally, monitoring parties
outside the city are identified; these parties are referred to as "Responsible Agencies" by CEQA.
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SMCS PROJECT
MITIGATION MONITORING PLAN
Impact
4-a
Would the project have a
substantial adverse effect,
either directly or through
habitat modifications, on
any species identified as a
candidate, sensitive, or
special status species in
local or regional plans,
policies, or regulations, or
by the California
Department of Fish and
Game or U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service?

Mitigation Measure

Action
Implementing Party
Initial Study – 4. Biological Resources
Verify schedule of any
SMCS Project
SMCS / contractor
tree removal or
1. To prevent direct impacts on nesting birds, tree
demolition; if within
removal shall occur between September 16 and
the nesting season
February 28.
demonstrate retention
of a qualified avian
2. If construction activities occur during the breeding
biologist to conduct
season (approximately March 1 through
appropriate nesting
September 15), the project applicant, in
surveys and to consult
consultation with the CDFG and USFWS, shall
with CDFG and
conduct a pre-construction, breeding season
USFWS if active nests
survey of the specific project site(s) during the
are within the project
same calendar year that construction is planned
area; obtain permits if
to begin. The survey shall be constructed by a
nests cannot be
qualified avian biologist to determine if any birds
avoided.
are nesting on or directly adjacent to the project
site.

Timing
Prior to tree removal

Monitoring Party
City of Sacramento
Development
Services Department

If phased construction procedures are planned,
the results of the above survey shall be valid only
for the season when it is conducted.
A report shall be submitted to the project
applicant and the City of Sacramento, following
the completion of the nesting survey that
includes, at a minimum, the following information:
•

A description of methodology including
dates of field visits, the names of survey
personnel with resumes, and a list of
references cited, and persons contacted;
and

•

A map showing the location(s) of any nests
observed within the project site.

If the above survey does not identify any nesting bird
species on the project site, no further mitigation would
be required. However, should any active bird nests
be found on or within close proximity of the project
site, one of the following mitigation measures shall be
implemented.
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SMCS PROJECT
MITIGATION MONITORING PLAN
Impact
3.

Mitigation Measure
The project applicant, in consultation with CDFG
and USFWS, shall avoid all active nest sites
within the project area while the nest is occupied
with adults and/or young. The occupied nest
shall be monitored by a qualified avian biologist
to determine when the nest is no longer used.
Avoidance shall include the establishment of a
non-disturbance buffer zone, to be determined in
consultation with CDFG, around the nest site,
which will be delineated by highly visible
temporary construction fencing.

Action

Implementing Party

Timing

Monitoring Party

Active nest trees that would not be removed but
are in close proximity to construction activities
shall be monitored weekly to determine if
construction activities were disturbing the adult or
young birds, until the birds left the nest.
4.

If an active nest site can not be avoided and
would be destroyed, special permits would be
required depending on the bird species.
a. For a State-listed bird (i.e., Swainson’s hawk),
the project applicant shall obtain a Section
2081 permit. Standard mitigation for the loss
of an active nest tree generally requires
planting 15 trees (a mix of cottonwood,
sycamore, and valley oaks) and monitoring the
success of the trees for five years with a 55%
success rate.
b. For any bird covered by the Migratory Bird
Treaty Act, the project applicant would consult
with the USFWS to determine appropriate
mitigation measures.
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SMCS PROJECT
MITIGATION MONITORING PLAN
Impact

Mitigation Measure

4-e

SMCS Project

Would the project conflict
with any local policies or
ordinances protecting
biological resources, such
as a tree preservation
policy or ordinance?

5.

6.1-2
Implementation of the
SMCS project could create
light or glare that could
affect adjacent properties

The project applicant shall remove and/or protect
trees from construction activities in accordance
with, but not limited to the recommendations in
the Revised Arborist Report. This includes
recommendations for tree protection during
construction, tree removal, and general
recommendations to ensure compliance with the
City Tree Ordinance.

Action
Verify that all
construction bid
documents and
contracts include tree
protection measures
in accordance with,
but not limited to, the
recommendations in
the Revised Arborist
Report.

DEIR Section 6.1 Aesthetics
SMCS shall design
lighting system to
6.1-2
avoid lighting of
adjacent properties;
(a) The configuration of exterior light fixtures shall
include exterior
emphasize close spacing and lower intensity light
building materials that
that is directed downward in order to minimize
minimize potential for
glare on adjacent uses.
glare.
(b) Highly reflective mirrored glass or metal walls
shall be avoided as a primary building material for
facades.
(SMCS/Theatre)

Implementing Party
SMCS / contractor

Timing
Prior to tree removal,
excavation, or
construction of
project; ongoing
during project
construction.

Monitoring Party
City of Sacramento
Development
Services Department

SMCS

Prior to approval of
final development
plans and
specifications.

City of Sacramento
Building Division

SMCS

Prior to approval of
final development
plans and
specifications.

City of Sacramento
Building Division

SMCS / contractor

Prior to issuance of a
grading or building
permit; on-going
during construction.

City of Sacramento
Building Division /
City of Sacramento
Building Inspector

(SMCS)
(c) To the extent feasible, the proposed illuminated
skyline light on the west side of the WCC Building
shall be set back to a position where it is not
visible from Sutter’s Fort.

6.2-1
Increase in fugitive dust
from demolition of existing
buildings.

Ensure the sign on the
west side of the WCC
Building is not visible
from Sutter’s Fort.

DEIR Section 6.2 Air Quality
Verify that all
construction bid
6.2-1
documents and
contracts include
(a) The project applicant shall require in all
demolition activity
construction contracts that the demolition
measures; periodic
contractors will ensure that all exterior surfaces of
field inspections
buildings are wetted during building demolition
during construction.
activities. The material from any building
(SMCS/Theatre)
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SMCS PROJECT
MITIGATION MONITORING PLAN
Impact

Mitigation Measure
demolition shall be completely wetted during any
period when the material is being disturbed, such
as during the removal from the construction site.

Action

Implementing Party

Timing

Monitoring Party

(b) All piles of demolished material shall be wetted
and covered until they are removed from the site.
(c) Maintain two feet of freeboard space on haul
trucks.
(d) All operations shall expeditiously remove the
accumulation of mud or dirt from adjacent public
streets at the end of each workday. (The use of
dry brushes is expressly prohibited except where
preceded by sufficient water or chemical
stabilizer/suppressant).
(e) Wheel washers for exiting trucks shall be
installed, or all trucks and equipment leaving the
site shall be washed off.
(f)

All trucks removing demolition debris or
excavated soil from the site(s) shall be wetted
and covered.

(g) SMCS or contractor shall ensure that buildings
are demolished in succession, and that no
buildings are demolished simultaneously.
6.2-2

(SMCS/Theatre)

Fugitive dust during grading
of construction site(s).

6.2-2
The following measures are required by the
SMAQMD for level one mitigation and shall be
implemented during grading at all project sites:
(a) Water exposed soil twice daily.
(b) Maintain two feet of freeboard space on haul
trucks.

Verify that all
construction bid
documents and
contracts include
construction practices
recommended by the
SMAQMD; periodic
field inspections
during construction.

SMCS / contractor

Prior to issuance of a
grading or building
permit; on-going
during construction.

City of Sacramento
Building Division /
City of Sacramento
Building Inspector

In addition, the following measures shall be
implemented to further reduce the PM10 impact
during construction activity:
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Impact

Mitigation Measure
(c) All operations shall limit or expeditiously remove
the accumulation of mud or dirt from adjacent
public streets at the end of each workday. (The
use of dry brushes is expressly prohibited except
where preceded or accompanied by sufficient
water or chemical stabilizer/suppressant.)

Action

Implementing Party

Timing

Monitoring Party

(d) Wheel washers for all exiting trucks shall be
installed, or all trucks and equipment leaving the
site shall be washed off.
(e) Excavation and grading activity shall be
suspended when winds exceed 20 mph.
(f) All trucks removing demolition debris or
excavated soil from the site(s) shall be wetted
and covered.
6.2-3

(SMCS)

Increase in NOx emissions
generated by construction
equipment.

6.2-3
The following measures shall be incorporated into
construction practices, as recommended by the
SMAQMD:
(a) The project applicant shall require the project
developer or contractor to provide a plan for
approval by SMAQMD demonstrating that the
heavy-duty (>50 horsepower) off-road vehicles to
be used in the construction project, including
owned, leased, and subcontractor vehicles, will
achieve a project-wide fleet average 20 percent
NOx reduction and 45 percent particulate
reduction compared to the most recent CARB
fleet average at time of construction.

Verify that all
construction bid
documents and
contracts include
construction practices
recommended by the
SMAQMD; periodic
field inspections
during construction.

SMCS / contractor

Prior to issuance of a
grading or building
permit; on-going
during construction.

City of Sacramento
Building Division /
City of Sacramento
Building Inspector

(b) The project applicant shall require the project
developer or contractor to submit to SMAQMD a
comprehensive inventory of all off-road
construction equipment, equal to or greater than
50 horsepower, that will be used an aggregate of
40 or more hours during any portion of the
construction project. The inventory shall include
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SMCS PROJECT
MITIGATION MONITORING PLAN
Impact

Mitigation Measure
the horsepower rating, engine production year,
and projected hours of use or fuel throughput for
each piece of equipment. The inventory shall be
updated and submitted monthly throughout the
duration of the project, except that an inventory
shall not be required for any 30-day period in
which no construction activity occurs. At least 48
hours prior to the use of subject heavy-duty offroad equipment, the project representative shall
provide SMAQMD with the anticipated
construction timeline, including start date and
name and phone number of the project manager
and on-site foreman.

Action

Implementing Party

Timing

Monitoring Party

(c) The project applicant shall require the project
developer or contractor to ensure that emissions
from all off-road diesel powered equipment used
on the project site do not exceed 40 percent
opacity for more than three minutes in any one
hour. Any equipment found to exceed 40 percent
opacity (or Ringelmann 2.0) shall be repaired
immediately, and SMAQMD shall be notified
within 48 hours of identification of non-compliant
equipment.
A visual survey of all in-operation equipment shall
be made at least weekly, and a monthly summary
of the visual survey results shall be submitted
throughout the duration of the project, except that
the monthly summary shall not be required for
any 30-day period in which no construction
activity occurs. The monthly summary shall
include the quantity and type of vehicles
surveyed as well as the dates of each survey.
In addition to the above, the following NOx reducing
measures shall be incorporated in all construction
contracts:
(d) Construction equipment shall be kept in optimum
running condition at all times.
(e) When appropriate, use alternative-fueled or
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SMCS PROJECT
MITIGATION MONITORING PLAN
Impact

Mitigation Measure
catalyst-equipped diesel construction equipment.
(f)

Action

Implementing Party

Timing

Monitoring Party

If any diesel-fueled generators are used during
construction, one shall be replaced with a
propane fueled gen-set. The project applicant or
contractor shall coordinate with SMAQMD to
ensure this is implemented.

(g) Catalytic converters shall be installed on gasolinepowered equipment, if feasible.
(h) New technologies to control ozone precursor
emissions shall be utilized as they become
available and feasible.
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Impact

Mitigation Measure

6.2-4

(SMCS)

Generation of ROG and
NOx (criteria pollutants)
associated with project
operation.

6.2-4
After approval by the SMAQMD, SMCS shall institute
the following measures:
(a) Exceed Title 24 energy standards for cooling
energy by 25% at non-residential buildings.
(1 point)
(b) To the extent that loading docks are incorporated
into the project, equip all truck loading and
unloading docks with one 110/208 volt power
outlet for every two dock doors. Diesel trucks
shall be prohibited from idling more than five
minutes and shall be required to connect to the
110/208 bolt power to run any auxiliary
equipment. Signage addressing these
requirements shall be provided at the loading
docks. (1 point)

Action
Verify that all
construction contracts
include SMAQMDapproved measures to
reduce ROG and NOx
(criteria pollutants)
associated with
project operation;
implement measures
during project
operation.

Implementing Party
SMCS

Timing
Prior to issuance of a
building permit; ongoing during project
operation.

Monitoring Party
City of Sacramento
Building Division /
City of Sacramento
Building Inspector /
Sacramento County
Environmental
Management
Department.

See MM 6.2-3

See MM 6.2-3

See MM 6.2-3

See MM 6.2-3

(c) Preferential carpool and vanpool parking will be
shaded. (0.5 points)

6.2-7
The SMCS project, in
combination with other
projects proposed within
the SVAB, could result in a
significant temporary
cumulative impact from
construction activities.

(d) SMCS shall enter into an agreement with the City
of Sacramento and the Sacramento
Transportation Management Association to
continue ongoing membership in the TMA in
perpetuity. The transportation demand
management measures outlined in the Air Quality
Mitigation Plan and the TSM Plan will be
implemented. (2.5 points)
(SMCS/Theatre)
6.2-5
Implement Mitigation Measure 6.2-3.
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Impact

Mitigation Measure

6.2-8

(SMCS)

The SMCS project, in
combination with other
projects in the SVAB, could
result in a cumulative
impact on criteria pollutants
associated with project
operation.

6.2-7

6.3-1

(SMCS/Theatre)

Construction of the SMCS
and Theatre projects could
adversely affect known
and/or previously
unidentified prehistoric or
historic archaeological
resources.

Action
See MM 6.2-4

Implementing Party
See MM 6.2-4

Timing
See MM 6.2-4

Monitoring Party
See MM 6.2-4

Prior to issuance of
any grading or
demolition permits.

City of Sacramento
Development
Services Department
/ City of Sacramento
Historic Preservation
Director

During grounddisturbing construction
activities for the
duration of the project.

City of Sacramento
Development
Services Department
/ City of Sacramento
Historic Preservation
Director

Implement Mitigation Measure 6.2-4

DEIR Section 6.3 Cultural Resources
Provide a research
SMCS / qualified
design and field
professional
6.3-1
strategy plan for
archaeologist
testing and data
(a) The project applicant shall hire a qualified
recovery excavations
professional to prepare a formal research design
prepared by a
and testing strategy with regards to sub-surface
qualified professional.
cultural resources during construction. Testing
shall include geophysical mapping of the nearsurface, ground-truthing using both the
geophysical maps and historic maps, and
evaluation of discovered resources for CRHR
eligibility. All testing shall be conducted prior to
initiation of construction for the project. Based on
the results of testing, recommendations shall be
provided, which may include additional testing,
data recovery, future construction monitoring, etc.
All recommendations shall be submitted to the
City of Sacramento’s Historic Preservation
Director for approval.
(b) The project applicant shall hire a professional
archeologist to perform archaeological monitoring
during ground-disturbing construction activities
for the duration of the project. If resources are
discovered during construction, the procedure
laid out in the Unanticipated Discovery Plan will
be followed.
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Mitigation Measure

6.3-2

(SMCS)

Construction of the SMCS
project could adversely
affect the significance of
any or all of the following
historical resources:
Old Tavern, Pioneer
Congregational Church,
Sutter’s Fort, Eastern Star
Hall, Capitol Commercial
Building, and the residence
on the 2600 Block of the
Capitol Mansions Historic
District.

6.3-2
(a)

The project applicant shall hire a qualified
geologist or other professional with expertise in
ground vibration effects on existing structures to
prepare a study of the potential of vibrations
caused by construction activities. Based on the
results of the study, incorporate into contract
specifications restrictions on, and monitoring of
construction. A copy of the study, contract
specifications, and monitoring reports shall be
provided to the City of Sacramento’s Historic
Preservation Director.

(b)

The project applicant shall incorporate into the
construction contract a provision for establishing
a training program for construction workers
identifying the historic resources and features in
the area and emphasizing the importance of
protecting historic resources. Included shall be
directions on working around and operating
equipment near historic buildings and features,
taking means to reduce vibrations from
demolition and drilling, being aware of and
reporting any potential problems that could
affect the historic resources in the area. The
location of the historic street feature (cut-stone
curb) shall be disclosed in the construction
contract. Construction crews shall be made
aware of this historic street feature location, and
the feature shall be flagged or fenced off as to
prevent accidental damage or removal. The
contract provisions shall be reviewed and
approved by the City of Sacramento’s Historic
Preservation Director.

Action
Hire a geologist to
assess ground
vibrations;
incorporate any
recommended
measures into
construction contracts.

Implementing Party
SMCS / qualified
geologist / registered
structural engineer
with a minimum of five
years of experience in
the rehabilitation and
restoration of historic
buildings.

Timing
Prior to issuance of
grading, demolition, or
building permits.

Monitoring Party
City of Sacramento
Development
Services Department
/ City of Sacramento
Historic Preservation
Director

Include historic
resource training
program in all
construction contracts.

SMCS

Prior to issuance of
grading, demolition, or
building permits.

City of Sacramento
Development
Services Department
/ City of Sacramento
Historic Preservation
Director

Hire a registered

SMCS / registered

Prior to issuance of

City of Sacramento

6.3-3
(a) The project applicant shall hire a registered
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Impact

Mitigation Measure
structural engineer, with a minimum of five years
of experience in the rehabilitation and restoration
of historic buildings, to investigate the existing
relationship of the Old Tavern’s foundation along
the eastern elevation, including at the location of
the elevator pit, to the western foundation of the
garage. Any required test excavations shall be
performed only in the presence of the structural
engineer. The structural engineer shall prepare a
report of findings, recommendations, and any
related design modifications necessary to retain
the structural integrity of the Old Tavern. The
structural engineer (in consultation with a historic
preservation architect, with a minimum of five
years of experience in the rehabilitation and
restoration of historic buildings, as well as
meeting the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards
and Guidelines for Archeology and Historic
Preservation, Professional Qualifications
Standards, if necessary) shall prepare designs
and specifications for protective barriers required
to protect the exposed Old Tavern wall from
potential damage caused by construction
activities. The structural engineer (with
geotechnical consultation as necessary) shall
also determine, due to the nature of the
excavations, soils, and method of soil removal,
and given the existing foundation of each building
(the Old Tavern and Pioneer Congregational
Church), the potential for settlement and whether
the buildings would require underpinning and/or
shoring. All documents prepared in accordance
with this measure shall be reviewed and
approved by the City of Sacramento’s Historic
Preservation Director.

Action
structural engineer
and historic
preservation architect
to assess and prepare
measures to prevent
substantial adverse
impacts to historic
resources related to
construction activities.

Implementing Party
structural engineer
with a minimum of five
years of experience in
the rehabilitation and
restoration of historic
buildings / historic
preservation architect
with a minimum of five
years of experience in
the rehabilitation and
restoration of historic
buildings.

Timing
grading, demolition, or
building permits;
periodic site visits.

Monitoring Party
Development
Services Department
/ City of Sacramento
Historic Preservation
Director

Prior to demolition, the project applicant shall hire
a historic preservation architect and a structural
engineer to undertake an existing condition study
of the identified historic resources identified in the
Cultural Resources Report. The purpose of the
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Impact

Mitigation Measure
study shall be to establish the baseline condition
of the buildings prior to construction. The
documentation shall take the form of written
descriptions and visual illustrations, including
those physical characteristics of the resources
that convey their historic significance and that
justify their inclusion on, or eligibility for inclusion
on, the California Register of Historical
Resources and local register. The
documentation shall be reviewed and approved
by the City of Sacramento’s Historic Preservation
Director.

Action

Implementing Party

Timing

Monitoring Party

The structural engineer shall make periodic site
visits to monitor the condition of the properties,
including monitoring of any instruments, such as
crack gauges. The structural engineer shall
consult with the historic preservation architect,
especially if any problems with character defining
features of a historic resource are discovered. If,
in the opinion of the structural engineer, in
consultation with the historic preservation
architect, substantial adverse impacts to historic
resources related to construction activities are
found during construction, the monitoring team
shall so inform the project sponsor or sponsor’s
designated representative responsible for
construction activities. The project sponsor shall
adhere to the monitoring team’s
recommendations for corrective measures,
including halting construction in situations where
construction activities would imminently endanger
historic resources. The monitoring team shall
prepare site visit reports.
The project applicant shall respond to any claims
of damage by inspecting the affected property
promptly, but in no case more than five working
days after the claim was filed and received by the
project sponsor’s designated representative. Any
new cracks or other changes in the structures will
be compared to pre-construction conditions and a
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Mitigation Measure
determination made as to whether the proposed
project could have caused such damage. In the
event that the project is demonstrated to have
caused any damage, such damage shall be
repaired to the pre-existing condition.

Action

Site visit reports and documents associated with
claims processing shall be provided to the City of
Sacramento’s Historic Preservation Director.
(b) The historic preservation architect and structural
engineer shall specifically include the stained
glass windows in their survey and monitoring of
historic resources (see Mitigation Measure 6.31(a)). Included in the team’s evaluation of the
windows shall be consideration of whether it
would be necessary to remove any of the
windows. If such a recommendation is made, it
should address methods for removal,
transportation, storage, and reinstallation.
(c) The project applicant shall hire a historic
preservation architect with a minimum of five
years of experience in the rehabilitation and
restoration of historic buildings as well as meeting
the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards and
Guidelines for Archeology and Historic
Preservation, Professional Qualifications
Standards, to prepare proposed treatments of the
Old Tavern wall for conservation purposes and
designs for new openings.
Such treatments and designs shall be reviewed
and approved by the City of Sacramento’s
Historic Preservation Director.
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Implementing Party

SMCS / registered
structural engineer
and historic
preservation architect
Include stained glass
windows in survey
and monitoring of
historic resources.

Timing

Prior to issuance of
grading, demolition, or
building permits.

SMCS / historic
preservation architect

Hire a historic
preservation architect
to prepare proposed
treatments of the Old
Tavern wall for
conservation
purposes and designs
for new openings;
submit treatments and
designs to City of
Sacramento’s Historic
Preservation Director
for approval.
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Prior to issuance of
grading, demolition, or
building permits.

Monitoring Party

City of Sacramento
Development
Services Department
/ City of Sacramento
Historic Preservation
Director

City of Sacramento
Development
Services Department
/ City of Sacramento
Historic Preservation
Director
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6.3-4
The SMCS project, in
combination with other
development in the City,
could substantially
adversely alter
archaeological resources,
which could result in a
significant cumulative
impact.
6.3-5

Mitigation Measure
(SMCS/Theatre)

Implementing Party
See MM 6.3-1

Timing
See MM 6.3-1

Monitoring Party
See MM 6.3-1

See MMs 6.3-2 and
6.3-3

See MMs 6.3-2 and
6.3-3

See MMs 6.3-2 and
6.3-3

See MMs 6.3-2 and
6.3-3

See MM 6.3-1

See MM 6.3-1

See MM 6.3-1

See MM 6.3-1

Prior to issuance of
demolition permits.

City of Sacramento
Development
Services Department
/ Sacramento County
Environmental
Management
Department

6.3-4
Implement Mitigation Measure 6.3-1.

(SMCS/Theatre)

The SMCS project could, in
combination with other
development in the City,
substantially adversely alter
historical resources, which
could result in a significant
cumulative impact.

6.3-5

6.3-6

(SMCS/Theatre)

The SMCS project, in
combination with other
development in the City,
could substantially
adversely alter
paleontological resources,
which could result in a
significant cumulative
impact.

6.3-6

6.4-1

(SMCS/Theatre)

Existing buildings
demolished to
accommodate the SMCS
project are known to
contain or may contain
asbestos or lead-based

Action
See MM 6.3-1

Implement Mitigation Measures 6.3-2 and 6.3-3.

Implement Mitigation Measure 6.3-1.

DEIR Section 6.4 Hazardous Materials and Public Safety
Provide written
SMCS
documentation to the
City that asbestos6.4-1
containing building
materials (ACBM)
(a) Prior to demolition of the St. Luke’s Office
Medical Building, MTI Building, EAP Building, and abatement has
occurred.
House of Furs building, the project applicant shall
provide written documentation to the City that
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Impact
paint or other hazardous
substances, which could be
released to the
environment during
demolition if not properly
removed, contained, and
transported for disposal at
approved sites.

Mitigation Measure
asbestos-containing building materials (ACBM)
abatement has occurred in compliance with
applicable State and local laws and regulations.
(b) Prior to demolition of the RAS Building, Energy
Center, private medical office building, and Trinity
Apartments, the project applicant shall provide
written documentation to the City that ACBM
testing and abatement, if necessary, has been
completed in accordance with applicable State
and local laws and regulations.
(c) Prior to demolition of the St. Luke’s Medical
Office Building, MTI Building, EAP Building, RAS
Building, Energy Center, private medical office
building, and Trinity Apartments, the project
applicant shall provide written documentation to
the City that lead-based paint testing and
abatement, if necessary, has been completed in
accordance with applicable State and local laws
and regulations.
(d) Prior to demolition of the RAS Building, St. Luke’s
Medical Office Building, and private medical
office building, the project applicant shall submit a
written plan to the Sacramento County
Environmental Management Department
describing methods to be used to: (1) identify
locations that could contain hazardous residues
(e.g., mercury in sink traps); (2) remove plumbing
fixtures known to contain or potentially containing
hazardous substances; (3) determine the waste
classification for the debris; (4) package
contaminated items and wastes; and (5) identify
disposal site(s) permitted to accept such wastes.
Demolition shall not occur until the plan has been
accepted by SCEMD and all hazardous
components have been removed to the
satisfaction of SCEMD staff.
Prior to demolition, the project applicant shall
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Action

Provide written
documentation to the
City that ACBM
testing and abatement
has been completed.

Provide written
documentation to the
City that lead-based
paint testing and
abatement has been
completed.

Submit a written plan
to the Sacramento
County Environmental
Management
Department
describing methods to
locate, remove,
classify, package, and
dispose of hazardous
materials; retain
qualified
environmental
specialist to inspect
buildings subject to
demolition for the
presence hazardous
materials; report to the
City findings and
measures to mitigate
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Implementing Party

Timing

Monitoring Party

SMCS

Prior to issuance of
demolition permits.

City of Sacramento
Development
Services Department
/ Sacramento County
Environmental
Management
Department

SMCS

Prior to issuance of
demolition permits.

City of Sacramento
Development
Services Department
/ Sacramento County
Environmental
Management
Department

SMCS

Prior to issuance of
demolition permits.

City of Sacramento
Development
Services Department
/ Sacramento County
Environmental
Management
Department

SMCS = Sutter Medical Center, Sacramento
TC = Trinity Cathedral
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SMCS PROJECT
MITIGATION MONITORING PLAN
Impact

Mitigation Measure
retain a qualified environmental specialist (e.g., a
Registered Environmental Assessor or similarly
qualified individual) to inspect all existing
buildings subject to demolition for the presence of
PCBs, mercury, or other hazardous materials.
The applicant shall submit the report to the City,
together with an explanation of how the project
will mitigate any issues identified in the report. If
found at levels that require special handling (i.e.,
removal and disposal as hazardous waste), the
applicant shall manage these materials as
required by law and according to federal and
state regulations and guidelines, including those
of DTSC, SCEMD, Cal/OSHA, and any other
agency with jurisdiction over these hazardous
materials.

6.4-2

(SMCS/Theatre)

Site preparation activities
associated with the SMCS
project (excavation,
grading, trenching) have
the potential to encounter
previously unidentified
contaminated soil or
groundwater or buried
debris that may contain
hazardous substances.

6.4-2
The following measures shall be implemented at
all SMCS project sites (including the proposed
theater site):

Action
issues identified in
report.

Implementing Party

Timing

Monitoring Party

Ensure that each site
is or has been
investigated for the
possible presence of
hazardous materials
in soils and buildings;
prepare Phase II ESA
evaluation if required.

SMCS

Prior to issuance of
grading, demolition, or
building permits.

City of Sacramento
Development
Services Department
/ Sacramento County
Environmental
Management
Department

Notify SCEMD if site

SMCS

Prior to issuance of

City of Sacramento

(a) For building locations that have not been subject
to Phase I ESAs, before each site is developed
under the SMCS project, the project applicant
shall ensure that each site is or has been
investigated for the possible presence of
hazardous materials in soils and buildings.
Investigative measures could include, but would
not be limited to, a comprehensive review of
historic maps and aerial photographs, Sanborn
maps, review of available city or county records,
and consultation with knowledgeable individuals.
If the Phase I ESA recommends a Phase II
evaluation, the Phase II evaluation shall be
completed prior to site preparation.
(b) In the event that site inspections find evidence of
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Mitigation Measure
contamination, waste discharges, underground
storage tanks, abandoned drums, or other
environmental impairment at locations to be
developed or in the project site, the SCEMD shall
be notified. A site remediation plan shall be
prepared that (1) specifies measures to be taken
to protect workers and the public from exposure
to potential site hazards and (2) certifies that the
proposed remediation measures would clean up
the contaminants, dispose of the wastes, and
protect public health in accordance with federal,
state, and local requirements. Commencement
of work in the areas of potential hazards shall not
proceed until the site remediation plan has been
completed to the satisfaction of the SCEMD.

Action
inspections find
environmental
impairment at
locations to be
developed or in the
project; prepare a site
remediation plan.

Implementing Party

(c) A site health and safety plan that meets the intent
of OSHA hazardous materials worker
requirements, shall be prepared and in place
prior to commencing work on any contaminated
sites. SMCS, through its contractor, shall ensure
proper implementation of the health and safety
plan.

Prior to commencing
work on any
contaminated sites,
prepare a site health
and safety plan that
meets the intent of
OSHA hazardous
materials worker
requirements.

SMCS

(d) In the event that previously unidentified USTs or
other features or materials that could present a
threat to human health or the environment are
discovered during excavation and grading,
construction in that immediate area shall cease
immediately. A qualified professional shall
evaluate the location and hazards and make
appropriate recommendations. Work shall not
proceed in that area until identified hazards are
managed to the satisfaction of SCEMD.

Cease construction
activity in the
immediate area where
features or materials
that could present a
threat to human health
or the environment
are discovered during
excavation and
grading.

SMCS / contractor
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Timing
grading, demolition, or
building permits.

Monitoring Party
Development
Services Department
/ Sacramento County
Environmental
Management
Department

Prior to issuance of
grading, demolition, or
building permits.

City of Sacramento
Development
Services Department
/ Sacramento County
Environmental
Management
Department

For the duration of
excavation, grading,
and construction
activity.

City of Sacramento
Development
Services Department
/ Sacramento County
Environmental
Management
Department
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6.4-5

Mitigation Measure
Recommended (SMCS)

The SMCS project
proposed helistop would
not result in substantial
safety risks due to
helicopter operations.
However, the design of the
proposed helistop serving
the Women’s and
Children’s Center could be
inconsistent with Section
12.92.070 of the
Sacramento City Code
pertaining to helistop
design.
6.4-7

6.4-3

The SMCS project, in
combination with other
development in the City of
Sacramento, would result in
the demolition of existing
buildings. This demolition
and other site preparation
activities that could result in
a release of hazardous
materials to the
environment thus exposing
the public to potential
health risks.

6.4-5

6.6-1

(SMCS/Theatre)

Construction activities
would intermittently
generate noise levels
above existing ambient
levels in the project vicinity.

If Section 12.92.070 of the Sacramento City Code has
not been amended prior to action by the Planning
Commission recommending City Council approval of
a Special Use Permit for the SMCS helistop, the
applicant shall request a variance to the City’s
Helicopter Ordinance requesting approval for the
proposed helistop design, which complies with current
FAA design criteria set forth in Advisory Circular
150/5390-2B (September 2004).

(SMCS/Theatre)

Action
Request a variance to
the City’s Helicopter
Ordinance requesting
approval for the
proposed helistop
design.

Implementing Party
SMCS

Timing
Prior to the approval
of final development
plans and
specifications.

Monitoring Party
City of Sacramento
Development
Services Department

See MMs 6.4-1 and
6.4-2

See MMs 6.4-1 and
6.4-2

See MMs 6.4-1 and
6.4-2

See MMs 6.4-1 and
6.4-2

SMCS / contractor

Prior to the issuance
of a building permit;
inspections during
construction.

City of Sacramento
Building Division /
City of Sacramento
Building Inspector

Implement Mitigation Measures 6.4-1 and 6.4-2

DEIR Section 6.6 Noise
Verify that
construction bid
6.6-1
documents and
contracts include
(a) All construction equipment shall be equipped
construction noisewith factory matching mufflers and in good
abatement measures.
working order.
(b)

All staging areas and water tanks shall be
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Mitigation Measure
located as far away from residential, hospital,
medical office, and other noise-sensitive uses as
possible.

6.6-7

6.6-2

Helicopter activities could
contribute to a sleep
disturbance in adjacent
neighborhoods.

(a) All helicopter operations shall use the flight paths
described in the Draft Environmental
Impact Report for the Sutter Medical Center,
Sacramento (SMCS) Project and the Trinity
Cathedral Project (July 2005), unless safety
precautions require a diversion from the flight
paths.

Action

Implementing Party

Timing

Monitoring Party

Provide a flight path
diagram to all
helicopter operators.

SMCS

Prior to the approval
of final development
plans and
specifications;
ongoing during project
operation

City of Sacramento
Development
Services Department

Prepare a detailed
analysis, as specified
in the Sacramento
County General Plan,
of the noise-reduction
requirements, and
include required
noise-insulation
features in the project
design.

SMCS

Prior to the approval
of final development
plans and
specifications.

City of Sacramento
Development
Services Department
/ City of Sacramento
Building Division

Upon exceedance of
available parking
supply, as determined
by the TSM / Parking
Management Program
monitoring.

City of Sacramento
Development
Services Department

(b) SMCS shall include in any contracts with EMS
helicopter pilots/operators that pilots adhere to
the Helicopter Association International “Fly
Neighborly Program.”
6.6-9

(SMCS)

Future traffic noise levels
may exceed acceptable
noise level criteria at the
exterior of the Women’s
and Children’s Center.

6.6-3

6.7-6

(SMCS/Theatre)

The SMCS project and
Children’s Theatre would
increase demand for
parking.

Construction of the proposed Women’s and Children’s
Hospital shall occur only after a detailed analysis of
the noise reduction requirements is made and needed
noise-insulation features are included in the design.

DEIR Section 6.7 Transportation and Circulation
Make additional
SMCS
parking supplies
6.7-1
available in an
expeditious fashion if
In the event the Transportation Systems Management
the TSM / Parking
(TSM) / Parking Management Program monitoring
Management Program
identifies parking demand that exceeds available
monitoring identifies
supply, SMCS shall make additional parking supplies
parking demand that
available in an expeditious fashion such that parking
exceeds available
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6.7-7

Mitigation Measure
supply is equal to or exceeds demand.
(Theatre)

The Children’s Theatre
would increase demand for
oversized vehicle parking.

6.7-2

6.7-8

(SMCS)

The SMCS project would
increase traffic volumes at
study intersections under
2025 conditions.

6.7-3

The Children’s Theatre shall provide off-street and/or
off-site parking for school buses and other oversized
vehicles destined to theatre midday events without
displacing occupied on-street parking spaces.

(a) The SMCS project shall pay its fair share to fund
the future construction of a traffic signal at 27th
Street and Capitol Avenue intersection.

Action
supply.
Provide off-street
and/or off-site parking
for school buses and
other oversized
vehicles, which does
not displace on-street
parking spaces.

Implementing Party

Timing

Monitoring Party

SMCS

Prior to the approval
of final development
plans and
specifications.

City of Sacramento
Development
Services Department

Pay fair share to fund
the future construction
of a traffic signal at
27th Street and
Capitol Avenue
intersection; pay for
roadway
improvements.

SMCS

Prior to the approval
of final development
plans and
specifications.

City of Sacramento
Development
Services Department

Pay fair share to
signalize the
intersection at 27th
Street and Capitol
Avenue; pay for
roadway

SMCS

Prior to the approval
of final development
plans and
specifications.

City of Sacramento
Development
Services Department

(b) The SMCS project shall pay to restripe the
northbound and southbound intersection
approaches at 28th Street and Capitol Avenue to
provide one left turn lane and one through – right
turn lane.
(c) The SMCS project shall pay to add a northbound
left turn lane at Alhambra Boulevard and L Street
by restriping the northbound approach to provide
one left turn lane and one through – right turn
lane.
(d) The SMCS project shall pay to convert all
intersection approaches to one left turn, one
through, and one right turn lane on Alhambra
Boulevard and Capitol Avenue.
6.7-10

(SMCS)

The SMCS program and
Trinity Cathedral project
would increase traffic
volumes at study

6.7-4
(a) The SMCS project shall pay its fair share to
signalize the intersection at 27th Street and
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intersections under year
2025 conditions.

Mitigation Measure
Capitol Avenue.

Action
improvements.

Implementing Party

Timing

Monitoring Party

(b) The SMCS project shall pay to restripe
northbound and southbound intersection
approaches at 28th Street and Capitol Avenue to
provide one left turn lane and one through – right
turn lane.
(c) The SMCS project shall pay to restripe the
southbound intersection approach to 29th and N
Streets to provide one through – right turn lane,
one through lane, two left turn lanes to the
freeway, and one left turn lane to N Street.
(d) The SMCS project shall pay to convert
intersection approaches at Alhambra Boulevard
and Capitol Avenue to one left turn, one through,
and one right turn lane.
6.7-11

(SMCS)

The SMCS program and
Trinity Cathedral project
would increase traffic
volumes on the freeway
system under year 2025
conditions.

6.7-5

6.7-12

(SMCS)

The SMCS project (with
Two-Way Conversion)
would increase traffic
volumes at study
intersections under year
2025 conditions.

6.7-6

SMCS shall pay to implement ramp metering on the
southbound Business Route 80 entrance ramp from N
Street.

Pay to implement
ramp metering on the
southbound Business
Route 80 entrance
ramp from N Street.

SMCS

Prior to the approval
of final development
plans and
specifications.

City of Sacramento
Development
Services Department

Pay for roadway
improvements.

SMCS

Prior to the approval
of final development
plans and
specifications.

City of Sacramento
Development
Services Department

(a) SMCS shall pay to restripe the southbound
intersection approach to 28th and N Streets to
provide one left turn and one through lane and
restripe the westbound intersection approach to
provide one through – left turn and one right turn
lane.
(b) SMCS shall pay to restripe the southbound
intersection approach to 29th and N Streets to
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Mitigation Measure
provide one through – right turn lane, one through
lane, two left turn lanes to the freeway, and one
left turn lane to N Street.

Action

Implementing Party

Timing

Monitoring Party

(c) SMCS shall pay to convert all intersection
approaches to one left turn, one through, and one
right turn lane at Alhambra Boulevard and Capitol
Avenue.
6.7-14

(SMCS)

The SMCS program and
Trinity Cathedral project
(with Two-Way Conversion)
would increase traffic
volumes at study
intersections under year
2025 conditions.

6.7-7

Pay for roadway
improvements.

SMCS

Prior to the approval
of final development
plans and
specifications.

City of Sacramento
Development
Services Department

See MM 6.7-4

See MM 6.7-4

See MM 6.7-4

See MM 6.7-4

(a) SMCS shall pay to restripe the southbound
intersection approach at 28th and N Streets to
provide one left turn and one through lane and
restripe the westbound intersection approach to
provide one through – left turn and one right turn
lane.
(b) SMCS shall pay to restripe the southbound
intersection approach at 29th and N Streets to
provide one through – right turn lane, one through
lane, two left turn lanes to the freeway, and one
left turn lane to N Street.
(c) SMCS shall pay to convert all intersection
approaches at Alhambra Boulevard and Capitol
Avenue to one left turn, one through, and one
right turn lane.

6.7-15

(SMCS)

The SMCS program and
Trinity Cathedral project
(with Two-Way Conversion)
would increase traffic
volumes on the freeway
system under year 2025
conditions.

6.7-8
Implement Mitigation Measure 6.7-4.
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Mitigation Measure

6.7-16

(SMCS)

Construction of the SMCS
program and Trinity
Cathedral project would
include the temporary
closure of numerous
transportation facilities,
including portions of City
streets, sidewalks,
bikeways, and off-street
parking.

6.7-9
(a) Prior to beginning of construction, a construction
traffic management plan shall be prepared by the
project applicant to the satisfaction of the City
traffic engineer.

Action
Prepare traffic
management plan to
the satisfaction of the
City traffic engineer;
monitor parking
occupancy on a
regular basis during
construction.

Implementing Party
SMCS

Timing
Prior to issuance of a
grading or building
permit; ongoing during
construction.

Monitoring Party
City of Sacramento
Development
Services Department

(b) The project applicant shall monitor parking
occupancy on a regular basis during construction,
particularly upon the closure of any parking
facility. Adequate parking for patients/visitors
shall be maintained at all times. As necessary,
remote parking (with shuttle service) shall be
provided for SMCS employees, including
construction workers.
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4-a
Would the project have a
substantial adverse effect,
either directly or through
habitat modifications, on
any species identified as a
candidate, sensitive, or
special status species in
local or regional plans,
policies, or regulations, or
by the California
Department of Fish and
Game or U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service?

Mitigation Measure

Action
Implementing Party
Initial Study – 4. Biological Resources
Trinity Cathedral Project
Verify schedule of any
TC
tree removal or
1. To prevent direct impacts on nesting birds, tree
demolition; if within
removal shall occur between September 16 and
the nesting season
February 28.
demonstrate retention
of a qualified avian
2. If construction activities occur during the breeding
biologist to conduct
season (approximately March 1 through
appropriate nesting
September 15), the project applicant, in
surveys and to consult
consultation with the CDFG and USFWS, shall
with CDFG and
conduct a pre-construction, breeding season
USFWS if active nests
survey of the specific project site(s) during the
are within the project
same calendar year that construction is planned
area; obtain permits if
to begin. The survey shall be constructed by a
nests cannot be
qualified avian biologist to determine if any birds
avoided.
are nesting on or directly adjacent to the project
site.

Timing
Prior to tree removal

Monitoring Party
City of Sacramento
Development
Services Department

If phased construction procedures are planned,
the results of the above survey shall be valid only
for the season when it is conducted.
A report shall be submitted to the project
applicant and the City of Sacramento, following
the completion of the nesting survey that
includes, at a minimum, the following information:
•

A description of methodology including
dates of field visits, the names of survey
personnel with resumes, and a list of
references cited, and persons contacted;
and

•

A map showing the location(s) of any nests
observed within the project site.

If the above survey does not identify any nesting bird
species on the project site, no further mitigation would
be required. However, should any active bird nests
be found on or within close proximity of the project
site, one of the following mitigation measures shall be
implemented.
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3.

Mitigation Measure
The project applicant, in consultation with CDFG
and USFWS, shall avoid all active nest sites
within the project area while the nest is occupied
with adults and/or young. The occupied nest
shall be monitored by a qualified avian biologist
to determine when the nest is no longer used.
Avoidance shall include the establishment of a
non-disturbance buffer zone, to be determined in
consultation with CDFG, around the nest site,
which will be delineated by highly visible
temporary construction fencing.

Action

Implementing Party

Timing

Monitoring Party

Active nest trees that would not be removed but
are in close proximity to construction activities
shall be monitored weekly to determine if
construction activities were disturbing the adult or
young birds, until the birds left the nest.
4.

If an active nest site can not be avoided and
would be destroyed, special permits would be
required depending on the bird species.
a. For a State-listed bird (i.e., Swainson’s hawk),
the project applicant shall obtain a Section
2081 permit. Standard mitigation for the loss
of an active nest tree generally requires
planting 15 trees (a mix of cottonwood,
sycamore, and valley oaks) and monitoring the
success of the trees for five years with a 55%
success rate.
b. For any bird covered by the Migratory Bird
Treaty Act, the project applicant would consult
with the USFWS to determine appropriate
mitigation measures.
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4-e

Mitigation Measure
Trinity Cathedral Project

Would the project conflict
with any local policies or
ordinances protecting
biological resources, such
as a tree preservation
policy or ordinance?

5.

7.1-2

Recommended:

Implementation of the
Trinity Cathedral project
could create light or glare
that could affect adjacent
properties.

7.2-1
Increase in fugitive dust
from demolition of existing
buildings.

The project applicant shall remove and/or protect
trees from construction activities in accordance
with, but not limited to the recommendations in
the Revised Arborist Report. This includes
recommendations for tree protection during
construction, tree removal, and general
recommendations to ensure compliance with the
City Tree Ordinance.

Action
Verify that all
construction bid
documents and
contracts include tree
protection measures
in accordance with,
but not limited to, the
recommendations in
the Revised Arborist
Report.

DEIR Section 7.1 Aesthetics
Design lighting system
to avoid lighting of
7.1-1
adjacent properties;
include exterior
(a) The configuration of exterior light fixtures shall
building materials that
emphasize close spacing and lower intensity light
minimize potential for
that is directed downward in order to minimize
glare.
glare on adjacent uses.
(b) Highly reflective mirrored glass or metal walls
shall be avoided as a primary building material for
facades.
DEIR Section 7.2 Air Quality
7.2-1
Verify that all
construction bid
(a) The project applicant shall require in all
documents and
construction contracts that the demolition
contracts include
contractors will ensure that all exterior surfaces of
demolition activity
buildings are wetted during building demolition
measures; periodic
activities. The material from any building
field inspections
demolition shall be completely wetted during any
during construction.
period when the material is being disturbed, such
as during the removal from the construction site.

Implementing Party
TC

Timing
Prior to tree removal,
excavation, or
construction of
project; ongoing
during project
construction.

Monitoring Party
City of Sacramento
Development
Services Department

TC / contractor

Prior to the approval
of final development
plans and
specifications.

City of Sacramento
Building Division

TC / contractor

Prior to issuance of a
grading or building
permit; on-going
during construction.

City of Sacramento
Building Division /
City of Sacramento
Building Inspector

(b) All piles of demolished material shall be wetted
and covered until they are removed from the site.
(c) Maintain two feet of freeboard space on haul
trucks.
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Mitigation Measure
(d) All operations shall expeditiously remove the
accumulation of mud or dirt from adjacent public
streets at the end of each workday. (The use of
dry brushes is expressly prohibited except where
preceded by sufficient water or chemical
stabilizer/suppressant).

Action

Implementing Party

Timing

Monitoring Party

(e) Wheel washers for exiting trucks shall be
installed, or all trucks and equipment leaving the
site shall be washed off.
7.2-2

7.2-2

Increase in fugitive dust
during grading of
construction site.

The construction contractor shall ensure that the
following measures are implemented during
construction activities:
(a) Water exposed soil twice daily.
(b) Maintain two feet of freeboard space on haul
trucks.

Verify that all
construction bid
documents and
contracts include
fugitive dust control
measures; periodic
field inspections
during construction.

TC / contractor

Prior to issuance of a
grading or building
permit; on-going
during construction.

City of Sacramento
Building Division /
City of Sacramento
Building Inspector

Prior to issuance of a
grading or building
permit

City of Sacramento
Development
Services Department
/ City of
Sacramento’s
Historic Preservation
Director

(c) All operations shall limit or expeditiously remove
the accumulation of mud or dirt from adjacent
public streets at the end of each workday. (The
use of dry brushes is expressly prohibited except
where preceded or accompanied by sufficient
water or chemical stabilizer/suppressant).
(d) Wheel washers for all exiting trucks shall be
installed, or all trucks and equipment leaving the
site shall be washed off.
(e) Excavation and grading activity shall be
suspended when winds exceed 20 mph.
7.3-1
The Trinity Cathedral
project could disturb or
destroy unidentified
subsurface archaeological
resources during project
construction.

DEIR Section 7.3 Cultural Resources
Provide a research
TC / qualified
design and field
professional
(a) The project applicant shall hire a qualified
strategy plan for
archaeologist
professional to prepare a formal research design
testing and data
and testing strategy. Testing shall be conducted
recovery excavations
prior to initiation of construction for the project.
prepared by a
Based on the results of testing recommendations
qualified professional.
shall be provided, which may include additional
7.3-1
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Mitigation Measure
testing, data recovery, and future construction
monitoring. All recommendations shall be
submitted to the City of Sacramento’s Historic
Preservation Director for approval.
(b) Should any cultural resources, such as structural
features, any amount of bone or shell, artifacts,
human remains, or architectural remains be
encountered during any subsurface development
activities, work shall be suspended within 100
feet of the find, and the City of Sacramento shall
be immediately notified. At that time, the project
proponent in consultation with City staff shall
coordinate any necessary investigation of the site
with qualified archaeologists as needed to assess
the resource and provide proper management
recommendations. Possible management
recommendations for important resources could
include resource avoidance or data recovery
excavations. The contractor shall implement any
measures deemed necessary for the protection of
the cultural resources. In addition, pursuant to
section 5097.98 of the State Public Resources
Code, and section 7050.5 of the State Health and
Safety Code, in the event of the discovery of
human remains, the County Coroner shall be
immediately notified. If the remains are
determined to be Native American, guidelines of
the Native American Heritage Commission shall
be adhered to in the treatment and disposition of
the remains.
(c) The project proponent shall ensure that
archaeological monitoring is performed by a
professional archaeologist during grounddisturbing construction activities for the duration
of project construction. If resources are
discovered during construction, the procedures
laid out in the unanticipated Discovery Plan will
be followed.
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Timing

Monitoring Party

Suspend work within
100 feet of the
location of the
discovery of any
cultural resources;
notify City of
Sacramento.

TC / contractor

During grounddisturbing construction
activities for the
duration of the project.

City of Sacramento
Development
Services Department
/ City of
Sacramento’s
Historic Preservation
Director

Perform
archaeological
monitoring during
ground-disturbing
construction activities
for the duration of the
project.

TC / qualified
professional
archaeologist

During grounddisturbing construction
activities for the
duration of the project.

City of Sacramento
Development
Services Department
/ City of
Sacramento’s
Historic Preservation
Director
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Mitigation Measure

7.3-4

7.3-2

The Trinity Cathedral
project, in combination with
other development in the
Sacramento Valley, could
disturb or destroy
unidentified subsurface
archaeological resources
during project construction.
7.3-6

Implement Mitigation Measure 7.3-1

The Trinity Cathedral
project could substantially
adversely alter
paleontological resources,
which could result in a
significant cumulative
impact.

Implement Mitigation Measure 7.3-1

7.4-1

7.4-1

Asbestos or lead-based
paint may be present in
Trinity Cathedral structures.
These substances could be
released to the
environment during
demolition if not properly
removed, contained, and
transported for disposal at
approved sites.

7.3-3

Action
See MM 7.3-1

Implementing Party
See MM 7.3-1

Timing
See MM 7.3-1

Monitoring Party
See MM 7.3-1

See MM 7.3-1

See MM 7.3-1

See MM 7.3-1

See MM 7.3-1

DEIR Section 7.4 Hazardous Materials and Public Safety
Provide written
TC
documentation to the
Prior to demolition of the Trinity Cathedral buildings,
City that ACBM and
the project applicant shall provide written
lead testing and
documentation to the City that ACBM and lead testing
abatement, if
and abatement, if necessary, has been completed in
necessary, has been
accordance with applicable State and local laws and
completed in
regulations.
accordance with
applicable State and
local laws and
regulations.

7.4-2

7.4-2

Demolition and site
preparation activities
associated with the Trinity
Cathedral project
(excavation, grading,
trenching) have the
potential to encounter

The following measures shall be implemented at the
Trinity Cathedral project site:
(a) Prior to site preparation, the project applicant
shall ensure the Trinity Cathedral site is
investigated for the possible presence of
hazardous materials in soil and groundwater,
including underground tanks. Investigative
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TC

Prior to issuance of
grading, demolition, or
building permits.

City of Sacramento
Development
Services Department
/ Sacramento County
Environmental
Management
Department

Prior to issuance of
grading, demolition, or
building permits.

City of Sacramento
Development
Services Department
/ Sacramento County
Environmental
Management
Department
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previously unidentified
contaminated soil or
groundwater or buried
debris that may contain
hazardous substances

Mitigation Measure
measures shall include, but would not be limited
to, a comprehensive review of historic maps and
aerial photographs, Sanborn maps, review of
available city or county records, and consultation
with knowledgeable individuals, consistent with
ASTM Phase I ESA requirements. A Phase II
investigation, if recommended in the Phase I
ESA, shall be completed prior to site preparation.

Action

Implementing Party

(b) In the event that site inspections find evidence of
contamination, waste discharges, underground
storage tanks, abandoned drums, or other
environmental impairment at locations to be
developed or in the project area, the SCEMD
shall be notified. A site remediation plan shall be
prepared that (1) specifies measures to be taken
to protect workers and the public from exposure
to potential site hazards and (2) certifies that the
proposed remediation measures would clean up
the contaminants, dispose of the wastes, and
protect public health in accordance with federal,
state, and local requirements. Commencement
of work in the areas of potential hazards shall not
proceed until the site remediation plan has been
completed to the satisfaction of the SCEMD.

Notify SCEMD if site
inspections find
environmental
impairment at
locations to be
developed or in the
project; prepare a site
remediation plan.

TC

(c) A site health and safety plan, which meets the
intent of OSHA hazardous materials worker
requirements, shall be prepared and in place
prior to commencing work on any contaminated
sites. The project applicant, through its
contractor, shall ensure proper implementation of
the health and safety plan.

Prior to commencing
work on any
contaminated sites,
prepare a site health
and safety plan that
meets the intent of
OSHA hazardous
materials worker
requirements.

TC

(d) In the event that USTs or other features or
materials that could present a threat to human
health or the environment are discovered during
excavation and grading, construction in that
immediate area shall cease immediately. A

Cease construction
activity in the
immediate area where
features or materials
that could present a

TC / contractor
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Monitoring Party

Prior to issuance of
grading, demolition, or
building permits.

Prior to issuance of
grading, demolition, or
building permits.

For the duration of
excavation, grading,
and construction
activity.
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Mitigation Measure
qualified professional shall evaluate the location
and hazards and make appropriate
recommendations. Work shall not proceed in that
area until identified hazards are managed to the
satisfaction of SCEMD.

7.4-6

7.4-3

The Trinity Cathedral
project, in combination with
other development in the
City of Sacramento, could
increase the risk of
exposure of people to
hazardous materials.

Implement Mitigation Measures 7.4-1 and 7.4-2

7.6-1

7.6-1

Construction activities
associated with the Trinity
Cathedral project would
intermittently generate
noise levels above existing
ambient levels in the
project vicinity.

7.7-6
The Trinity Cathedral
project would increase
demand for parking.

Action
threat to human health
or the environment
are discovered during
excavation and
grading.
See MMs 7.4-1 and
7.4-2

Implementing Party

See MMs 7.4-1 and
7.4-2

DEIR Section 7.6 Noise
Verify that
TC / contractor
construction bid
(a) All construction equipment shall be equipped
documents and
with factory matching mufflers and in good
contracts include
working order.
construction noiseabatement measures.
(b) All staging areas and water tanks shall be
located as far away from residential, hospital,
medical office, and other noise-sensitive uses as
possible.
DEIR Section 7.7 Transportation and Circulation
7.7-1
See MM 6.7-1
See MM 6.7-1

Timing

Monitoring Party

See MMs 7.4-1 and
7.4-2

See MMs 7.4-1 and
7.4-2

Prior to the issuance
of a building permit;
inspections during
construction.

City of Sacramento
Building Division /
City of Sacramento
Building Inspector

See MM 6.7-1

See MM 6.7-1

Implement Mitigation Measure 6.7-1.
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TC = Trinity Cathedral

APPENDICES

Appendix A
Validation of SMCS TSM & Parking Management Program

785 Market Street, Suite 1300
San Francisco, CA 94103
(415) 284-1544 FAX: (415) 284-1554

MEMORANDUM
To:

Christine Kronenberg, EIP Associates

From:

Jeffrey Tumlin, Jessica ter Schure

Date:

September 6, 2005

Subject:

Validation of SMCS TSM & Parking Management Program

Introduction
Sacramento Medical Center in Sacramento (SMCS) has contracted Nelson\Nygaard to provide an
evaluation and analysis of the parking demand associated with the Sutter Medical Center project
and associated developments.
SMCS is an affiliate of the Sutter Health System, a not-for-profit community-based health care
system that serves Northern California. The proposed new medical center renovations and
expansions would consolidate all acute care facilities currently run by SMCS, adding new and
expanded health and healing technologies, services and buildings.
Acute care facilities presently at Sutter Memorial Hospital (SMH) and Sutter General Hospital
(SGH) will be consolidated and expanded into a single, fully integrated medical complex. A
spanning structure will allow SGH and the new Anderson-Lucchetti Women’s and Children’s
Center to function as one hospital building. Also included in the project are two medical office
buildings: the Sutter Medical Foundation Building and a new medical office building to replace St.
Luke’s medical office building. The new facility at the St. Luke’s site will be approximately half the
size of the current building (35,000 square feet (sf) versus 70,000 sf). Also included in the SMCS
project is a Community Parking Structure with connected neighborhood-serving retail and smallscale commercial office space, a community theatre (B Street Theatre/Children’s Theatre of
California), and 32 residential units. All these new uses will generate a parking need in the study
area. In addition, a total of 36 parking spaces will be allocated for employees of Pioneer Church
and 25 parking spaces will be allocated for employees of Trinity Cathedral for use during the week.
DKS Associates has conducted a parking analysis of the project and associated development
(please see Volume 1 of the Sutter Medical Center, Sacramento (SMCS) Project and the Trinity
Cathedral Project Draft EIR sections 6.7 and 7.7). The traffic analysis prepared for the project as
part of the Draft EIR (see Draft EIR section 6.7) identified a parking shortfall at full project build-out
of up to 686 spaces. However, the analysis includes a number of measures that are already being
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implemented by SMCS and that will be implemented as part of the SMCS project for reducing
parking demand. In this memorarandum, Nelson\Nygaard addresses and quantifies the effect of
some of the identified measures and other factors that will affect parking demand.
This memorandum will illustrate that there will be sufficient parking at the proposed SMCS at full
project build-out to accommodate project demand. The major contributor to reduced parking
demand will be an increase in employee parking fees from the current $20 per month to $60 per
month. This factor alone will yield a parking surplus at build-out. Other factors, such as improved
transit, increased transit subsidy, internalization and other TDM measures should provide SMCS
with a sufficient parking vacancy rate to ensure that anyone entering the complex can easily find a
parking space.
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Experience from Other Medical Facilities
Hospitals present unique challenges in the area of Transportation Demand Management (TDM)
planning. They are highly cost conscious, particularly on the operating budget side. They are 24hour operations, with complex and changing shifts as well as non-traditional peak hours. They
need to be competitive in terms of attracting patients, staff and physicians, all of whom have
different expectations about parking and access. Parking privileges are oftentimes written into a
variety of labor agreements. Many commuters to medical centers have such complex lives that no
incentives will attract them out of their cars. In the following section we will briefly describe both
larger and smaller medical facilities’ TDM programs.
We have tried to obtain trip reduction and parking reduction measures for these facilities without
success. Stanford conducts mode split surveys every year, but does not analyze the medical
facility separately from the rest of the University. However, it is believed that the alternative mode
shift for the medical center is in the range of 20-30%. Kaiser Permanente in Oakland has
performed mode split surveys and has determined that approximately 30 percent of the staff at
both the medical facility and the regional offices ride transit (BART) to work. It should be noted that
Kaiser in Oakland is located very close to a BART station. UCSF will perform mode split surveys
in the future but has not conducted any in the past. Nevertheless, the examples below still show
that TDM programs do have an appreciable impact on alternative mode usage. Nelson/Nygaard’s
professional opinion is that these examples are valuable to the project at hand.

Stanford University Medical Center
Stanford University Medical Center has about 6,500 staff. The Center is part of the Stanford
University community, which has a daily population of 32,000. Its TDM program is extensive and
covers strategies from bicycle workshops to a Clean Air incentive. The following is a list of the
TDM-program elements:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Marguerite Shuttle
Charter Services
Parking Fee Program
Carpools/Vanpools
Designated Carpool Spaces
Clean Air Cash ($160 a year)
Guaranteed Ride Home
Bicycle Program
Promotions/Events

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Transit Pass Sales
Commuter Checks
Eco-Pass/GO-Pass
Rideshare Matches
Commute Planning
Transit Information
Car Rental
Express Bus
Commute Club

Several of these programs are described below:
Clean Air Cash
Each employee or student who commutes by alternative transportation (i.e., other than singleoccupancy vehicle) to the University is rewarded with up to $160 per year in cash if they also meet
the following criteria:
•
•

Live outside the Stanford Parking Permit system
Are required to be on campus during business hours at least half-time for three consecutive
months or more
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•

Would normally be required by Parking & Transportation Services to display a Parking
Permit at the your principal place of work or study

Transit
Employees can pay for passes or commuter checks and receive pre-tax savings. EcoPass offers
free transit to Hospital employees who work half-time or more. Stickers are applied directly to the
Employee ID card, and are valid for transit on Santa Clara Valley Transit Authority (VTA) buses
and Light Rail, the Dumbarton Express and the Highway 17 Express. The Go-Pass program is
Caltrain’s version of a free commuter pass aimed at full-time employees. Employees who receive
a Go-Pass or Eco-Pass are eligible for the Clean Air Cash incentive as well.
Shuttle
The Marguerite shuttle system is free to the public and has several routes. The A and B lines meet
every train at both the Palo Alto and California Avenue Caltrain stations all day from 6:00 AM to
7:45 PM. The Palo Alto station also serves the Dumbarton Express and other buses from all over
the Peninsula. It also brings the riders to the Stanford Shopping Center. The Marguerite
Paratransit provides free curb-to-curb service to wheelchair users around campus and to limited
off-campus destinations.
Bicycling
Excellent bicycle routes are available to and throughout the Campus. The Parking &
Transportation Services office also assists with:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Bike registration
Biking Around Stanford brochure
Stanford Directory bike map (covers San Carlos to Sunnyvale)
City and County bike maps
Flyers and brochures
Full-time campus bicycle coordinator
Clothes locker, showers and bike storage rentals

Commute Club
The Stanford Commute Club provides an opportunity for commuting Stanford staff, faculty and
students to reap the benefits of utilizing alternative transportation and features:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Clean Air Cash
Reserved parking spaces for carpools and vanpools
Complimentary daily parking passes (when the carpooler is unable to use the carpool)
Vanpool assistance
Commute planning: Assistance in planning best travel mode and route options
Commuter Buddy Program: Companionship on first attempt at a new commute mode
Pretax Deductions: For commuter checks, carpool permits, and transit passes
Rewards: For recruiting other Commute Club members
Membership Appreciation Events
Entries into regular prize drawings

Parking Pricing
The Stanford community charges for all parking. The most accessible parking (called A-permit)
costs $486 per year. The least accessible parking (called Z-permit) costs $54 per year. The
parking in between the two classes (called C-permit) costs $162.
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Outreach
As mentioned above, Stanford invests both time and money in marketing and outreach material
and campaigns. The most extensive information is provided on the transportation and parking
website1. If students or staff have parking-related questions, they are immediately provided with
information about the alternatives to driving. The Clean Air Cash strategy is spread across the
entire website, including the main parking webpage.

Kaiser Permanente in Oakland
The medical provider Kaiser Permanente has different transportation policies depending on the
location of each facility. Some hospitals are located far from high-frequency transit and provide
ample parking. On the other hand, the medical facility and the regional offices in Oakland are
within a short walking distance from a BART station. According to the transportation system
management specialist at Kaiser Permanente in Oakland, about 40 percent of the 7,000
employees in Oakland use public transit at least three days a week. There are 3,500 employees in
the regional offices and another 2,500 employees in the Oakland Medical Facility.
Transit Subsidy
Kaiser provides a transit subsidy of $15/month, which is provided to each Oakland regional office
employee by a cash reimbursement every two months. There is also a Guaranteed Ride Home
program, where Kaiser Permanente in Oakland has contracts with local taxi companies. Vouchers
are distributed to the employees who participate in the program. The employees at the Oakland
Medical Center who receive the transit subsidy also receive four parking stickers per month, which
can be used during days when commuting by car is more convenient.
Parking Pricing
A parking space for an employee in the Oakland Regional Offices costs $18/day or $90/month,
fees which are based on the market value. However, to get a monthly parking permit the employee
usually has to wait for about 5 years to reach the top of the waiting list. At the Oakland hospital, an
employee can either choose between parking in the parking structure at a monthly cost of $40 or at
a nearby roof parking for $20/month. Usually there is a three-year wait list. Other employees park
in various locations around the hospital and administrative offices.
Shuttle Service
Kaiser provides free shuttles between its Oakland and San Francisco locations. These are highly
popular with employees and members as well as patients and visitors. The program is completely
funded by Kaiser, and the drivers are contracted with the Parking & Security personnel. Three
shuttle vans run continuously between the Oakland Medical Center and the MacArthur BART
station, and all are generally full. Between 6 and 8 shuttle vans run continuously from the Civic
Center BART station to Geary and O’Farrell, where Kaiser has several different facilities. The
frequency is about 12-15 minutes throughout the day.
Commuter Club
All employees in the Oakland regional offices who commute by alternative transportation at least
one day a week on a regular basis can become members of the Commuter Club. There are
currently around 300 participants. Every month 20 participants win a $20 cash card for use at
Macy’s, Blockbuster or other stores.

1

http://transportation.stanford.edu/
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The transit subsidy incentives, the shuttles and the parking pricing are believed to contribute to a
large extent to the high transit ridership.

UCSF Medical Center
The UCSF Medical Center is located in a densely populated area, as are all UCSF campus sites,
which means that access can be difficult. Campus parking facilities are very limited. UCSF has
about 4,000 parking spaces and nearly 20,000 faculty, staff, employees and students. There are
also a large number of patients and visitors to the medical facilities. Increased utilization of
alternative transportation is one of the University’s top priorities. In support of the City of San
Francisco’s “Transit First” policy the University encourages the use of alternative transportation
modes including walking, biking and the use of shuttles, light rail, buses and trains as important
components in an effort to reduce the noise and pollution associated with traffic congestion and to
increase safety. All necessary information about parking and transportation can be found on the
recently launched UCSF transportation website.2 There is also a Guaranteed Ride Home program
for those who choose other modes than driving alone to work.
Shuttle Service
UCSF provides free shuttle services to the UCSF community between all major campus locations
on a regular schedule Monday through Friday between 7:00 AM and 8:00 PM (excluding campus
holidays). Some shuttles pick up after hours and on weekends. The UCSF Shuttle Bus program
was established to transport UCSF faculty, staff, students, patients and visitors between primary
campus sites and some secondary campus locations throughout the workday. All shuttles also
have bicycle racks, which allow bicyclists to bring their bikes between different campus sites for
free. In 2004, 1.6 million passenger trips were made with the shuttle system.
Carpool and Vanpool Programs
UCSF provides its own Carpool Matching program, called AlterNetRides, and also refers to the
regional Rideshare Service at 511.org. Carpools with at least three people per vehicle receive
designated parking spaces at the same cost of $91 per month as a regular parking permit (with no
designated spaces). Vanpools are also common on campus. Vanpool dues are deducted pre tax
from participating employees’ paychecks. There is also a $300 incentive for new vanpools that stay
on the road for more than three months. The Marin Commute Club is a commute service founded
by UCSF staff in 1971. It provides commuters with regularly scheduled commuter bus
transportation from Marin and Sonoma counties to UCSF. Four buses provide service daily,
Monday through Friday, with arrival times from 6:15 AM to 8:55 AM. Evening departures times,
depending on work location, are at 4:00 PM, 5:15 PM, and 6:30 PM.
Other Programs
UCSF’s new website for transportation and parking was posted in the middle of April of 2005 and
has already proven to be a success. Earlier anyone who had a question about the shuttle or
vanpool service had to call the Parking Office to get information. Now all the information is just a
click away. There is also extensive information about biking and walking, with bicycle parking maps
and many links to other useful websites. The rideshare coordinator is very positive about the new
website, since it allows new users to find information about the shuttle program, vanpool service
etc. The coordinator believes that the website will be very important for the future alternative
transportation mode split.

2

http://www.campuslifeservices.ucsf.edu/transportation/
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Summary regarding Review of Other Medical Facilities
Location is of course important when it comes to alternative mode usage. Kaiser Permanente in
Oakland, for instance, is conveniently located near a BART station, and therefore has a very high
transit ridership of 40 percent. However, this is probably also a result of expensive and scarce
parking at the location. The effects of marketing and outreach may be considered small. However,
these measures can be of crucial importance for a successful TDM program. UCSF is just realizing
this and has over the last six months created a complete TDM guide on their website. When staff,
patients and students look for parking information, they are immediately informed about the free
shuttle system, where bicycle parking is available and how to reach various campus locations by
transit. Stanford University has had its Parking & Transportation website for several years, with
easy access to information about all the transportation modes and the benefits of not driving alone
to campus.
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Existing and Proposed TSM/Parking Demand
Management Measures at SMCS
Previous Alternative Commute Program Elements
SMCS, which includes SMH, SGH, and the Buhler Building, currently implements an Alternative
Commute Program. At the time the SMCS buildings were constructed the City did not have a
Transportation Systems Management (TSM) requirement. The current Alternative Commute
Program includes the following program elements:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Free carpool parking (for SMCS employees who carpool together);
Free occasional parking for those who are full-time alternative commuters;
Free Compressed Natural Gas (CNG) shuttle program (connecting with SGH and the 29th
Street light rail station and SGH and Sutter Memorial Hospital);
Multiple transportation kiosks (schedules, maps, resources, commute information);
Employee orientation presentations;
SMCS Commute Program web page;
SMCS Employee Rideshare tri-fold brochure;
SMCS Commute Program Quick Reference Guide for all departments;
Monthly articles in Sutter Insights employee newsletter;
Participate with SMCS Wellness Fair and annual Benefits Program.

City-Required SMCS TSM Plan
In compliance with Ordinance 17.184, SMCS prepared a TSM Plan for the SMCS project. The City
approved the most recent version of the SMCS TSM Plan in April 2005. The current TSM Plan is
designed to encourage other modes of travel including transit, carpools, bicycling and walking
thereby reducing the number of automobile trips. The following commute program elements were
designated as TSM measures in the TSM Plan required by the City:
•
•
•

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Half-time designated, on-site Employee Transportation Coordinator (ETC);
Membership in Sacramento Transportation Management Association (TMA);
50% subsidy for transit users (Sacramento Regional Transit, Roseville Transit, Capitol
Corridor, Yuba-Sutter Transit, San Joaquin Transit, El Dorado Transit, Yolo Transportation,
Fairfield/Suisun Transit, Amador Regional Transit, Galt Transit, etc.);
On-site Transit pass and vanpool vouchers sales at Cashiers Office;
50% subsidy for vanpool participants;
Class I and II bicycle facilities;
Showers and clothes lockers;
Personal Matching Assistance (via www.sacregion511.org and SMCS ETC) for
carpool/vanpool and bicycle partner matching;
Flextime;
Designated carpool/vanpool parking spaces;
Preferential carpool/vanpool parking locations;
Guaranteed Ride Home program; and
On-site amenities (ATM banking, fitness facilities, cafeteria and food vending services,
sundry/gift shop, etc.).
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Additional TSM/Parking Demand Management Program
Elements Added for the Proposed Project
The following additional measures included in the TSM Plan as part of the SMCS project will be
implemented after project completion:
•
•
•
•
•
•

75% monthly transit or vanpool subsidy (up to $100) – to provide greater subsidies for regional
transit and vanpool users (increased from 50%);
Class I bicycle lockers – 24 lockers provided in north lot and 7 lockers in Community Parking
Structure;
Class II bicycle racks – 31 racks at entrances of WCC, SMF Building and Community Parking
Structure;
Showers and lockers – 11 showers and 136 clothes lockers;
Preferential Parking – designate 10% (62 spaces) for carpool/vanpool/cleaner fuel vehicles;
and
Annual Employee Commute Survey – one year after occupancy.

Potential Future TSM/Parking Demand Management
Enhancements
Additional TSM measures, listed below, would also be available to incorporate into the project as
the SMCS project builds out. These additional measures would be added to the TSM Plan if it is
determined, through the monitoring program described below, that further steps would be required
to reduce vehicle trips either to meet the City’s 35 percent alternative mode requirement or to
reduce parking demand in order to assure that available parking supply is not exceeded.
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Monthly Cash Commute Alternative Allowance (bicyclists, walkers, roller blades, scooters,
etc.);
Periodic (quarterly) financial incentives or prizes for active alternative commuters (walking
shoes, bicycle gear, tune-ups, movie tickets, etc.);
Adjust/increase parking rates to be flexible and competitive with other hospital market rates;
Develop electronic in-house ride-matching service for employees to carpool with other
employees. Electronic kiosks to be placed at Transportation Information Boards;
Track shuttle riders via driver-provided punch cards and offer cafeteria, café, coffee, cookie or
other on-site discount for every 10th shuttle trip;
On-site annual comprehensive Transportation (Spare the Air) Fair;
Allow per diem employees to participate in 75% (up to $100 per month) transit pass program;
and
Provide community telephone hotline for transportation and parking issues.

SMCS TSM Monitoring and Reporting Program
The SMCS TSM/Parking Demand Management Monitoring and Reporting program includes
annual monitoring and reporting to track program success. An Annual Monitoring Report will be
submitted to the City by SMCS each year. The first Annual Monitoring Report will be submitted to
the City within 6 months of project approval. The Annual Monitoring Report will be made available
for public review through the City of Sacramento, and through the City and SMCS websites.
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The monitoring program will be designed to provide information that will help improve and fine tune
the TSM/Parking Demand Management measures and will demonstrate to the City and the
community the effectiveness of the SMCS TSM/Parking Demand Management program.
One of the primary goals of the TSM program is to ensure that available parking is provided for
users of the SMCS project components. The monitoring program will document the project-related
parking demand, available parking in SMCS parking lots, and participation of employees in the
TSM Plan. The monitoring program will include the following elements:
•
•
•

SMCS will monitor and report the total SMCS daytime population, including employees,
patients, visitors, vendors, etc. that access SMCS facilities;
SMCS will monitor and report the available parking supply; and
SMCS will monitor and report the project parking demand and employee participation in the
TSM/Parking Demand Management program (e.g., transit passes, use of vanpools and
carpools, etc.).

Parking Resolution
If through the monitoring program it is determined that the SMCS project demand exceeds
available supply of parking, measures will be implemented by SMCS to reduce demand and/or
increase available supply. Additional TSM/Parking Demand Management measures, described
above, will be implemented to reduce parking demand to the extent necessary to meet available
supply. In the event that SMCS parking demand exceeds available parking supply after
reasonable efforts are undertaken to expand participation in the TSM/Parking Demand
Management program, SMCS will increase available parking supply through the acquisition of offsite employee parking that will be connected to SMCS facilities through a shuttle system.
Locations where off-site parking could be provided cannot be specifically identified at this time
because the project would be built out over a five to six year period during which the TSM/Parking
Demand Management program would be incrementally expanded as necessary. Nonetheless, in
an effort to verify the availability of potential off-site parking locations for employee parking, SMCS
has researched numerous sites in the Highway 99 corridor south of the project area. SMCS has
identified 15 potential sites within a distance of less than five miles that would allow for remote
parking, ease of access to Highway 99, and a direct route to the project area by either a shuttle or,
in some cases, light rail. The sites range in size from approximately 150 to 250 spaces. If
acquiring off-site parking becomes a necessity, SMCS would consult with the City to narrow the
number of potential sites. While it is anticipated that existing parking lots would be acquired and
used by SMCS for off-site parking (thus continuing an ongoing use of the site), if additional
environmental review is required for improvements to off-site lots or operation of parking shuttles,
it will be conducted when specific off-site parking sites are proposed.

Summary regarding Existing and Proposed TSM/Parking
Demand Management Measures at SMCS
SMCS will have an extensive and effective TSM program after project completion. The SMCS
TSM/TDM program compares favorably to the program at Stanford University, which is well known
for its inclusive TDM program and high participation rate. SMCS will also monitor parking supply
and demand and, if necessary, add TSM measures or parking. This is the ideal way to address the
changing situation SMCS faces, ensuring the right amount of parking – not too much and not too
little – while emphasizing transportation alternatives. Excess parking might encourage people to
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drive, while a shortage may negatively affect access for employees, patients and visitors, and
could result in spillover parking into surrounding neighborhoods. The SMCS location and the depth
of the TSM program will enable both employees and patients to get to the medical center by other
means than driving alone.
One TSM measure that has not been mentioned in the TSM program, but which is already in
place, is parking pricing. This is the TSM measure that will have by far the greatest impact on
parking demand. As analyzed later in this memo, parking fees for employees will increase from
about $20 per month to $60/month in the near future. SMCS has also realized the importance of
subsidizing transit passes and vanpool costs as well as providing free car- /vanpool parking.
The following chapter describes the projected parking situation according to DKS Associates. The
description is followed by our own analysis of projected parking demand, in which we take parking
pricing and other factors into consideration.
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Proposed New Parking Supply & Demand
Transportation consultants DKS Associates has conducted a parking analysis of the Sutter Medical
Center and associated developments. The following chapter describes the findings in the
consultant’s analysis.
The SMCS project would increase the demand for and supply of parking. The project proposes to
increase the off-street parking supply from 1,847 spaces to 2,737 spaces, an additional supply of
890 spaces (see Figure 1). This calculation of additional parking spaces accounts for replacement
of existing parking spaces to be displaced by the project, such as the Paragary’s surface lot.

Table 1

Net Difference between Existing and Proposed Parking

Location
Under Freeway North Lot
Under Freeway South Lot
SGH
Old Tavern Garage
Buhler Building
Paragary’s surface lot
St. Luke’s parking garage
Green Lot
EAP Building
MTI Buildings
Private medical office
Trinity Apartments
Pioneer Lot
SMF Building
Future MOB
Community Parking Structure
Residential
TOTAL

Existing
Parking
Supply
(spaces)
681
686
55
137
28
142
0
32
15
5
21
13
32
0
0
0
0
1,847

Existing
Midday
Occupied
Spaces
527
592
39
59
25
79
40
15
6
5
14
23
3

Existing
Midday
Percent
Occupied
77%
86%
71%
43%
89%
56%
47%
40%
100%
67%
72%
23%

Existing
Midday Vacant
Spaces
154
94
16
78
3
63
-40
17
9
0
7
9
10

1,427

77%

420

Proposed
Parking
Supply
(spaces)
716
756
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
90
35
1,100
40
2,737

Change in
Parking Supply
(spaces)
35
70
(55)
(137)
(28)
(142)
0
(32)
(15)
(5)
(21)
(13)
(32)
90
35
1,100
40
890

Source: Sutter Medical Center, Sacramento (SMCS) Project and the Trinity Cathedral Project Draft EIR, July 2005, pg.
2-45.

In addition, Sutter General Hospital was previously entitled to develop 71,300 additional square
feet of hospital space. Parking occupancy surveys conducted at Sutter Memorial Hospital indicate
a parking demand of 2.09 spaces per 1,000 square feet. This results in an additional parking
demand of 149 spaces.
Because a hospital project is a very specialized use, and since many characteristics of medical
care have changed since the zoning requirements were established, detailed parking analyses
were conducted to estimate the parking demand of the SMCS project. These studies include
localized parking surveys (e.g., Sutter Memorial Hospital) as well as a review of data compiled by
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the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE; Parking Generation, Third Edition). The resulting
estimate of demand is considered extremely conservative, because it is based on free-standing
hospitals served primarily by automobiles, with no transit access, no TDM/TSM programs, and no
other uses within walking distance.
As shown in Table 2, the SMCS project could result in an estimated parking demand of 1,427
spaces. Combined with Trinity Cathedral the demand would increase to 1,452 spaces and 1,576
spaces including the Children’s Theatre. Taken together, at full buildout the SMCS, the Trinity
Cathedral and the Theatre projects could result in a parking shortfall of 686 spaces.

Table 2

Estimated Peak Parking Demand During Weekdays from
New Development – Isolated Hospital with no TDM

Land Use

Size
Parking Rate
SMCS Project
398,362 sf
2.09 / ksf
97,223 sf
3.53 / ksf
13 suites
5.67 / suite
35,000 sf
3.53 / ksf
(9,652 sf)
3.53 / ksf
27 du
1 / du
9,000 sf
2.65 / ksf
-

Women’s and Children’s Center
SMF Building – Medical Office Building
SMF Building – Ambulatory Surgery
Future Medical Office Building
Removal of Existing Medical Office Buildings
Apartments
Retail
Pioneer Church

Source
Survey1
ITE
ITE
ITE
ITE
ITE
ITE
EIR

833
343
74
124
(34)
27
24
36
1,427

Total
Trinity Cathedral

Trinity Project
-

-

EIR

25
1,452

Theatre
-

-

EIR

124
1,576

Total
Children’s Theatre
Total

Parking Need
(spaces)

Notes:
1. Based on trip generation and parking occupancy surveys conducted at Sutter Memorial Hospital.
Source: Sutter Medical Center, Sacramento (SMCS) Project and the Trinity Cathedral Project Draft EIR, July 2005, pg. 6.7-46.
Institute of Transportation Engineers’ Parking Generation, Third Edition; DKS Associates, 2005.
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Factors Potentially Reducing Parking Demand
Table 2 above informs the reader how DKS Associates has estimated projected parking demand
for various land uses by using both local sources (hospital parking generation) and the ITE
Parking Generation Manual, 3rd Edition (all other land uses). However, the introduction to the ITE
Manual is careful to advise the reader that:
“This informational report does not provide authoritative findings, recommendations, or
standards on parking demand... Most of the data currently available [and presented in the
manual] are from suburban sites with isolated single land uses with free parking. More
parking data are needed in order to understand the complex nature of parking demand. As
future studies are submitted, the findings will provide a basis to assess factors such as the
type of the area, parking pricing, transit availability and quality, transportation demand
management plans, mixing of land uses, pedestrian friendly design, land use density, trip
chaining/multi-stop trip activity, the split between employee and visitor parking, the split
between long-term and short-term parking and other issues in more detail.”
All the above factors have a very substantial effect on parking demand. It is therefore of utmost
importance to use local data where possible, which has been made available for new hospital
square footage, and otherwise account for the factors that may impact parking demand at the site.
Reliance on the “average” ITE parking generation rates also glosses over the enormous variation
in surveyed rates. For the land use type “Medical Office Building”, for example, ITE reported peak
parking demand rates ranging from a low of 2.34 vehicles per 1,000 Sq. Ft to 5.35 vehicles per
1,000 Sq. Ft. The average rate (as shown in Table 2 and used by DKS) is 3.53 spaces per 1,000
Sq. Ft. If translated to parking generation at the proposed MOBs, this would generate a range in
parking demand between 287 parking spaces and 656 parking spaces, with an average of 433
parking spaces. And again, this number does not take parking pricing, transit availability, TSM
measures and location into consideration.
In addition, there will be 13 ambulatory surgery suites in the proposed SMF building. The ITE
parking generation rate for these 13 suites is based on “two study sites, one in a rural location and
one in a suburban location. Each site had six operating rooms. Information was not available on
the building size, number of employees or parking supply at the study sites. Peak period parking
demand ratios: 1.67 and 5.67 spaces per operating room at the rural and suburban sites,
respectively.” The higher rate of 5.67 spaces per suite has been chosen by DKS, since this study
is of a suburban location. However, this rate can be questioned since it is only based on one study
and is therefore not a representative sample.
Given that the parking demand factors used in the DKS analysis have a wide range of variability
and do not provide guidance that can be specifically applied to a project such as SMCS, and in
the interests of providing greater accuracy regarding the SMCS project parking demand,
Nelson\Nygaard recommends that the most accurate approach is to address projected parking
demand based on the change in employee population at SMCS. As described below, some
measures that will be implemented will result in quantifiable reductions in parking demand, while
others will reduce parking demand to an extent that cannot be quantified.
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Parking Demand Based on Change in Employee Population
It is assumed that there is a strong relationship between employee population and the total
hospital population, including patients and visitors. As DKS states, future land use will consist of a
higher degree of medical office space, which will also result in more employees than hospitals do.
There is currently an employee population of 1,239 employees, which will increase to 2,633
employees after full build-out (See Table 3).

Table 3

Existing and Proposed Number of SMCS Employees

SGH/BB/Old
Shifts
Tavern
MTI
Existing Number of SMCS Employees
Day
891
2
Evening
221
Night
125
Total
1237
2
Proposed Number of SMCS Employees
Day
829
Evening
208
Night
124
Total
1161
0

WCC

SMF

St. Lukes

Total
893
221
125
1239

0

0

0

726
320
146
1192

280

TBD

280

0

1835
528
270
2633

Source: Sutter Medical Center, Sacramento (SMCS) Project and the Trinity Cathedral Project Draft EIR, July 2005,
pg.2-50.

We also know from Table 1 that the current midday parking demand (assumed to be the peak
parking demand, when the largest number of employees is working (roughly 1,110 employees)
and there is the largest number of patients and visitors) is 1,427 parking spaces. If extrapolated
into a proposed employee count of 2,633, the future midday parking demand will be 3,027 parking
spaces, including both existing uses that will remain and the proposed SMCS buildings. In
addition, another 185 parking spaces should be added to this number, to account for parking
agreements with the Trinity Cathedral, Pioneer Church and the assumed parking demand of the
Children’s Theatre; since these latter uses will have peak parking demand at different hours than
SMCS, including all these spaces is highly conservative. Parking demand then totals 3,212
parking spaces, assuming no sharing of parking.
The proposed total parking supply will be 2,737 parking spaces, which would result in a potential
parking shortfall of 475 parking spaces at full buildout. However, this parking generation does not
take changes in parking pricing, transit service, transit subsidy and improved TSM program into
consideration. The following sections will discuss the effect of these factors.

Parking Pricing
The transportation research literature consistently finds that an increase in parking price yields a
decrease in parking demand. The most frequently cited parking price elasticity for regular
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commuters is –0.3, meaning that a 1 percent increase in parking prices leads to a 0.3 percent
reduction in parking demand3.
Nelson\Nygaard strongly recommends that parking pricing is taken into account as a significant
factor in determining parking demand, since there is ample evidence that it has a large impact on
parking demand. In the case of the proposed SMCS, employee parking fees will increase from
$20/month to $60/month. Over a whole year, this will cost each driving employee $480 extra.
SMCS carried out an Internet-based employee transportation survey in May 2005. According to the
study, approximately 88% of the employees who answered the questionnaire drove to work (either
alone or being the driver in a carpool, excluding the employees who were not at work that day).
Assuming that the night shift employees have a slightly higher drive-alone rate, it is estimated that
the day- and evening shift employees have an 85% driver rate when the parking fee is $20/month.
If we then apply the –0.3 parking price elasticity to account for the increase in parking fee,
employee parking demand is reduced. Although patient and visitor parking fees will increase over
the coming years as well, we do not expect this to have a significant impact on patient and visitor
parking demand.
Figure 1 shows that the increased employee parking fee, from $20 to $60 per month, reduces
parking demand from 2,009 employee parking spaces to 1,446 spaces, a reduction of 562 spaces.
This will give a parking surplus of 87 spaces instead of shortfall that was earlier predicted.
A large number of employees who previously drove alone to work, will now carpool instead. A
smaller portion will turn to transit and other alternative transportation modes. However, it is
important to give the employees good information on how to become a carpooler, what the
financial benefits are (e.g. no parking costs), and how to get transit subsidies.

3

Pratt, R. et al. 2000. Traveler Response to Transportation System Changes. Interim Handbook. TCRP Web
Document 12. http://www4.nas.edu/trb/crp.nsf/All+Projects/TCRP+B-12/ (accessed August 17, 2005).
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Figure 1

Effect of Increased Employee Parking Fee on Parking
Demand

Transit Subsidies
Sutter General Hospital is currently served by a total of 583 transit connections each weekday.
Sacramento Regional Transit District provides frequent direct access to the project site via bus
routes 30, 31, 67, and 68. Route 36 is also easily accessible within three blocks from the project.
The closest light rail station is the 29th Street Light Rail Station, which is located six blocks from
the project. Employees can utilize the new Sutter Health free CNG Light Rail Shuttle for travel
between the project and the Light Rail Station, which provides roundtrip service every 20 minutes.
The recent implementation of the Sutter Health Shuttle program was planned to begin several
years in advance of the new campus development in order to attract employees to public transit
today, and build ongoing transit ridership in the future. SGH is also well served by Roseville
Transit, San Joaquin Regional Transit, and the Amador Regional Transit System (ARTS). These
commuter services provide direct access to the project site from the City of Roseville, and Amador,
and San Joaquin Counties.
Currently each employee who rides transit more than three days a week receives a 50% subsidy.
This will be increased to 100% (up to $60 per month) after project build-out. The existing transit
ridership is low, only 2%. However this includes Sutter Memorial Hospital, which has poor transit
access compared to SGH. The increase in transit subsidy and the establishment of the shuttle
service with the light rail station will likely increase transit ridership. Nonetheless, since transit
ridership is so low an increase will not have a large impact on parking demand.
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Consolidation and Internalization
One purpose of the SMCS project is to consolidate Sutter General and Sutter Memorial Hospitals
onto one medical complex to achieve better and more efficient services at less cost. Anticipated
efficiency gains are related to consolidation and reduction in staff levels, and reductions in lost time
by doctors and staff traveling between facilities. There will also be reduction in patient travel
between facilities. This will lead to a parking demand reduction, since fewer staff and patients will
need to bring a car in case of the need for midday traveling. It is, however, difficult to quantify the
effects of consolidation on the projected parking demand.

Other Enhancements to the TSM Program
Sixty-two new bicycle lockers and racks will be provided on-site at build-out. Bicycle commuters
will also have better access to showers and clothes lockers. Another important marketing tool will
be to designate roughly 60 parking spaces to carpool, vanpool and cleaner fuel vehicles. This will
show commuters driving to work that there are other options than driving alone and paying the full
$720 per year for parking. In addition, vanpool participants will get a 50% subsidy. This will likely
encourage more people to commute by vanpool. All these and other measures presented in the
TSM program will help reduce parking demand. Again, the effects of these enhancements on
parking demand are difficult to quantify.
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Conclusion
Taking into account the quantifiable factors discussed above, there will be sufficient parking at the
proposed SMCS to accommodate full SMCS project parking demand. Parking demand will fall to
2,650 spaces due to the increased parking fee, generating an excess parking supply of 87 parking
spaces. It is difficult to determine the precise number of spaces that could be reduced as a result
of other factors, such as improved transit, increased transit subsidy, internalization and other TDM
measures, but together these measures should provide SMCS with a sufficient vacancy rate to
ensure that patients, visitors and staff can easily find a parking space at all times of day.
Nelson\Nygaard strongly recommends that SMCS does not build more parking than proposed,
since this may simply encourage more employees to drive.
Furthermore, the adequacy of parking supply will be analyzed in the monitoring program. If the
program shows that the SMCS project demand exceeds the available parking supply, measures
will be implemented by SMCS to reduce demand and/or increase the available supply. Additional
TSM/Parking Demand Management measures will be implemented to reduce parking demand to
the extent necessary to meet available supply. And as described earlier in this memo, if parking
demand nevertheless is projected to exceed available parking supply, SMCS will increase
available parking supply through the acquisition of off-site employee parking that will be
connected to SMCS facilities through the shuttle system.
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