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1.0  INTRODUCTION 
 
 
 
PURPOSE OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 
This Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) has been prepared in conformance with the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) of 1970 (as amended) to evaluate the environmental 
impacts associated with the 500 Capitol Mall project (proposed project).   

CEQA requires the preparation of an EIR when there is substantial evidence that a project could 
have a significant effect on the environment.  The purpose of an EIR is to provide decision makers, 
public agencies, and the general public with an objective and informational document that fully 
discloses the potential environmental effects of the proposed project.  The term “proposed project,” 
as used in this EIR, refers to the 500 Capitol Mall project (P05-108).  The EIR process is specifically 
designed to describe the objective evaluation of potentially significant direct, indirect, and cumulative 
impacts of the proposed project; to identify alternatives that reduce or eliminate the project's 
significant effects; and to identify feasible measures that mitigate significant effects of the project.  In 
addition, CEQA requires that an EIR identify those adverse impacts determined to remain significant 
after mitigation. 

The City of Sacramento is the lead agency under CEQA for the preparation of this EIR.  In 
accordance with CEQA regulations, a Notice of Preparation (NOP) was circulated for public review 
from November 10, 2005 through December 9, 2005 for a 30-story, 455-foot-tall building.  A scoping 
meeting was held on December 9, 2005. The project has since been redesigned, and a revised 
development plan was submitted to the City of Sacramento on April 4, 2006.  A second NOP was 
released on April 13, 2006, and was circulated for public review from April 13, 2006 through 
May 12, 2006.  The NOP was distributed to responsible agencies, interested parties and 
organizations, and landowners within 1,000 feet of the project site, and private organizations and 
individuals that have stated an interest in the project.  The purpose of the NOP is to provide 
responsible agencies and interested persons with sufficient information describing the proposed 
project and its potential environmental effects to enable them to make a meaningful response as to 
the scope and content of the information to be included in the EIR.  Responses to both versions of 
the NOP were received from agencies and individuals.  A copy of the original NOP, the revised 
NOP, and comments on both NOPs are included in Appendix B of this DEIR in accordance with 
CEQA.   

Comments on the NOP expressed concerns regarding: 

• Traffic impacts on State highways and local streets; 

• Increase in parking demand and potential impacts on alternate forms of transportation; 

• Construction and Project-generated air emissions; 

• Construction and Project-generated noise; 

• Fire suppression system and Fire Department access; 

• Building security; 

• Stormwater discharge and potential impacts to the City’s Combined Sewer System; and 

• Aesthetic impacts associated with an increase in light and glare. 
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The DEIR is being circulated for public review and comment for a period of 45 days.  During this 
period, comments on the DEIR's accuracy and completeness may be submitted to the lead agency 
from the general public, as well as organizations and agencies.  The 45-day public review period will 
be from October 11, 2006 through November 27, 2006. 

Upon completion of the public review period, a Final EIR (FEIR) will be prepared that will include 
written comments on the DEIR received during the public review period and responses to those 
comments.  The FEIR will address any revisions to the DEIR made in response to public or staff-
initiated comments.  The DEIR and FEIR together will comprise the EIR for the proposed project. 

Before the lead agency can approve the project, the agency must certify that the EIR has been 
completed in compliance with CEQA, that the decision-making body has reviewed and considered 
the information in the EIR, and that the EIR reflects the independent judgment of the lead agency. 

The proposed project is subject to the approval of the City of Sacramento Design Review and 
Preservation Board and Planning Commission.  Project approval would also entail adoption of 
Findings of Fact and a Statement of Overriding Considerations by the Planning Commission. 

LEAD AGENCY 
The City of Sacramento is the lead agency for preparation of the 500 Capitol Mall EIR.  In 
conformance with sections 15050 and 15367 of the State CEQA Guidelines, the City of Sacramento 
has been designated the “lead agency” which is defined as the “public agency which has the 
principal responsibility for carrying out or disapproving a project.” 

Required Discretionary Actions 
City of Sacramento 
The City of Sacramento would be required to certify that the EIR adequately identifies the significant 
environmental effects of the proposed project, pursuant to the State CEQA Guidelines and the City 
of Sacramento.  In order to develop the proposed project, approval of the following discretionary 
actions is necessary: 

• Special Permit:  Major Project over 75,000 square feet;  

• Design Review;  

• Certification of the EIR; and 

• Adoption of the Mitigation Monitoring Plan (MMP). 

Other Agencies 
• Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District (SMAQMD) Permits: SMAQMD 

requires any business or person to obtain an Authority to Construct/Permit to Operate before 
installing or operating new equipment or processes that may release air pollutants to ensure 
that all SMAQMD rules and regulations are considered.  The proposed project may need 
permits for such equipment as industrial boilers used for heating of the building, or diesel 
generators that could be used for emergency back-up power. 

• State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB): The SWRCB would issue a Construction 
Stormwater Discharge permit, if required. 
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• Federal Aviation Administration (FAA):  The FAA reviews all buildings over 200-feet in height 
to ensure there are no airspace conflicts. 

Lead Agency Contact 
City of Sacramento Development Services Department: 
Scott Johnson, Associate Planner Lindsey Alagozian, Associate Planner 
Environmental Planning Services Development Services Department 
2101 Arena Boulevard, Suite 200 New City Hall 
Sacramento, California 95834 915 I Street, 3rd Floor 
(916) 808-5842 Sacramento, CA 95814  
  (916) 808-2659 

No Responsible Agency, which is defined as a public agency other than the lead agency that has 
discretionary approval over the project, has been identified at this time. 

USE OF THIS EIR 
This EIR is a “Project EIR,” pursuant to section 15161 of the CEQA Guidelines.  A Project EIR 
examines the environmental impacts of a specific project.  This type of EIR focuses on the changes 
in the environment that would result from implementation of the project, including construction and 
operation.   

How to Use this Report 
This report includes nine principal parts; Project Description, Summary, Land Use and Planning, 
Environmental Analysis (Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures), Alternatives Analysis, CEQA 
Considerations, References, and Report Preparation. 

The Project Description (Chapter 2) describes the location of the project, project background, 
existing conditions on the project site, and the nature and location of specific elements of the 
proposed project that are proposed for construction. 

The Summary (Chapter 3) presents an overview of the results and conclusions of the environmental 
evaluation.  This section identifies impacts of the proposed project and available mitigation 
measures. 

Land Use and Planning (Chapter 4) addresses the land use and planning implications of the 
project and discusses consistency with land use policies. 

The Environmental Analysis (Chapter 5) includes a topic-by-topic analysis of impacts that would or 
could result from implementation of the proposed project or alternatives.  Topics discussed are those 
identified in the Initial Study Checklist as requiring further analysis (see Appendix A).  The analysis is 
organized in six topical sections.  Each section is organized into two major subsections: 
Environmental Setting (existing conditions and regulatory setting), and Impacts and Mitigation 
Measures, including cumulative impacts and mitigation measures. 

It is possible that office uses could occupy the penthouse instead of restaurant use.  While the 
penthouse area would represent less than 3 percent of the total rentable area in the building, where 
resource demand or generation rates for these uses substantially differ from one another, this EIR 
analyzes both possible uses (restaurant or office) for the areas that could be used for either 
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restaurant or office.  This approach ensures that the EIR analysis accounts for the most intensive 
possible use of the proposed project. 

Alternatives (Chapter 6) includes a description of the project alternatives.  An EIR is required by 
CEQA to provide adequate information for decision makers to make a reasonable choice between 
alternatives based on the environmental aspects of the proposed project and alternatives.  The 
impacts of the alternatives are qualitatively compared to those of the proposed project.  This chapter 
also identifies the environmentally superior alternative. 

CEQA Considerations (Chapter 7) discusses issues required by CEQA: unavoidable adverse 
impacts, irreversible environmental changes, growth inducement, and a summary of cumulative 
impacts. 

The References (Chapter 8) used throughout the DEIR are included in this chapter.  

Report Preparation (Chapter 9) includes a list of preparers of the DEIR. 

The Appendices contain a number of reference items providing support and documentation of the 
analyses performed for this report.   

Scope of this EIR 
The City of Sacramento, as lead agency, identified in the Initial Study for this EIR potentially 
significant impacts that could result from implementation of the proposed project.  Based on the 
Initial Study (see Appendix A), the City determined that this EIR will address the following technical 
issues: 

• Aesthetics 

• Air Quality 

• Cultural Resources 

• Noise 

• Public Utilities and Services 

• Transportation and Circulation 

Land use and planning is not considered a technical issue, but is addressed in Chapter 4. 

Issues focused out of this EIR that were identified as being less than significant in the Initial Study 
include: 

• Agricultural Resources 

• Biological Resources 

• Geology and Soils 

• Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

• Hydrology and Water Quality 

• Mineral Resources 

• Population and Housing  
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• Recreation 

For a complete discussion of technical issues focused out of this EIR, please see the Initial Study in 
Appendix A. 
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2.0  PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
 
 
 
PROPOSED PROJECT 
The 500 Capitol Mall project (proposed project) includes the development of a 25-story, 396-foot-tall 
high-rise building with office, retail, and restaurant uses and a parking garage. The project site 
encompasses 1.13 acres on the western portion of the block between 5th and 6th Streets and Capitol 
Mall and N Street in the Central Business District (CBD) of downtown Sacramento (see Figure 2-1).  
The gross area of the building would be 467,942 square feet (sf), including office and retail, with 
264,353 sf for the parking garage for a total building area of 732,295 gross sf.  The net area within 
the building is as follows: 406,384 sf of rentable office area and 27,124 sf of rentable retail / 
restaurant area, for a net building square footage of 433,508 sf.  The project would include retail 
uses on the ground floor, and a restaurant on two penthouse floors.  A total of 794 parking stalls 
would be provided on one sub-grade floor, and ten parking levels would occupy portions of floors 
one through eight in the office portion of the project.  Depictions of the north, west, south, and east 
elevations of the proposed project are included on Figures 2-2 and 2-3. 

PROJECT LOCATION  
The proposed project site is located within the CBD Special Planning District (SPD) and is zoned for 
general commercial use (C-3-SPD).  The proposed project site is not within the Capitol View 
Protection Corridor.   

The CBD is typified by mixed-use commercial, retail, residential, and office uses of medium to high 
density.  There are currently no residential structures located along Capitol Mall, but two residential 
projects have been approved: the Towers on Capitol Mall, a 53-story building (comprised of two 
separate towers on a single pedestal) that would include residential and hotel uses at 301 Capitol 
Mall, and the Aura Condos, a 35-story residential building at 601 Capitol Mall, with occupancy 
expected in 2007-2008.  Residential uses are also located south of the proposed project along 
N Street.   

The proposed project is located in an area of the CBD with a high volume of pedestrian and vehicle 
traffic during business hours.  The proposed project site is located on the western half of the block 
bounded by Capitol Mall to the north, N Street to the south, 7th Street to the east, and 5th Street to 
the west.  The project site is located four blocks west of the State Capitol building along Capitol Mall, 
an east-west four-lane roadway that maintains a large volume of vehicle traffic during business 
hours.  Despite concentrated vehicular traffic, Capitol Mall maintains a pedestrian-friendly 
atmosphere with a wide median strip and sidewalks for the employees and patrons of the local 
businesses.  The volume of vehicle and pedestrian traffic decreases during the evening hours.   

Project Site Land Uses and Designations  
A five-story, 155,180 square foot, unoccupied bank building and attached parking structure currently 
occupy the project site.  The existing building fronts Capitol Mall.  The parking structure is located 
along the south portion of the block, along N Street.  The proposed project site land use designation 
in the Sacramento General Plan is Regional Commercial and Office (RCO).  The Central City 
Community Plan designates the proposed project site as Multi-Use and the site is zoned C-3-SPD.  
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FIGURE 2-2
North and West  Building Elevations
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FIGURE 2-3
South and East Building Elevations
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Surrounding Land Uses 
The predominant land uses along Capitol Mall are office.  Structures along Capitol Mall vary in 
height from five floors (currently occupying the project site) to 30 floors to the west on the other side 
of 5th Street.  The tallest existing building along Capitol Mall is the Wells Fargo Center, which is 
30 floors and 423 feet tall, located directly west of the project site across 5th Street.  The two 15-story 
Plaza Five Fifty Five office towers are located immediately north of the proposed project site along 
Capitol Mall.  East of the project site, located across an alley on the same block is the eight-story 
American River Bank office building.  Continuing east along the four blocks leading to the State 
Capitol, state and federal office buildings are the predominate uses along either side of Capitol Mall.  
The 15-story Bridgeway Towers apartment building and parking garage is located south of the 
proposed project site, along N Street.  Further north of the proposed project site, north of Capitol 
Mall, there are additional office and commercial uses, including Downtown Plaza, an open-air mall 
consisting of department stores, restaurants, and retail shops located along K Street between 4th 
and 7th Streets. 

PROJECT OBJECTIVES 
The objectives of the proposed project are to: 

• Develop an architecturally significant, premier high-rise office building adjacent to Capitol 
Mall in the City of Sacramento. 

• Provide for office, retail, and potential restaurant uses consistent with existing land use 
designations on the project site. 

• Promote the development of high quality office opportunities within the Capitol Mall corridor 
of the City of Sacramento. 

• Foster economic and employment opportunities within the City of Sacramento’s Central 
Business District through the utilization of a currently underutilized property. 

• Provide necessary circulation and infrastructure improvements associated with development 
of the site. 

• Promote site design and building orientation that is compatible with adjacent uses and the 
Capitol Mall Corridor. 

PROJECT ELEMENTS 
Proposed Uses by Floor 
The ground floor of the proposed project would include the entrance lobby, retail uses, storage and 
maintenance facilities, bicycle lockers and racks, a parking garage entry/exit fronting on N Street, 
and a loading dock fronting on 5th Street.  Floors two through eight would include parking and office 
space.  Floors 9 through 24 (there would be no 13th floor) would house office space exclusively.  
Above floor 24, the lower penthouse floor would be divided between a mechanical equipment area 
and restaurant use.  The upper penthouse floor would comprise restaurant use or, alternatively, 
office use.  An elevator machine room would be located above the penthouse floors.   

Building Materials  
The proposed project would be constructed with concrete foundations and floors, steel columns and 
beams, and metal decks.  The exterior of the building would be comprised of horizontal and vertical 
panels of predominately beige granite with brown and black mottling.  The intersection of the 
horizontal and vertical panels would be accented with rusty red granite with black speckles.  Two 
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different types of glass would be used on the building: spandrel glass, which is used to conceal 
materials and construction elements from the exterior, and view glass, which would be a ¼-inch, 
light-blue-tinted, low-E, dual-pane insulated assembly. The window frames would be aluminum in 
aluminum color finish. 

Landscape and Streetscape Improvements  
The landscape design has been reviewed by the City arborist and includes revisions based upon 
City arborist direction.  As part of the landscape plan, existing vegetation on the project site, which 
consists of turf areas, ornamental shrubs, and 19 ornamental trees, would be removed and replaced 
with 48-inch boxed Maidenhair trees along N Street and 5th Street and 36-inch boxed Littleleaf 
Linden trees along Capitol Mall.  The trees would be planted in planter strips along all street 
frontages (excluding crosswalks, driveways, bus stops, and drop-off areas).  The planter strips would 
also be planted with shrubs and ground cover.  The ground surface area between the edge of the 
planter and the building and the ground area between the ends of the planters would be paved with 
granite pavers with a coarse surface finish.  The granite pavers would be in two colors, creating a 
ribbon pattern that aligns with the base columns of the building.  In addition to the shading from the 
new trees, there would be canopies that extend out from the building.   

Lighting and Signage  
Soffit lights under each canopy would illuminate the ground level around the building.  Some 
spotlights located atop the fourth floor roof would illuminate the face of the building along Capitol 
Mall.  Continuous strips of LED lights could be located along the tops of each step in the building 
façade.  A “500 Capitol Mall” sign with backlit chrome or polished-brass characters may be located 
either on the Capitol Mall building frontage (i.e., the north elevation)  or on a monument sign 
(separated from the building) that would be visible from east- and west-bound Capitol Mall.  There 
would also be street-level signage identifying the various retail users.  All signage would be required 
to comply with the regulations set forth in the Sacramento Municipal Code (section 15.148 (Signs)). 

Building Setbacks 
The Zoning Ordinance does not require specific building setbacks in the CBD zone; however, the 
Sacramento Urban Design Plan contains Massing Guidelines applicable to the Capitol Mall corridor.  
The Guidelines recommend that buildings fronting Capitol Mall include a setback of at least 90 feet 
from the center line of Capitol Mall and a tower setback of 140 feet from the center line.  Elevations 
fronting on other streets (i.e., 5th Street and N Street) should be 15 feet from the street wall.  The 
project setbacks are as follows: approximately 1 foot from the property line fronting N Street; 
approximately 14 feet from the property line fronting 5th Street; approximately 5 feet from the 
property line fronting the alley on the eastern boundary of the property; and approximately 93 feet 
from the centerline of Capitol Mall.  The stepback for the lower tower, which comprises floors 6 
through 12, is approximately 140 feet from the centerline of Capitol Mall, and the upper tower, which 
comprises floors 7 through 25, is approximately 145 feet from the centerline of Capitol Mall.  City 
staff have determined that the project is generally compliant with the recommended setbacks 
contained in the Design Guidelines. 

Energy Features 
The proposed project would include up-to-date energy-saving equipment, lighting, windows, and 
other energy conservation measures. Although specific features have not been determined at this 
time, lighting conservation would include installation of such features as occupancy sensors to 
automatically turn off lights when not in use, lighting reflectors, electronic ballasts, and energy-
efficient lamps. Glazing for the project would include insulated, low-E glass with solar reflectance of 
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15 percent (Viracon, Inc.: Solarscreen Radiant Low-E (VRE) Insulating Glass, VRE 5-59).1  
Conservation efforts are also expected to involve improved HVAC systems with microprocessor-
controlled energy management systems. 

Fire Protection Considerations 
The proposed project would be required to comply with the City’s ordinance for high-rise buildings 
(Chapter 15.100) that requires a number of systems within the building to ensure occupant safety in 
the event of fire.  As described in Sacramento Municipal Code section 15.100.020, the following 
elements of the life safety system must be installed in accordance with approved plans and 
specifications and must be tested, certified and proved to be in proper working condition to the 
satisfaction of the building inspections division and fire department before issuance of the certificate 
of compliance: 

• Standby and emergency electrical power systems; 

• Fire alarm and related equipment; 

• Firefighters phone and voice communication systems; 

• Enclosed stairway pressurization system; 

• Smoke evacuation and control systems (mechanical equipment); 

• Other fire protection and extinguishing systems; 

• Fire department breathing air system; 

• Fire hydrant system; 

• Automatic fire sprinkler system; 

• Fire apparatus access roadways; 

• Elevators and controls; 

• All equipment and equipment rooms; 

• Compliance with all applicable requirements in Titles 19 and 24, California Code of 
Regulations and the Uniform Building Code, Uniform Fire Code, and N.F.P.A. codes and 
standards; 

• Complete exit systems. 

Building plans would be reviewed by the City’s fire department to determine that the appropriate fire 
protection systems are included in the project design.  

Utilities and Infrastructure 
Wastewater and Storm Drainage 
The Central City is served by the City of Sacramento's combined sewer system (CSS) and Basin 52 
for wastewater and stormwater disposal, respectively.  For wastewater, the proposed project would 
connect to an 18-inch sewer line (part of the CSS) on 5th Street that conveys sewer flows to the 

                                                 
1  Viracaon, Inc. <http://www.viracon.com/products.php?category=40> (July 17, 2006); Personal 

communication with Dan Wacek, Engineering Tech Services, Viracon Inc., July 18, 2006: The referenced 
glass (VRE 5-59) has a low light and heat transmittance level and is thus energy efficient while maintaining 
low levels of “vis-out” reflectance. 
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south.  The proposed project would connect to a 30-inch storm drain line that runs west on N Street 
and continues south on 4th Street, conveying storm drainage to Sump 52 (located at P Street and 
2nd Street).  A grease-recovery device would be installed in the basement of the building should a 
restaurant tenant be leased. 

Water Supply 
An existing 6-inch metered water line services the project site at the northeast corner of the property.  
It had provided both fire protection water and domestic water to the existing building.  This existing 
service would be removed and/or capped to the satisfaction of the Sacramento Department of 
Utilities.  New 8-inch fire, 3-inch domestic, and 1-inch irrigation services would be installed along 
5th Street, connecting to the existing 12-inch line in the street.  All services would include meters and 
backflow prevention. 

Circulation  
The proposed project site is located on a block bounded Capitol Mall to the north, N Street to the 
south, 7th Street to the east, and 5th Street to the west.  Capitol Mall is an east-west four-lane 
roadway continuing from Business Route 80 in West Sacramento (State Route 275) to 10th Street.  
N Street is a three-lane one-way (eastbound) roadway that extends from 2nd Street to 32nd Street.  
7th Street is a two- to three-lane, one-way (southbound) roadway that extends from just south of 
G Street to T Street; north of G Street, 7th Street is a two-way roadway into the Richards Boulevard 
area.  Fifth Street is a two- to three-lane, north-south roadway that connects H Street to 4th Avenue. 

There are two signalized intersections within the immediate vicinity of the project site:  at the corner 
of 5th Street and Capitol Mall and at the corner of 5th Street and N Street.  Both of the existing 
signalized intersections would remain intact after the implementation of the proposed project.   

Primary access to the parking garages (both above and below grade) would be from N Street.  
Access to the loading dock would be from 5th Street.  Pedestrian and visitor access to the building 
would be located along Capitol Mall, with additional access to the retail areas along 5th Street and 
N Street. 

Site Preparation 
To accommodate construction of the proposed project, half of the block would be cleared, including 
demolition of the existing building and attached parking structure.  Although the existing building 
would be constructed below street grade, some additional excavation would be required for the sub-
grade component of the proposed project.  The foundation would sit atop a deep foundation system, 
consisting of piles driven or drilled into the ground to a depth of between 40 and 75 feet.  The actual 
depth of piles would be determined based upon the performance of test piles. 

Project Schedule 
It is anticipated that demolition of the existing structure would begin in winter 2006-2007.  The 
construction phase, beginning with shoring, excavation, and placement of piles is anticipated to 
begin in early 2007 and last approximately 26 months, with building occupancy anticipated for early 
2009.   

Project Approvals 
As a public agency principally responsible for approving the proposed project, the City of 
Sacramento is considered the Lead Agency under the CEQA.  The City of Sacramento has the 
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authority to either approve or deny the project.  In addition to certification of the EIR, additional 
entitlements have been requested for the proposed project, as indicated below:  

City of Sacramento 
• Special Permit:  Major Project over 75,000 square feet;  

• Design Review:  Compliance with Capital View Protection Guidelines; 

• Certification of the EIR; and 

• Adoption of the Mitigation Monitoring Plan (MMP). 

Other Agencies 
• Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District (SMAQMD) Permits:  The 

SMAQMD requires any business or person to obtain an Authority to Construct/Permit to 
Operate before installing or operating new equipment or processes that may release air 
pollutants to ensure that all SMAQMD rules and regulations are considered.  The proposed 
project may need permits for such equipment as industrial boilers used for heating of the 
building, or diesel generators that could be used for emergency back-up power. 

• State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB): The SWRCB would issue a Construction 
Stormwater Discharge permit, if required. 

• Federal Aviation Administration (FAA):  The FAA reviews all buildings over 200-feet in height 
to ensure there are no airspace conflicts. 
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3.0  SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 
 
 
 
PROJECT UNDER REVIEW 

The proposed project is an approximately 732,295-gross-square-foot high-rise building.  The 
proposed project includes the development of a 25-story, 396-foot-tall building with 467,942 square 
feet of rentable office and retail/restaurant space, and 264,353 square feet for a 794-space parking 
garage.  The existing building on the site, a 155,180-gross-square-foot, unoccupied, 5-story building, 
would be demolished to accommodate the project. 
 
The proposed project is located in Sacramento’s Central Business District (CBD) at 500 Capitol Mall.  
The site is bounded by 5th Street to the west, Capitol Mall to the north, the American River Bank 
building to the east, and N Street to the south.  The CBD is typified by mixed-use commercial, retail, 
residential, and office uses of medium to high density.  Most of the buildings within the project 
vicinity are occupied by office uses; however, there are existing residential buildings immediately 
south of the proposed project across N Street and approved residential buildings along Capitol Mall 
to the west and north of the site.   
 
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS 

Effects Found to be Less Than Significant 

As shown in Table 3-1, a number of project impacts identified in the EIR were found to be less than 
significant, requiring no mitigation. These impacts are found in Section 5.1 (Aesthetics), Section 5.2 
(Air Quality), Section 5.3 (Cultural Resources), Section 5.4 (Noise), Section 5.5 (Public Utilities and 
Services), and Section 5.6 (Transportation and Circulation).  In the course of drafting the EIR for this 
project, it was determined that numerous other identified impacts could be reduced to a less-than-
significant level with implementation of the proposed mitigation measures described herein. 
 
Environmental Impacts and Mitigation 

Under CEQA, a significant effect on the environment is defined as a substantial or potentially 
substantial adverse change in any of the physical conditions within the area affected by the project, 
including land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna, ambient noise, and objects of historic or aesthetic 
significance (CEQA Guidelines section 15382).  Implementation of the proposed project would result 
in significant impacts to some of these resources, which are fully analyzed in Sections 5.1 through 
5.6 of this document and summarized in Table 3-1 (provided at the end of this Chapter). 
 
This EIR discusses mitigation measures that could be implemented by the City and/or the project 
applicant to reduce potential adverse impacts to a level that is considered less than significant.  
Such mitigation measures are noted in this document and are found in the following sections: 
Section 5.1 (Aesthetics), Section 5.2 (Air Quality), Section 5.3 (Cultural Resources), Section 5.4 
(Noise), Section 5.5 (Public Utilities and Services), and Section 5.6 (Transportation and Circulation).  
However, even with the application of feasible mitigation measures, some impacts could not be 
reduced to less-than-significant levels.  The significant and unavoidable impacts that were identified 
for both project-level and cumulative impacts are shown below. 
 
Project-Specific Significant and Unavoidable Impacts 

5.2-4 Operation of the proposed project would contribute to emissions of ozone precursors.   
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5.4-1 Construction of the proposed project would temporarily produce noise.   
 
5.4-2 Construction activity would temporarily produce ground-borne vibration. 
 
5.6-2 The project would increase traffic volumes on the freeway mainline.   
 
5.6-3 The project would increase traffic volumes at the freeway interchanges.   
 
Cumulative Significant and Unavoidable Impacts 

5.6-11 Impacts to freeway mainline under Near Term Plus Project Condition. 
 
5.6-12 Impacts to freeway merge / diverge / weave areas under Near Term Plus Project Condition.   
 
5.6-13 Impacts to freeway ramp queues under Near Term Plus Project Conditions. 
 
5.6-18 Impacts to freeway mainline under Long Term Plus Project Conditions.   
 
5.6-19 Impacts to freeway merge / diverge / weave areas under Long Term Plus Project Conditions. 
 
5.6-20  Impacts to freeway ramp queues under Long Term Plus Project Conditions.   
 
ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT 

The EIR analyzes the following alternatives to the proposed project: 

• No Project/ No Development Alternative, which assumes that the proposed project would not 
be constructed and there would be no new development of the site. This alternative assumes 
the existing building on the site would remain. 

• Reduced Intensity Development Alternative which would include the construction of a smaller 
building on the project site with approximately 310,000 sf of office use and 27,000 sf of retail. 

• Off-Site Alternative, in which the proposed land uses are developed at another location in the 
Central Business District.   

 
The environmentally superior alternative is the No Project/No Development Alternative, due to the 
limited environmental impacts associated with this alternative.  However the No Project/No 
Development Alternative does not achieve any of the project’s objectives. The Off-Site Alternative 
achieves all of the project objectives; however, physical environmental effects under this alternative 
would be similar to the proposed project.  Also, the site may not be available for development, as 
another project has been approved for the Off-Site Alternative site. The Reduced Intensity 
Alternative would reduce environmental impacts associated with traffic, air, noise, and utilities, and 
reduce operational air quality and operational noise impacts to a less-than-significant level. The 
Reduced Intensity Alternative would meet most of the objectives of the project, but the extent to 
which the Reduced Intensity Alternative would foster economic and employment opportunities within 
the City of Sacramento’s Central Business District would be less than the proposed project. 
Nonetheless, with the exception of the No Project/ No Development Alternative, the Reduced 
Intensity Alternative would be the environmentally superior alternative. 
 
The relative effects of the alternatives are identified by impact area in Chapter 6, Alternatives. 
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Potential Areas of Concern 

Comments were received on the original NOP, as well as the revised NOP for the project (see 
Appendix B).  Those comments addressed traffic impacts on State highways and local streets, in 
addition to concerns about parking demand and alternate forms of transportation.  Comments 
regarding construction and operational air emissions and noise were also received.  Additional 
comments included concerns regarding fire suppression and Fire Department access, building 
security, impacts to the Combined Sewer System and stormwater drainage, and aesthetic impacts 
from light and glare. 
 
SUMMARY TABLE 

Table 3-1 (Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures), has been organized to correspond with 
the environmental issues discussed in Chapter 5. The summary table is arranged in four columns: 

1. Environmental impacts (“Impact”). 

2. Level of significance without mitigation (“Significance”). 

3. Mitigation measures (“Mitigation Measure”). 

4. The level of significance after implementation of mitigation measures (“Residual 
Significance”). 

If an impact is determined to be significant or potentially significant, mitigation measures are 
identified, where appropriate and feasible.  More than one mitigation measure may be required to 
reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level.  This EIR assumes that all applicable plans, 
policies, and regulations would be implemented, including, but not necessarily limited to, City 
General Plan Policies, laws, and requirements or recommendations of the City of Sacramento.  
Applicable plans, policies, and regulations are identified and described in the Regulatory Setting of 
each issue area and within the relevant impact analysis.  A description of the organization of the 
environmental analysis, as well as key foundational assumptions regarding the approach to the 
analysis, is provided in Chapter 5.0 (Introduction to the Analysis). 
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TABLE 3-1 
 

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Impact 

Level of 
Significance Prior 

to Mitigation Mitigation Measure(s) 

Level of 
Significance After 

Mitigation 
5.1 Aesthetics 

5.1-1 The proposed project could substantially degrade the 
existing visual character or quality of the project site 
and its surroundings.   

LS None required. 
 

NA 

5.1-2 The proposed project could create light or glare that 
could affect adjacent properties. 

LS None required. NA 

5.1-3 Implementation of the proposed project could conflict 
with applicable City policies or design guidelines, 
resulting in a physical environmental impact.   

LS None required. NA 

5.1-4 The proposed project, in combination with cumulative 
development in the Central City, could substantially 
degrade the existing visual character or quality of the 
project site and its surroundings. 

LS None required. NA 

5.1-5 The proposed project, in combination with cumulative 
development in the Central City, could create 
cumulative light or glare that could affect adjacent 
properties. 

LS None required. NA 

5.1-6 The proposed project, in combination with cumulative 
development in the Central City, could conflict with 
applicable City policies or design guidelines. 

LS None required. NA 

5.2 Air Quality 
5.2-1 Construction of the proposed project would generate 

emissions of ozone precursors. 
S 5.2-1 The following measures shall be incorporated into construction 

bid documents as recommended by the SMAQMD: 
 

(a) The project applicant shall 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, shall 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. 

LS 

  (b) The following measure shall be incorporated into construction 
bid documents:  At least one piece of diesel equipment used on 
the site during the demolition, earthmoving and clearing stages 
of construction shall be fitted with a level 3 California Air 
Resources Board verified diesel emission control system.  

 



 
 

3.0 SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 
 
 

 
LS = Less than Significant S = Significant PS = Potentially Significant  SU = Significant and Unavoidable NA = Not Applicable NI = No Impact 
 
 3-5 500 Capitol Mall 
P:\Projects - WP Only\51121.00 500 Cap Mall\DEIR\3.0 SumTable.doc Draft Environmental Impact Report 

TABLE 3-1 
 

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Impact 

Level of 
Significance Prior 

to Mitigation Mitigation Measure(s) 

Level of 
Significance After 

Mitigation 
  (c) The project applicant and/or contractor shall submit to SMAQMD 

a comprehensive inventory of all off-road construction 
equipment, equal to or greater than 50 horsepower, that shall be 
used an aggregate of 40 or more hours during any portion of the 
construction project.  The inventory shall include 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 off-road equipment, 
the project applicant and/or contractor shall provide SMAQMD 
with the anticipated construction timeline, including start date 
and name and phone number of the project manager and on-site 
foreman. 

 

  (d) The project applicant and/or contractor shall 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 
to the SMAQMD 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.  

 

  (e) Prior to issuance of a grading permit, the project applicant shall 
provide the City with proof of payment of the NOx off-site 
mitigation fee in the amount of $23,375 (as detailed in 
Table 5.2-7).   

 

5.2-2 Construction of the proposed project would generate 
emissions of particulate matter. 

LS None required. NA 
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TABLE 3-1 
 

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Impact 

Level of 
Significance Prior 

to Mitigation Mitigation Measure(s) 

Level of 
Significance After 

Mitigation 
5.2-3 Activities associated with the operation of the 

proposed project would generate emissions of 
particulate matter. 

LS None required. NA 

5.2-4 Operation of the proposed project would contribute to 
emissions of ozone precursors.   

S 5.2-4 Prior to issuance of Certificate of Occupancy, the project 
applicant shall prepare and receive written endorsement from 
the SMAQMD of an operational Air Quality Mitigation Plan 
detailing the measures that shall be employed to reduce the 
proposed project's operational emissions by at least 15 percent. 
The project applicant shall obtain the endorsement from the 
SMAQMD and provide it to the City's Environmental Services 
Department. 

SU 

5.2-5 The proposed project would increase traffic volumes 
that, in turn, would contribute to CO concentrations 
near roadways and intersections. 

LS None required. NA 

5.2-6 Construction of the proposed project would add to 
cumulative levels of criteria air pollutants. 

LS None required. NA 

5.2-7 Operational activities associated with the proposed 
project would contribute to cumulative levels of 
particulate matter. 

LS None required. NA 

5.2-8 The proposed project, in conjunction with future 
development, would contribute to cumulative CO 
levels. 

LS None required. NA 

5.3 Cultural Resources 
5.3-1 The proposed project could cause a substantial 

adverse change in the significance of a historical 
resource as defined in section 15064.5 of the State 
CEQA Guidelines.   

LS None required. NA 

5.3-2 The proposed project could cause a substantial 
adverse change in the significance of an 
archaeological resource pursuant to section 15064.5 
of the State CEQA Guidelines.   

PS 5.3-2 Prior to the issuance of grading or construction permits, the 
project applicant shall retain an archaeologist with knowledge of 
prehistoric and historic-period archaeology to prepare an 
Archaeological Testing, Monitoring, and Data Recovery Plan 
(ATMDRP).  The ATMDRP shall require that a qualified 
archaeologist conduct test trenching on site prior to the 
commencement of demolition and construction activities.  The 
project applicant shall be responsible for clearing the existing 
surface parking lot per the ATMDRP to allow test trenching.  The 
ATMDRP shall require that a qualified archaeologist be present 

LS 
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TABLE 3-1 
 

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Impact 

Level of 
Significance Prior 

to Mitigation Mitigation Measure(s) 

Level of 
Significance After 

Mitigation 
for all ground-disturbing activities (i.e., excavation, compaction, 
heavy-equipment operation) that occur on the project site.  The 
ATMDRP shall define how archaeological monitoring will be 
conducted, the protocol to be followed in the event that 
significant resources are discovered during monitoring, and 
where and how data recovery will be conducted for any 
important archaeological resources discovered.  The ATMDRP 
shall specify that all construction personnel will be alerted to the 
possibility of buried cultural resources prior to the initiation of 
ground-disturbing activities. The ATMDRP shall specify that if 
any cultural resources, such as structural features, unusual 
amounts of bone or shell, artifacts, human remains, or 
architectural remains are encountered during any development 
activities, work shall be suspended within 50 meters (165 feet) of 
the find.  The City of Sacramento Development Services 
Department shall be immediately notified, and a qualified 
archaeologist shall develop, as necessary, mitigation measures 
to reduce archaeological impacts to less-than-significant levels 
before construction resumes. The final improvement plans shall 
document any discoveries of cultural resources and the resultant 
mitigation measures.  Any additional mitigation measures that 
are developed shall be approved by the City prior to 
implementation. 

5.3-3 The proposed project could disturb human remains, 
including those interred outside of formal cemeteries.   

PS 5.3-3 If human remains are discovered during any phase of 
archaeological testing or construction, work shall be suspended 
immediately within 50 meters (165 feet) of the remains and the 
City of Sacramento Development Services Department and the 
Sacramento County Coroner shall be notified immediately.  If the 
remains are determined by the county coroner to be Native 
American, the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) 
shall be notified within 24 hours, and the guidelines of the NAHC 
shall be adhered to in the treatment and disposition of the 
remains.  The project applicant shall also retain a professional 
archaeologist with Native American burial experience to conduct 
a field investigation of the specific site and consult with the Most 
Likely Descendant, if any, identified by the NAHC.  As 
necessary, the archaeologist may provide professional  

LS 
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Impact 

Level of 
Significance Prior 

to Mitigation Mitigation Measure(s) 

Level of 
Significance After 

Mitigation 
   assistance to the Most Likely Descendant, including the 

excavation and removal of the human remains.  The City of 
Sacramento Development Services Department will be 
responsible for approval of recommended mitigation as it deems 
appropriate, taking account of the provisions of state law, as set 
forth in CEQA Guidelines section 15064.5(e) and Public 
Resources Code section 5097.98.  The project applicant shall 
implement approved mitigation, to be verified by the City of 
Sacramento Development Services Department, before the 
resumption of activities at the site where the remains were 
discovered. 

 

5.3-4 The proposed project, in combination with other 
development in the Sacramento region, could 
adversely affect unique archaeological resources or 
historical resources as defined in section 21083.2 of 
the Public Resources Code and section 15064.5 of 
the State CEQA Guidelines.   

PS 5.3-4 Implement Mitigation Measures 5.3-2 and 5.3-3. LS 

5.4 Noise 
5.4-1 Construction of the proposed project would 

temporarily produce noise.   
S 5.4-1 The prime contractor shall ensure that the following measures 

are implemented during all phases of project construction: 
 

SU 

  (a) Erect a solid plywood construction/noise barrier along the 
exposed project boundaries.  The barrier should not contain any 
significant gaps at its base or face, except for site access and 
surveying openings. 

 

  (b) Construction activities shall comply with the City of Sacramento 
Noise Ordinance, including Section 8.68.060 requiring the use of 
exhaust and intake silencers for internal combustion engines. 

 

  (c) Locate fixed construction equipment, such as compressors and 
generators, as far as possible from sensitive receptors located 
along N Street.  Shroud or shield all impact tools and muffle or 
shield all intake and exhaust ports on power construction 
equipment. 
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Impact 

Level of 
Significance Prior 

to Mitigation Mitigation Measure(s) 

Level of 
Significance After 

Mitigation 
  (d) High noise activities, such as pile driving, the use of 

jackhammers, drills, and other generators of sporadic high noise 
peaks, shall be restricted to the hours of 8:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. 
Monday through Friday or other such hours satisfactory to the 
Planning Director and shall not occur on Saturday or Sunday. 

 

  (e) Prior to issuance of a building permit, the applicant shall submit 
a plan subject to the satisfaction of the Planning Director 
demonstrating how the proposed project shall mitigate 
construction noise to the extent feasible. 

 

  (f) Designate a disturbance coordinator and conspicuously post this 
person's number around the project site and in adjacent public 
spaces. This disturbance coordinator will receive all public 
complaints about construction noise disturbances and will be 
responsible for determining the cause of the complaint, and 
implement any feasible measures to be taken to alleviate the 
problem. 

 

5.4-2 Construction activity would temporarily produce 
ground-borne vibration. 

S 5.4-2 The project applicant shall drill pilot holes for piles, to the extent 
feasible, prior to commencement of impact pile driving. Prior to 
issuance of a building permit, the project applicant shall submit 
to the City for approval the anticipated depth to which piles will 
be drilled and the estimated start date and end date of impact 
pile driving. 

SU 

5.4-3 The proposed project could expose sensitive 
receptors to noise levels that exceed City standards. 

S None feasible. SU 

5.4-4 The proposed project could expose existing non-
sensitive receptors to ambient noise levels that 
exceed City standards. 

LS None required. NA 

5.4-5 The proposed project, in conjunction with planned 
future development, could expose receptors to 
increased noise levels. 

LS None required. NA 
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to Mitigation Mitigation Measure(s) 

Level of 
Significance After 

Mitigation 
5.5 Public Utilities and Services 

5.5-1 The proposed project could require or result in the 
construction of new landfills or the expansion of 
existing facilities. 

PS 5.5-1 The project applicant shall submit to the City of Sacramento 
Solid Waste Division a construction and demolition diversion 
plan that targets cardboard, wood waste, scrap metal, brick, 
concrete, asphalt, and dry wall for recovery.  As part of this 
diversion plan, the applicant shall submit to the Solid Waste 
Division the following information:  method of recovery, hauler 
information, disposal facility, diversion percentage, and weigh 
tickets documenting disposal and diversion. 

LS 

5.5-2 The proposed project could generate more than 500 
tons of solid waste per year. 

LS None required. NA 

5.5-3 The proposed project, in combination with other 
development in the City, could require or result in the 
construction of new landfills or the expansion of 
existing facilities. 

LS None required. NA 

5.6 Transportation and Circulation 
5.6-1 Intersections – The project would increase traffic 

volumes at study area intersections.   
S 5.6-1 (a) Intersection of 3rd Street / J Street – Modify the traffic signal 

phase splits during the a.m. peak period by increasing the phase 
time for the southbound I-5 off-ramp approach (eastbound) to 
40 seconds, maintaining the 50 second phase time for the 
northbound I-5 off-ramp, and decreasing the north and 
southbound 3rd Street phase time to 10 seconds.  The applicant 
for the proposed project shall pay a fair share to recover the 
costs for the City’s Traffic Operation Center monitoring and 
retiming of this intersection. 

LS 

  (b) Intersection of 3rd Street / L Street – Modify the westbound 
approach to provide one left-turn lane, two through lanes (to the 
northbound I-5 on-ramp), and one right-turn lane.  The applicant 
shall pay fair share toward the City project to improve and re-
stripe the intersection. 
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Mitigation 
  (c) Intersection of 3rd Street / P Street – Modify the traffic signal 

phase splits during the p.m. peak period by increasing the signal 
phase time to 32 seconds for the westbound P Street approach 
and decreasing the southbound 3rd Street approach to 
18 seconds.  The applicant for the proposed project shall pay a 
fair share to recover the costs for the City’s Traffic Operation 
Center monitoring and retiming of this intersection. 

 

  (d) Intersection of 15th Street / J Street – Modify the traffic signal 
phase splits during the p.m. peak period by increasing the phase 
time for the eastbound J Street approach to 30 seconds, and 
decreasing the southbound 15th Street signal phase time to 
20 seconds.  The applicant for the proposed project shall pay a 
fair share to recover the costs for the City’s Traffic Operation 
Center monitoring and retiming of this intersection. 

 

5.6-2 Freeway Mainline – The project would increase traffic 
volumes on the freeway mainline. 

S None available. SU 

5.6-3 Freeway Interchanges – The project would increase 
traffic volumes at the freeway interchanges. 

S None available. SU 

5.6-4 Freeway Ramp Queuing – The project would increase 
the length of freeway ramp queues.   

S 5.6-4 Implement Mitigation Measure 5.6-1(a).   LS 

5.6-5 Bikeways – The project would result in the addition of 
employees, patrons, and visitors to the site, some of 
whom would travel by bicycle. 

LS None required. NA 

5.6-6 Pedestrian Facilities – The project would result in the 
addition of employees, patrons, and visitors to the site.  

LS None required. NA 

5.6-7 Transit Services – The project would increase demand 
for transit services. 

LS None required. NA 

5.6-8  Parking – The project would increase demand for 
parking. 

LS None required. NA 

5.6-9  Construction – The construction of the project may 
include the temporary closure of numerous 
transportation facilities, including portions of City 
streets, sidewalks, bikeways, on-street parking, off-
street parking, and transit facilities. 

S 5.6-9 Prior to beginning of construction, a construction traffic 
management plan shall be prepared by the applicant to the 
satisfaction of the City traffic engineer, Regional Transit, and any 
other affected agency. 

LS 
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5.6-10  Impacts to study intersection under Near Term Plus 

Project Condition.   
(a) 3rd Street / J Street, where the level of service without 

the proposed projects would be LOS F during the 
a.m. peak hour and project generated traffic would 
increase the average vehicle delay by 34.7 seconds.   

S 5.6-10(a) At the 3rd Street / J Street intersection, modify the traffic signal 
phase splits during the a.m. peak period by increasing the phase 
time for the southbound I-5 off-ramp approach (eastbound) to 
40 seconds, maintaining the 50 second phase time for the 
northbound I-5 off-ramp, and decreasing the north and 
southbound 3rd Street phase time to 10 seconds.  The project 
applicant shall pay a fair share to recover the costs of the City’s 
Traffic Operation Center monitoring and retiming of this 
intersection. 

LS 

(b) 3rd Street / L Street, where the level of service without 
the proposed projects would be LOS E during the 
p.m. peak hour and project generated traffic would 
increase the average vehicle delay by 43.9 seconds. 

S (b) At the 3rd Street / L Street intersection, modify the westbound 
approach to provide one left-turn lane, two through lanes (to the 
northbound I-5 on-ramp), and one right-turn lane.  The project 
applicant shall pay a fair share to recover the costs of the City’s 
Traffic Operation Center monitoring and retiming of this 
intersection. 

LS 

(c) 3rd Street / N Street, where the traffic generated by 
the project would degrade the level of service from 
LOS C to LOS D during the a.m. peak hour. 

S (c) At the 3rd Street / N Street intersection, modify the traffic signal 
phase splits during the a.m. peak period by increasing the 
southbound 3rd Street signal phase time to 34 seconds, 
decreasing the eastbound N Street approach to 15 seconds, and 
maintaining the phase time for the eastbound Tower Bridge 
approach at 21 seconds.  The project applicant shall pay a fair 
share to recover the costs of the City’s Traffic Operation Center 
monitoring and retiming of this intersection. 

LS 

(d) 3rd Street / P Street, where the traffic generated by the 
project would degrade the level of service from LOS C 
to LOS D during the p.m. peak hour. 

S (d) At the 3rd Street / P Street intersection, modify the traffic signal 
phase splits during the p.m. peak period by increasing the signal 
phase time to 32 seconds for the westbound P Street approach 
and decreasing the southbound 3rd Street approach to 
18 seconds.  The project applicant shall pay a fair share to 
recover the costs of the City’s Traffic Operation Center 
monitoring and retiming of this intersection. 

LS 
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Mitigation 
(e) 5th Street / L Street, where the traffic generated by the 

project would degrade the level of service from LOS C 
to LOS E during the p.m. peak hour. 

S (e) At the 5th Street / L Street intersection, modify the traffic signal 
phase splits during the p.m. peak period by increasing the signal 
phase time to 28 seconds for the westbound L Street approach 
and decreasing the northbound and southbound 5th Street 
approaches to 42 seconds.  The project applicant shall pay a fair 
share to recover the costs of the City’s Traffic Operation Center 
monitoring and retiming of this intersection. 

LS 

(f) 7th Street / L Street, where the traffic generated by the 
project would degrade the level of service from LOS B 
to LOS D during the p.m. peak hour. 

S (f) At the 7th Street / L Street intersection, modify the traffic signal 
phase splits during the p.m. peak period by increasing the signal 
phase time to 22 seconds for the westbound L Street approach 
and decreasing the northbound and southbound 5th Street 
approaches to 28 seconds. This mitigation measure would 
improve traffic operations to LOS C during the p.m. peak hour 
and would reduce the near-term cumulative impact to a less-
than-significant level.  The project applicant shall pay a fair share 
to recover the costs of the City’s Traffic Operation Center 
monitoring and retiming of this intersection. 

LS 

(g) 8th Street / L Street, where the traffic generated by the 
project would degrade the level of service from LOS B 
to LOS D during the p.m. peak hour. 

S (g) At the 8th Street / L Street intersection, modify the traffic signal 
phase splits during the p.m. peak period by increasing the signal 
phase time to 25 seconds for the westbound L Street approach 
and decreasing the northbound 8th Street signal phase time to 25 
seconds.  The project applicant shall pay a fair share to recover 
the costs of the City’s Traffic Operation Center monitoring and 
retiming of this intersection. 

LS 

(h) 9th Street / J Street, where the traffic generated by the 
project would degrade the level of service from LOS B 
to LOS E during the p.m. peak hour. 

S (h) At the 9th Street / J Street intersection, modify the traffic signal 
phase splits during the p.m. peak period by increasing the signal 
phase time to 28 seconds for the eastbound J Street approach 
and decreasing the southbound 9th Street signal phase time to 
22 seconds.  The project applicant shall pay a fair share to 
recover the costs of the City’s Traffic Operation Center 
monitoring and retiming of this intersection. 

LS 



 
 

3.0 SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 
 
 

 
LS = Less than Significant S = Significant PS = Potentially Significant  SU = Significant and Unavoidable NA = Not Applicable NI = No Impact 
 
 3-14 500 Capitol Mall 
P:\Projects - WP Only\51121.00 500 Cap Mall\DEIR\3.0 SumTable.doc Draft Environmental Impact Report 

TABLE 3-1 
 

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Impact 

Level of 
Significance Prior 

to Mitigation Mitigation Measure(s) 

Level of 
Significance After 
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(i) 10th Street / J Street, where the traffic generated by 

the project would degrade the level of service from 
LOS C to LOS E during the p.m. peak hour. 

S (i) At the 10th Street / J Street intersection, modify the traffic signal 
phase splits during the p.m. peak period by increasing the signal 
phase time to 28 seconds for the eastbound J Street approach 
and decreasing the northbound 10th Street signal phase time to 
22 seconds.  The project applicant shall pay a fair share to 
recover the costs of the City’s Traffic Operation Center 
monitoring and retiming of this intersection. 

LS 

(j) 12th Street / J Street, where the traffic generated by 
the project would degrade the level of service from 
LOS C to LOS E during the p.m. peak hour. 

S (j) At the 12th Street / J Street intersection, , modify the traffic signal 
phase splits during the p.m. peak period by increasing the signal 
phase time to 22 seconds for the eastbound J Street approach 
and decreasing the 12th Street signal phase time to 28 seconds.  
The project applicant shall pay a fair share to recover the costs 
of the City’s Traffic Operation Center monitoring and retiming of 
this intersection. 

LS 

(k) 15th Street / J Street, where the level of service 
without the proposed projects would be LOS D during 
the p.m. peak hour and project generated traffic would 
increase the average vehicle delay by 54.4 seconds.   

S (k) At the 15th Street / J Street intersection, modify the traffic signal 
phase splits during the p.m. peak period by increasing the phase 
time for the eastbound J Street approach to 30 seconds, and 
decreasing the southbound 15th Street signal phase time to 
20 seconds.  The project applicant shall pay a fair share to 
recover the costs of the City’s Traffic Operation Center 
monitoring and retiming of this intersection. 

LS 

(l) 15th Street / X Street, where the level of service 
without the proposed projects would be LOS E during 
the p.m. peak hour and project generated traffic would 
increase the average vehicle delay by 21.5 seconds. 

S (l) At the 15th Street / X Street intersection, modify the traffic signal 
phase splits during the p.m. peak period by increasing the phase 
time for the southbound 15th Street approach to 28 seconds, 
decreasing the eastbound U.S. 50 off-ramp phase time to 
28 seconds, and maintaining 17 seconds for the X Street 
approach.  The project applicant shall pay a fair share to recover 
the costs of the City’s Traffic Operation Center monitoring and 
retiming of this intersection. 

LS 
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(m) 16th Street / H Street, where the traffic generated by 

the project would degrade the level of service from 
LOS C to LOS D during the p.m. peak hour. 

S (m) At the 16th Street / H Street intersection, modify the traffic signal 
phase splits during the p.m. peak period by increasing the phase 
time for the northbound 15th Street approach to 26 seconds, 
decreasing the phase times for the eastbound H Street left and 
through movements to 18 and 24 seconds, respectively, and 
maintaining 6 seconds for the westbound H Street right-turning 
movement.  The project applicant shall pay a fair share to 
recover the costs of the City’s Traffic Operation Center 
monitoring and retiming of this intersection. 

LS 

5.6-11 Impacts to freeway mainline under Near Term Plus 
Project Condition. 

S None feasible. SU 

5.6-12 Impacts to freeway merge / diverge / weave areas 
under Near Term Plus Project Condition. 

S None feasible. SU 

5.6-13 Impacts to freeway ramp queues under Near Term 
Plus Project Conditions. 

S None feasible. SU 

5.6-14 Impacts to the transit system under Near Term Plus 
Project Conditions. 

LS None required. NA 

5.6-15 Impacts to bikeways under Near Term Plus Project 
Conditions. 

LS None required. NA 

5.6-16 Impacts to pedestrian circulation under Near Term 
Plus Project Conditions. 

LS None required. NA 

5.6-17 Impacts to study intersection under Long Term Plus 
Project Conditions.   

(a) 3rd Street / J Street, where the level of service without 
the proposed project in combination with other 
downtown projects would be LOS F during the a.m. 
peak hour and project generated traffic would increase 
the average vehicle delay by 34.2 seconds; and where 
the level of service without the proposed project in 
combination with other downtown projects would be 
LOS D during the p.m. peak hour and project 
generated traffic would increase the average vehicle 
delay by 6.8 seconds. 

S 5.6-17(a) 3rd Street / J Street intersection, implement the near-term 
Mitigation Measure 5.6-10(a) (modification of signal phase splits) 
and also re-stripe the lanes on the southbound I-5 off-ramp 
approach (eastbound) to provide one combination left-through 
lane, one through lane, one combination through-right lane, and 
one exclusive right turn lane. The project applicant shall pay a 
fair share to recover the costs of the City's Traffic Operation 
Center monitoring and retiming of this intersection. 

LS 
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(b) 3rd Street / L Street, where the level of service without 

the proposed project in combination with other 
downtown projects would be LOS E during the p.m. 
peak hour and project generated traffic would 
increase the average vehicle delay by 44.1 seconds.   

S (b) 3rd Street / L Street intersection, implement the near-term 
Mitigation Measure 5.6-10(b) (modification of the westbound 
approach lanes) and also modify the traffic signal phase splits 
during the p.m. peak period by increasing the southbound 3rd 
Street approach to 23 seconds, decreasing the westbound L 
Street signal phase time to 38 seconds, and decreasing the 
northbound 3rd Street left-turning movement to 9 seconds. The 
project applicant shall pay a fair share to recover the costs of the 
City's Traffic Operation Center monitoring and retiming of this 
intersection. 

LS 

(c) 3rd Street / N Street, where the traffic generated by 
the proposed project in combination with other 
downtown projects would degrade the level of service 
from LOS C to LOS D during the a.m. peak hour. 

S (c) 3rd Street / N Street intersection, implement the near-term 
Mitigation Measure 5.5-10(c) (modification of signal phase 
splits). The project applicant shall pay a fair share to recover the 
costs of the City's Traffic Operation Center monitoring and 
retiming of this intersection. 

LS 

(d) 3rd Street / P Street, where the traffic generated by the 
proposed project in combination with other downtown 
projects would degrade the level of service from LOS 
C to LOS D during the p.m. peak hour. 

S (d) 3rd Street / P Street intersection, implement the near-term 
Mitigation Measure 5.6-10(d) (modification of signal phase 
splits).  The project applicant shall pay a fair share to recover the 
costs of the City's Traffic Operation Center monitoring and 
retiming of this intersection. 

LS 

(e) 5th Street / I Street, where the level of service without 
the proposed project in combination with other 
downtown projects would be LOS E during the p.m. 
peak hour and project generated traffic would 
increase the average vehicle delay by 6.1 seconds.   

S (e) 5th Street / I Street intersection, modify the traffic signal phase 
splits during the p.m. peak period by increasing the signal phase 
time to 30 seconds for the northbound and southbound 5th Street 
approaches and decreasing the westbound I Street approach to 
70 seconds.  The project applicant shall pay a fair share to 
recover the costs of the City's Traffic Operation Center 
monitoring and retiming of this intersection. 

LS 

(f) 5th Street / L Street, where the traffic generated by the 
proposed project in combination with other downtown 
projects would degrade the level of service from LOS 
C to LOS D during the p.m. peak hour. 

S (f) 5th Street / L Street intersection, implement the near-term 
Mitigation Measure 5.6-10(e) (modification of signal phase 
splits).  The project applicant shall pay a fair share to recover the 
costs of the City's Traffic Operation Center monitoring and 
retiming of this intersection. 

LS 
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Mitigation 
(g) 7th Street / L Street, where the traffic generated by the 

proposed project in combination with other downtown 
projects would degrade the level of service from LOS 
B to LOS D during the p.m. peak hour.   

S (g) 7th Street / L Street intersection, implement the near-term 
Mitigation Measure 5.6-10(f) (modification of signal phase splits).  
The project applicant shall pay a fair share to recover the costs 
of the City's Traffic Operation Center monitoring and retiming of 
this intersection. 

LS 

(h) 8th Street / L Street, where the traffic generated by the 
proposed project in combination with other downtown 
projects would degrade the level of service from LOS 
B to LOS D during the p.m. peak hour. 

S (h) 8th Street / L Street intersection, implement the near-term 
Mitigation Measure 5.6-10(g) (modification of signal phase 
splits).  The project applicant shall pay a fair share to recover the 
costs of the City's Traffic Operation Center monitoring and 
retiming of this intersection. 

LS 

(i) 9th Street / J Street, where the traffic generated by the 
proposed project in combination with other downtown 
projects would degrade the level of service from LOS 
B to LOS E during the p.m. peak hour.   

S (i) 9th Street / J Street intersection, implement the near-term 
Mitigation Measure 5.6-10(h) (modification of signal phase 
splits).  The project applicant shall pay a fair share to recover the 
costs of the City's Traffic Operation Center monitoring and 
retiming of this intersection. 

LS 

(j) 10th Street / J Street, where the traffic generated by 
the proposed project in combination with other 
downtown projects would degrade the level of service 
from LOS C to LOS E during the p.m. peak hour. 

S (j) 10th Street / J Street intersection, implement the near-term 
Mitigation Measure 5.6-10(i) (modification of signal phase splits).  
The project applicant shall pay a fair share to recover the costs 
of the City's Traffic Operation Center monitoring and retiming of 
this intersection. 

LS 

(k)  12th Street / J Street, where the traffic generated by 
the proposed project in combination with other 
downtown projects would degrade the level of service 
from LOS C to LOS E during the p.m. peak hour. 

S (k) 12th Street / J Street intersection, modify the traffic signal phase 
splits during the p.m. peak period by increasing the eastbound J 
Street approach to 23 seconds and decreasing the southbound 
12th Street and northbound right-turn movement signal phase 
time to 27 seconds.  The project applicant shall pay a fair share 
to recover the costs of the City's Traffic Operation Center 
monitoring and retiming of this intersection. 

LS 

(l) 15th Street / J Street, where the level of service 
without the proposed project in combination with other 
downtown projects would be LOS D during the p.m. 
peak hour and project generated traffic would 
increase the average vehicle delay by 52.9 seconds.   

S (l) 15th Street / J Street intersection, implement the near-term 
Mitigation Measure 5.6-10(k) (modification of signal phase 
splits).  The project applicant shall pay a fair share to recover the 
costs of the City's Traffic Operation Center monitoring and 
retiming of this intersection. 

LS 
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(m) 15th Street / X Street, where the level of service 

without the proposed project in combination with other 
downtown projects would be LOS E during the p.m. 
peak hour and project generated traffic would 
increase the average vehicle delay by 20.8 seconds.   

S (m) 15th Street / X Street intersection, implement the near-term 
Mitigation Measure 5.6-10(l) (modification of signal phase splits).  
The project applicant shall pay a fair share to recover the costs 
of the City's Traffic Operation Center monitoring and retiming of 
this intersection. 

LS 

(n) 16th Street / H Street, where the traffic generated by 
the proposed project in combination with other 
downtown projects would degrade the level of service 
from LOS C to LOS D during the p.m. peak hour.   

S (n) 16th Street / H Street intersection, implement the near-term 
Mitigation Measure 5.6-10(m) (modification of signal phase 
splits).  The project applicant shall pay a fair share to recover the 
costs of the City's Traffic Operation Center monitoring and 
retiming of this intersection. 

LS 

5.6-18 Impacts to freeway mainline under Long Term Plus 
Project Conditions. 

S None available. SU 

5.6-19 Impacts to freeway merge / diverge / weave areas 
under Long Term Plus Project Conditions.   

S None available. SU 

5.6-20 Impacts to freeway ramp queues under Long Term 
Plus Project Conditions. 

S None available. SU 

Initial Study 
7. Biological Resources 

Would the proposal result in impacts to endangered, threatened 
or rare species or their habitats (including plants, insects, fish, 
amphibians, reptiles, birds and mammals)? 

PS Bio-1 To prevent direct impacts on nesting birds, tree removal shall 
occur between September 16 and February 28.   

LS 

  Bio-2 If construction activities would occur during the breeding season 
(approximately March 1 through September 15), the project 
applicant, in consultation with the CDFG and USFWS, shall 
conduct a pre-construction, breeding season survey of the 
project site during the same calendar year that construction is 
planned to begin.  The survey shall be constructed by a qualified 
avian biologist to determine if any birds are nesting on or directly 
adjacent to the project site. 

 
 If phased construction procedures are planned for the proposed 

project, the results of the above survey shall be valid only for the 
season when it is conducted. 
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   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. 

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

 

 

  Bio-3 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.   

 
 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 are disturbing the adult or 
young birds, until the birds have left the nest. 

 

 

  Bio-4 If an active nest site cannot 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.  Locating these trees would likely 
not be feasible so an alternative approach could be to 
participate in mitigation deemed appropriate by the CDFG. 

 



 
 

3.0 SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 
 
 

 
LS = Less than Significant S = Significant PS = Potentially Significant  SU = Significant and Unavoidable NA = Not Applicable NI = No Impact 
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TABLE 3-1 
 

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Impact 

Level of 
Significance Prior 

to Mitigation Mitigation Measure(s) 

Level of 
Significance After 

Mitigation 
  b. For any bird covered by the Migratory Bird Treaty Act, the 

project applicant would consult with the USFWS to determine 
appropriate mitigation measures. 

 

 

12. Utilities 
Would the proposal result in the need for new systems or 
supplies, or substantial alterations to communication systems? 

S Util-1 The project applicant shall install microwave dishes on the 
proposed project prior to building occupancy.  The Public Safety 
Microwave Network shall be tested prior to building occupancy to 
ensure that there are no interruptions in service. 

LS 

14. Cultural Resources 
Would the proposal disturb paleontological resources? PS Cult-1 Construction contractors involved in earth-moving activities shall 

be instructed on indicators that subsurface paleontological 
resources are present and shall be instructed in procedures to 
follow in the event that resources are encountered and the 
following measures shall be incorporated into all construction 
contracts: 
 

LS 

  a. In the event any paleontological resources, such as fossils, 
are uncovered during construction, work within 100 feet of the 
find shall cease and a qualified paleontologist shall be 
contacted by the by the project proponent to determine if the 
resource is significant.  If the find is determined to be of 
significance, an excavation plan shall be created and 
resources shall be donated to an appropriate cultural center.  
All work products and plans shall be reviewed and approved 
by the City prior to execution. 
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4.0 LAND USE AND PLANNING 
 
 
 
INTRODUCTION 

This chapter of the EIR provides an overview of the land use and planning effects that may result 
from development of the 500 Capitol Mall project.  This chapter describes existing and planned land 
uses in and adjacent to the project site, including current land uses, land use designations, and 
zoning.  Section 15125 of the CEQA Guidelines states that the EIR shall discuss “any 
inconsistencies between the proposed project and applicable general plans and regional plans.”  
Potential inconsistencies between the proposed project and the City of Sacramento General Plan, 
the Central City Community Plan, the City’s Comprehensive Zoning Ordinance, and the Urban 
Design Guidelines are evaluated in this chapter. 

An EIR may provide information regarding land use, socio-economic, population, employment, or 
housing issues, but CEQA does not recognize these issues as direct physical impacts to the 
environment.  A direct physical change in the environment is a physical change in the environment 
that is caused by and immediately related to the project (CEQA Guidelines section 15064(d) (1)).  
Therefore, this chapter does not identify environmental impacts and mitigation measures.  Physical 
impacts on the environment that could result from implementation of the project or project 
alternatives are not addressed in this chapter, but in the appropriate technical sections of this EIR. 

No comments relating to land use or planning issues were raised in comment letters received in 
response to the NOP. 

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

The 1.13-acre proposed project site is located at 500 Capitol Mall, occupying the ½ block between 
5th and 6th Streets and Capitol Mall and N Street.  An unoccupied five-story bank building and 
attached parking structure currently occupy the project site.  The parking structure is located along 
the south portion of the block, along N Street.  The project is located in a developed area of the City 
of Sacramento within the CBD, which is dominated by mixed-use office and commercial structures. 

Structures along Capitol Mall vary in height from five floors (currently occupying the project site) to 
the 30-floor Wells Fargo Center, which is 423 feet tall and located directly west of the project site 
across 5th Street.  The two 15-story Plaza Five Fifty Five office towers are located immediately north 
of the proposed project site along Capitol Mall.  East of the project site, located across an alley on 
the same block is the eight-story American River Bank office building.  Continuing east along the 
four blocks leading to the State Capitol, state and federal office buildings are the predominate uses 
along either side of Capitol Mall.  The 15-story Bridgeway Towers apartment building and associated 
parking garage is located south of the proposed project site, along N Street.  Further north of the 
proposed project site, there are additional office and commercial uses, including Downtown Plaza, 
an open-air mall consisting of department stores, restaurants, and retail shops located along 
K Street between 4th and 7th Streets. 

Land Use and Zoning Designations 

The City of Sacramento General Plan land use designation for the proposed project site is Regional 
Commercial and Office (RCO).  The Central City Community Plan (CCCP) designates the proposed 
project site as Multi-Use.  The proposed project site is currently zoned Central Business District 
Zone – Special Planning District (C-3-SPD), which is intended for the City’s most intense retail, 



 
 

4.0  LAND USE AND PLANNING 
 
 

 
 4-2 500 Capitol Mall  
P:\Projects - WP Only\51121.00 500 Cap Mall\DEIR\4.0 Land Use and Planning.doc Draft Environmental Impact Report  

commercial, and office development (see Figure 2-1 in Chapter 2, Project Description).  The zoning 
in the vicinity of the project site is shown in Figure 4-1. 

REGULATORY SETTING 

Federal and State 

Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) 

The Federal Aviation Act of 1958 created the agency under the name Federal Aviation Agency 
(FAA).  The current name was adopted in 1967 when the agency became a part of the Department 
of Transportation.  The FAA is tasked with, among other things, regulation of civil and commercial 
aviation.  The FAA is required to review projects that entail construction or alteration of buildings 
more than 200 feet above the ground level at the site.  The project applicant would be required to 
submit FAA Form 7460-1 at least 30 days prior to the filing of an application for a construction 
permit. 

Local 

City of Sacramento General Plan  

The Sacramento General Plan Update (SGPU) was adopted on January 19, 1988.  The SGPU 
replaced the heavily amended 1974 General Plan for Sacramento.  The General Plan is a 20-year 
policy guide for physical, economic, and environmental growth and renewal of the City.  A total of 
nine sections are contained within the SGPU, each of which contains goals and policies intended to 
guide buildout of the City.  Applicable goals and policies from the SGPU are listed below.  The City is 
presently in the process of updating its General Plan, with an anticipated completion in 2007. 

Goals and Policies for Commerce and Industry Land Uses 
Goal A Maintain and enhance downtown’s role as a regional office, retail, and employment 

center, with special emphasis given to promoting visitor services and cultural/ 
entertainment uses. 

 
Policies 
1 Provide incentives for regional commercial and office development projects locating within the 

downtown area. 
4 Implement the provisions of the Central Business District Urban Design Plan. 
 
Goal B Promote the successful development of mixed-use projects in the Central City. 
 
Policy 
1 Actively support and encourage mixed-use commercial, office, and residential development in 

identified areas of opportunity. 
 
Goal C Maintain and strengthen Downtown’s role as a center for governmental office activity. 
 
Policy 
1 Encourage leasing of public office space in downtown Sacramento 
 
Policy for Transit Use 
8 Where appropriate, maximize project densities and intensities should be encouraged within ¼ mile 

of light rail stations, consistent with adopted policies of Regional Transit, the recommendations of 
the Transit for Livable Communities project, and the adopted land use plans and policies of the City. 
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The land use designations of the SGPU define the appropriate types, densities, and function of uses 
for each land use designation.  The SGPU land use designation for the proposed project site RCO, 
which is defined below: 

RCO – Includes larger (regional) shopping centers, the Central Business District, and suburban office 
parks.  A grouping of smaller retail centers or office buildings or a single facility with a regional trade area 
would also fall into this category.  The Central Business District is included in this category because of its 
regional function as an employment, retail trade, service, and office center. 

The CBD is typified by mixed-use commercial, retail, residential, and office uses of medium to high 
density.  There are currently no residential structures located along Capitol Mall, and many of the 
buildings within the project vicinity are occupied by office uses. 

Central City Community Plan (CCCP) 

The CCCP serves as a development guide for the public and private sector when planning physical 
improvements in the Central City area.  The CCCP includes the area bounded by the Sacramento 
River to the west, the American River to the north, Sutter’s Landing and Alhambra Boulevard to the 
east, and Broadway to the south.  The CCCP includes text and land use diagrams that were adopted 
by the City of Sacramento City Council in May 1980.  Since that time, the Community Plan has been 
amended numerous times.  The CCCP is part of the City’s General Plan, and provides a refinement 
of the goals and objectives of the General Plan to serve as a guideline for development specifically 
within the CCCP area.  The primary goal of the CCCP is to continue revitalization of the Central City 
to provide a viable living, working, shopping, and cultural environment with a full range of day and 
night activities for residents, employees, and visitors.  The CCCP land use designation for the 
proposed project site is Multi-Use.  Because the Multi-Use designation is not defined in the CCCP, 
the City relies upon policies and goals of the residential and commercial sections of the CCCP for 
Multi-Use designations.  The following CCCP goals and policies are applicable to the proposed 
project. 

Primary Goal 
The primary goal of the Plan is to continue revitalization of the Sacramento Central City area as a viable 
living, working, shopping, and cultural environment with a full range of day and night activities. 

Urban Development Goal 
Provide for organized development of the Central City whereby the many interrelated land use 
components of the area support and reinforce each other and the vitality of the community. 

Office Goals 
Provide the opportunity for office development in appropriate areas of the Central City, placing emphasis 
for development in and around the Central Business District. 

Encourage public and private office development, where compatible with the adjacent land uses and 
circulation system, in the Central Business District, Southern Pacific Railyards and Richards Boulevard 
Area. (Amended 12-14-93, Resolution No. 93-741) 

Transportation Goals 
Provide adequate off-street parking to meet the needs of shoppers, visitors and residents. 

Restrain the projected increase in parking spaces needed for long-term employee parking by promoting 
public transit improvements, carpool programs, employer sponsored bus passes and other alternatives to 
the single occupant car usage. 

Reduce the adverse impact of commuter parking on residential streets. 
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Environmental Goal 
Protect and enhance the unique visual features such as entrances into the Central City, attractive 
arterials, notable landmarks, and access to view of the rivers. 

Energy Goal 
Encourage implementation of energy saving measures including passive and solar energy devices which 
will reduce consumption in existing and new buildings. 

City of Sacramento Zoning Ordinance 

The City of Sacramento Zoning Ordinance (Sacramento City Code Title 17) is intended to encourage 
the most appropriate use of land, conserve, stabilize, and improve the value of property, provide 
adequate open space for recreational, aesthetic, and environmental amenities, and control the 
distribution of population to promote health, safety, and the general welfare of the population of the 
City (§17.04.020).  To achieve this goal, the Zoning Ordinance regulates the use of land, buildings, 
or other structures for residences, commerce, industry, and other uses required by the community.  
The Zoning Ordinance also regulates the location, height, and size of buildings or structures, yards, 
courts, and other open spaces, the amount of building coverage permitted in each zone, and 
population density.  The Zoning Ordinance divides the City into districts of such shape, size, and 
number best suited to carry out these regulations, and to provide for their enforcement. 

The proposed project site is zoned C-3-SPD, which is defined below. 

Central Business District Zone-Special Planning District: The Central Business District (CBD or C-3 zone) 
applies to a 67-block portion of the Central City.  The CBD or C-3 zone is the only classification which 
has no height limit and is intended for the most intense retail, commercial, and office developments in the 
City.  Residential uses are permitted by special permit.  The goals of the CBD-SPD are as follows: 
A. Accelerate the economic revitalization process by creating a marketplace attractive to private 

investment; 
B.  Achieve a plan for long-term economic growth through private sector incentive measures; 
C.  Enhance the character of Sacramento’s downtown and ensure the development of well-designed 

new projects by adopting the architectural design guidelines; 
D.  Provide for a pleasant, rich, and diverse pedestrian experience by implementing the streetscape 

design guidelines; 
E.  Provide for the humanization of the downtown through promotion of the arts, program of special 

events and activities, and overall excellence of design.  (Ord. 2004-005 § 2; Ord. 99-015 § 5-1.1-A). 

Section 17.96.100 of the Zoning Ordinance sets forth guidelines for protecting views of the Capitol 
Building. 

Chapter 17.96 Central Business District Special Planning District 
17.96.100 Capitol view protection requirements 
A.   Purpose. The State Capitol building and the surrounding grounds of Capitol Park provide the city 

with a unique cultural and open space resource.  This section establishes height restrictions, 
setback requirements and parking regulations for certain areas of the central business district 
located near the State Capitol building and Capitol Park.  These regulations are designed to provide 
visual protection to and from the Capitol building and Capitol Park. 

LAND USE EVALUATION 

This section evaluates the proposed project for compatibility with existing and planned adjacent land 
uses and for consistency with adopted plans, policies, and zoning designations.  Physical 
environmental impacts resulting from the proposed project are discussed in the applicable technical 
sections in this EIR.  This section differs from impact discussions in that only compatibility and 
consistency issues are discussed, as opposed to environmental impacts and mitigation measures.  
This discussion complies with section 15125(d) of the CEQA Guidelines, which requires EIRs to 
discuss inconsistencies with general plans and regional plans as part of the environmental setting. 
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Compatibility with Existing and Planned Adjacent Land Uses 

The existing adjacent land uses along Capitol Mall consist primarily of office buildings and retail 
space.  A residential apartment building is located across N Street south of the project site and there 
are approved residential buildings planned for construction at 301 Capitol Mall (The Towers) and 
601 Capitol Mall (Aura).  It is not anticipated that operation of the proposed project would generate 
excessive noise, light, dust, odors, or hazardous emissions that could be considered incompatible 
with existing or planned adjacent land uses.  The office use of the proposed project is the same as 
that of the existing building (although it is currently unoccupied), so the proposed project would not 
introduce a new type of use to the area.  Therefore, it is not anticipated that any land use 
incompatibility with existing and planned adjacent land uses would occur. 

Consistency with Adopted Plans, Policies, and Zoning 

City of Sacramento General Plan 

The project site is designated as RCO in the General Plan.  The proposed project would not change 
the land use designation and would not require any General Plan Amendments in order to be 
approved by the City. 

The General Plan includes specific goals and policies designed to support a balanced system of 
office and retail facilities throughout the city.  The General Plan also encourages high density uses 
near light rail stations.  The nature of the proposed project meets the intent of the General Plan’s 
goal of maintaining and enhancing downtown’s role as a regional office and retail center.  The 
project includes office space close to commercial areas and transit opportunities.  The project site is 
situated within one quarter mile of bus routes and two light rail stations at 7th Street and Capitol Mall 
and 8th Street and Capitol Mall.  The project would provide office space with ground floor retail and 
restaurant opportunities in downtown Sacramento.  Therefore, the proposed project would be 
considered consistent with the intent of the City's goals and policies pertaining to the provision of 
office and retail facilities. 

Central City Community Plan 

The primary goal of the CCCP is to continue the revitalization of the Central City.  The CCCP also 
sets forth goals to provide for organized development of the Central City whereby the many 
interrelated land use components of the area support and reinforce each other and the vitality of the 
community.  The proposed project would increase the amount of office space in downtown.  The 
project’s location would enhance the unique visual features of the entrance to the Central City by 
adding to downtown’s skyline.  Design of the proposed project would provide adequate off-street 
parking, thereby reducing the adverse impact of commuter parking on residential streets.  The 
proposed project would also use energy saving devices included in project construction, which would 
ensure that the project would not result in the wasteful use of non-renewable energy resources.  
Because the proposed project would meet many of the goals set forth in the CCCP, it would be 
considered consistent with the intent of the CCCP. 

City of Sacramento Zoning Ordinance 

The proposed project is located in the Central Business District Zone-Special Planning District 
(C-3-SPD).  Office and retail uses are permitted in the C-3-SPD district.  Although the C-3-SPD is 
intended for the most intense retail, commercial, and office developments in the City, projects over 
75,000 gross square feet within the CBD require a special permit.  Goals for the special district 
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include accelerating economic growth and revitalization and enhancing the character of 
Sacramento’s downtown.  The proposed project would replace an unoccupied building and bring 
additional office and retail uses to downtown, thus increasing the economic activity in the area.  With 
the issuance of the required permit for uses over 75,000 gross square feet, the proposed project 
would be considered consistent with the City's Zoning Ordinance. 

As part of the Capitol View Protection Requirements (Sacramento City Zoning Ordinance, Section 
17.96.100), height restrictions are imposed on the blocks surrounding the State Capitol building.  
Height restrictions along Capitol Mall (between K Street and N Street) become more stringent on 
portions of blocks closer to the Capitol building, ranging from 400 feet on the blocks east of 7th Street 
to 300 feet on the west half of the blocks east of 8th Street, to 150 feet on the east half of the block 
west of 9th Street.  However, height restrictions along Capitol Mall extend no further west than the 
block east of 7th Street; there are no height restrictions on the project site.  The lack of height 
limitations in areas of the CBD not immediately adjacent to the Capitol reflects a City policy to 
encourage high-density, high-rise buildings in the CBD, and to create a prominent skyline of taller 
buildings in Downtown Sacramento.  Therefore, the proposed project would be considered 
consistent with the Capitol View Protection Requirements contained in the City’s Zoning Ordinance. 
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5.0 INTRODUCTION TO THE ANALYSIS  
 
 
FORMAT OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS 
ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 
According to Section 15125 of the CEQA Guidelines, an EIR must include a description of the 
existing physical environmental conditions in the vicinity of the project to provide the “baseline 
condition” against which project-related impacts are compared.  Normally, the baseline condition is 
the physical condition that exists when the Notice of Preparation (NOP) is published.  The NOP for 
the proposed project EIR was circulated for public review from November 10, 2005 through 
December 9, 2005 for a 30-story, 455-foot-tall building.  The project has since been redesigned, and 
a new development application was filed with the City of Sacramento on April 4, 2006.  A second 
NOP was released on April 13, 2006, and was circulated for public review from April 13, 2006 
through May 12, 2006.  CEQA Guidelines recognize that the date for establishing an environmental 
baseline cannot be rigid.  Because physical environmental conditions may vary over a range of time 
periods, the use of environmental baselines that differ from the date of the NOP is reasonable and 
appropriate when doing so results in a more accurate or conservative environmental analysis. 

For analytical purposes, impacts associated with implementation of the proposed project are derived 
from two fundamental components of the existing baseline environmental setting—existing 
conditions at the time the NOP was published and conditions that exist at buildout of the Sacramento 
General Plan.  It is appropriate to evaluate project-level impacts against the conditions that exist 
when the NOP was published for most issue areas.  For issue areas either directly or indirectly 
related to infrastructure, project-level impacts are more conservatively analyzed against future 
baseline conditions that consider General Plan and approved growth, because improvements 
(e.g., roadway widenings, intersection improvements, wastewater distribution and conveyance, solid 
waste disposal, water supply, electricity and natural gas supplies) must consider and accommodate 
ultimate demand.  The assumptions inherent in the Air Quality and Noise analysis are derived from 
the Transportation and Circulation analysis (prepared by DKS Associates in coordination with the 
City of Sacramento); therefore, the baseline year is the same as the other issue areas related to 
infrastructure. 

REGULATORY SETTING 
The Regulatory Setting provides a summary of regulations, plans, policies, and laws that are 
relevant to each issue area. 

IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 
This section is further divided into the following subsections, as described below. 

Methods of Analysis 
This subsection identifies the methodology used to analyze potential environmental impacts. 

Standards of Significance 
The CEQA Guidelines define a significant effect on the environment as “a substantial, or potentially 
substantial, adverse change in any of the physical conditions within the area affected by the project 
including land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna, ambient noise, and objects of historic and aesthetic 
significance” (CEQA Guidelines Section 15382).  Definitions of significance vary with the physical 
conditions affected and the setting in which the change occurs.  The CEQA Guidelines set forth 
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physical impacts that trigger the requirement to make “mandatory findings of significance” (CEQA 
Guidelines, Section 15091).  For all environmental issues, this EIR identifies specific standards of 
significance. 

Where explicit quantification of significance is identified, such as a violation of an ambient air quality 
standard, this quantity is used to assess the level of significance of a particular impact in this EIR.  
For less easily quantifiable impacts, events or occurrences that would be regarded as significant or 
potentially significant were identified.  For example, growth-inducing impacts would be identified as 
significant if the project results in a level, rate, or character of growth that (among other criteria) 
exceeds the capacity of existing infrastructure and services.  Where the “substantial” effect of an 
impact is not identified in the CEQA Guidelines, the criteria for evaluating the significance of 
potential impacts were determined and identified in this document. 

Project-Specific Impacts and Mitigation Measures 
This subsection describes the potential environmental impacts of the proposed project and, based 
upon the thresholds of significance, concludes whether the environmental impacts would be 
considered significant, potentially significant, or less than significant.  Each impact is summarized in 
an “impact statement,” followed by a more detailed discussion of the potential impacts and the 
significance of each impact before mitigation.  

Each impact is provided as a “summary block” prior to the impact discussion to allow for easy 
reference. The impact number consists of the section of the EIR in which that impact is identified 
followed by a “-“ to indicate the number of the impact in that section.  For example, Impact 5.1-1 is 
the first impact identified in Section 5.1.  

Following the description of applicable policies and regulations, as well as mitigation measures, the 
subsection concludes with a statement regarding whether the impact, following implementation of 
the mitigation measure(s) or the continuation of existing policies and regulations, would remain 
significant, and thus would be reduced to a less-than-significant level or be significant and 
unavoidable. 

The analysis of environmental impacts considers both the construction and operational phases 
associated with implementation of the proposed project.  As required by Section 15126.2(a) of the 
CEQA Guidelines, direct, indirect, short-term, long-term, on-site, and/or off-site impacts are 
addressed, as appropriate, for the environmental issue area being analyzed.  

A “significant effect” is defined by Section 15382 of the CEQA Guidelines as “a substantial, or 
potentially substantial, adverse change in any of the physical conditions within the area affected by 
the project including land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna, ambient noise, and objects of historic or 
aesthetic significance. An economic or social change by itself shall not be considered a significant 
effect on the environment…[but] may be considered in determining whether the physical change is 
significant.”  The EIR uses the following terms to describe the level of significance of impacts 
identified during the course of the environmental analysis: 

• Significant and Unavoidable Impact (SU)—Impact that exceeds the defined threshold(s) of 
significance and cannot be eliminated or reduced to a less-than-significant level through the 
implementation of feasible mitigation measures. 

• Significant Impact (S)—Impact that exceeds the defined threshold(s) of significance.  For 
purposes of this document, pre-mitigation impacts that exceed the defined threshold(s) of 
significance are referred to as significant; however, when the impacts cannot be eliminated 
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or reduced to a less-than-significant level through the implementation of feasible mitigation 
measures, these impacts are referred to as significant and unavoidable. 

• Less-Than-Significant Impact (LS)—Impact that does not exceed the defined threshold(s) 
of significance.  This term is used for impacts for which mitigation measure(s) identified can 
reduce a pre-mitigation impact to a less-than-significant level. 

• No Impact (NI)—The project would result in no impact. 

Mitigation Measures 

This subsection includes feasible mitigation measures that could reduce the severity of the impact. 
In addition to feasible mitigation measures, it is assumed that the project applicant would continue to 
comply with all applicable local, State, and federal laws and regulations; however, in some cases 
these laws and regulations are applied as mitigation measures for the project to allow for monitoring 
that is consistent with the remainder of the project mitigation measures.  It is also assumed that the 
project applicant will obtain all necessary permits and comply with all required conditions of those 
permits.  In many instances, the actions that are necessary to reduce a project impact are already 
required by local, State, or federal law.  Similarly, established design guidelines or other 
requirements that the County regularly recognizes and follows for development projects.  
Nonetheless, these laws or other guidelines may also be applied as mitigation measures, for the 
reasons discussed above.  

Cumulative Impacts and Mitigation Measures 
The cumulative setting and impacts for each issue area will be identified, and, If necessary, 
mitigation measures will be included. 
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5.1  AESTHETICS 
 
 
 
INTRODUCTION 
This section provides a description of existing visual conditions in the proposed project area and 
describes changes to those conditions that would result from implementation of the proposed 
project.  Cumulative effects of the proposed project are evaluated in conjunction with other existing 
and future development in the Central City area. 

As discussed in the Initial Study (see Appendix A), the proposed project site is not located in a 
scenic vista area or within a State scenic highway; therefore, the proposed project would not have a 
substantial adverse effect on a scenic resource or result in substantial damage to scenic resources 
visible from a State highway, therefore, these items are not discussed in this section.  Capitol Mall is 
listed as one of the “Protected Views and Vistas” in the Sacramento Urban Design Plan, and 
potential project impacts on this view corridor are addressed in this section.   

Comments received in response to the NOP included concerns regarding the impact glare would 
have on adjacent uses to the proposed project site.  This issue is addressed in this section of the 
EIR. 

Information to prepare this section was obtained from a site visit in April 2006, review of the City of 
Sacramento General Plan, the Central City Community Plan, the Sacramento City Code, and the 
Sacramento Urban Design Plan, as well as a review of project-specific material provided by the 
project applicant with visual simulations of the proposed project in context with surrounding 
buildings.  Figure 5.1-1 identifies the locations from which photographs for this section were taken. 

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 
Regional Setting 
The proposed project site is located in the City of Sacramento Central Business District (CBD) which 
is within the Central City Community Plan (CCCP) area.  The CCCP boundary encompasses the 
property lying between the Sacramento River on the west, the American River on the north, 
Alhambra Boulevard on the east, and Broadway on the south.  The properties fronting upon the 
eastern side of Alhambra Boulevard and the southern side of Broadway are also within the Central 
City.  This area includes the CBD, which is characterized by office and commercial uses, parks, and 
buildings that range in height from two to 30 floors.  Office uses include mixed-use one- to three-
story buildings, as well as multi-story high-rise buildings.   

Sacramento’s downtown skyline is visible from miles around the City, including from eastbound I-80 
on the Sacramento-Yolo Causeway, from westbound I-80 above the City of Roseville, from 
northbound I-5 between Elk Grove and Sacramento, from southbound I-5 north of the downtown 
area, and from westbound US-50 as far east as El Dorado Hills.  Distinctive features of the skyline 
include the Wells Fargo Center, the California Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) building, the 
U.S. Federal Courthouse, and, by night, the blue light of the Esquire Plaza.  The height of these and 
other notable Sacramento high-rise buildings are listed in Table 5.1-1. 
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TABLE 5.1-1 
 

DOWNTOWN SACRAMENTO BUILDING HEIGHTS 

Name Address/Cross Streets 
Number of 

Floors Height (ft.) Year Built 
California State Capitol 9th Street and Capitol Mall 6 210 1874 
Capitol Towers Apartments 1500 7th Street  15 N/A 1960 
Plaza Five Fifty Five 555 Capitol Mall 16 N/A 1970 
Bridgeway Towers  500 N Street 15 163 1980 
Westamerica Bank Building  300 Capitol Mall 18 N/A 1984 
Renaissance Tower  801 K Street  28 372 1989 
Capitol Square  450 Capitol Mall 25 351 1991 
One Capitol Mall Capitol Mall and Front Street 8 N/A 1992 
12th and K Tower 1201 K Street  18 240 1992 
US Bank Plaza 9th Street and J Street 26 373 1992 
Wells Fargo Center  400 Capitol Mall 30 423 1992 
Department of Justice Building 1300 I Street 18 226 1995 
Ziggurat (City of West Sacramento) 707 Third Street 11 157 1998 
U.S. Courthouse and Federal Building 6th Street and I Street 18 350 1999 
Esquire Plaza  1211 K Street  22 322 1999 
California EPA Building  10th Street and I Street 25 371 2000 
Sheraton Grande Hotel 13th Street and J Street 32 318 2001 
Embassy Suites Hotel Capitol Mall and Front Street 8 90 2002 
Meridian Plaza 1 14 Street and L Street 12 150 2003 

The Towers on Capitol Mall 301 Capitol Mall 53 615 
Under 

construction 

Aura Tower 601 Capitol Mall 36 400 
Under 

construction 

621 Capitol Mall 621 Capitol Mall 25 400 
Under 

construction 

EPIC Tower 12th and I Streets 50 615 Proposed 
Source:  SkyscraperPage.com, http://skyscraperpage.com/cities/?cityID=116, accessed April 13, 2006; Emporis Buildings website, 
http://www.emporis.com/en/wm/bu/?id=236203,  accessed August 26, 2006. City of Sacramento, Downtown Development, Office Development, 
http://www.cityofsacramento.org/econdev/down/ 1211_office_development.html#7, accessed January 10, 2005. 

 

Site Characteristics 
As previously noted, the proposed project site is located in a developed area of the City of 
Sacramento within the CBD.  The proposed project site currently contains an unoccupied, five-story 
building fronting Capitol Mall with a three-level parking structure fronting N Street.  The north façade 
of the existing building has a marble base with dark glass paneling above.  The south façade, 
fronting N Street, includes a three-level parking structure, with the upper floors of the office portion 
containing windows similar to those on the north frontage.  The east and west façades of the existing 
building are composed of concrete with no windows.  The site also includes associated landscaping 
as shown in Figure 5.1-2, Viewpoints 1 and 2. 

Capitol Mall 
The proposed project site is located along Capitol Mall.  The State Capitol building sits at the east 
end of the Capitol Mall, which is the portion of Capitol Avenue that runs from the Tower Bridge to the 
State Capitol.  The visual character of the area and views in the project vicinity are described below. 

Capitol Mall, which offers a unique view of the State Capitol building by providing an uninterrupted 
view of the Mall and the State Capitol building from the Tower Bridge (see Figure 5.1-3, Viewpoint 
3), is listed as one of the “Protected Views and Vistas” in the Sacramento Urban Design Plan.  The 
view is characterized by the roadway, which includes two lanes each of west- and east-bound traffic, 



FIGURE 5.1-2
Viewpoints 1 and 2: Views of the Existing Building at 500 Capitol Mall

D51121.00

Source: EIP Associates, A Division of PBS&J, 2006.

A Division of
500 Capitol Mall

Viewpoint 2: View of the Project Site Looking Northeast from N Street

Viewpoint 1: View of the Project Site Looking Southeast from Capitol Mall



FIGURE 5.1-3
Viewpoint 3: View of Capitol Mall and the State Capitol Building,   
 Looking East from the Tower Bridge
D51121.00

Source: EIP Associates, A Division of PBS&J 2006.
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divided in the middle with a broad, landscaped median strip.  The Capitol building is visible starting 
from approximately the middle of Tower Bridge, driving east.  Also visible from Capitol Mall are the 
existing skyscrapers: the 18-story Westamerica Bank building, the 25-story Capitol Square building, 
and the 30-story Wells Fargo Center building, all located on the south side of Capitol Mall between 
3rd and 7th Streets.  The north side of Capitol Mall includes lower-scale office buildings, with the 
tallest at Plaza Five Fifty Five on Capitol Mall with two towers at 15 stories each.  The State Capitol 
building is adjacent to Capitol Park, which stretches east to 15th Street.  Because Capitol Park is 
located on the east side of the State Capitol building, the park is not visible from the proposed 
project site or adjacent areas.   

Freeways  
As stated above, the Sacramento downtown area is visible from several locations on interstate 
freeways that transect the City of Sacramento.  The existing downtown skyline is visible from 
northbound and southbound I-5, eastbound and westbound I-80, and westbound I-50.  The portions 
of these interstates that run through the City are not designated as scenic highways.   

Public and Residential Uses 
Public uses within the vicinity of the proposed project site include Crocker Park and Crocker Art 
Museum, located at 216 O Street.  The State Capitol building is located at 10th Street with Capitol 
Park to the east of the Capitol.  Saint Rose of Lima Park at 705 K Street and Chavez Plaza Park at 
910 I Street, are located northeast of the project site.  Old Sacramento is located to the west of the 
proposed project site, across 3rd Street and I-5.  Old Sacramento is a State Historic Park and 
includes office and retail uses, as well as a limited number of residential units, museums, a public 
boat dock, and bike trails adjacent to the Sacramento River that attract tourists.  Portions of several 
downtown skyscrapers are visible from the streets in Old Sacramento and from the Sacramento 
River to the west.  The buildings in Old Sacramento are approximately 1,800 feet west of the project 
site, while views from across the river are at a distance of at least 2,500 feet. 

Adjacent to the proposed project site to the south across N Street, are multi-family residential 
buildings - the Capitol Towers and Bridgeway Towers Apartments.  Other residential uses in the 
vicinity of the project include: the Governor’s Square West Apartments, located to the southwest 
along 3rd Street, between N and P Street, across from Crocker Park; the Pioneer House Apartments 
between O and P Streets from 4th to 5th Street; and the apartments between P and Q Streets from 
6th Street stretching to the west and bounded by I-5.  There are also a few residential units to the 
west, across I-5, in the second stories of buildings in Old Sacramento.   

Views onto the Project Site 
The existing building on the project site is a five-story, unoccupied building with a marble base, and 
a three-level parking structure fronting N Street.  Though there are street trees and landscaping 
around the project site, the existing building is visible to pedestrians and vehicles on Capitol Mall.  
The north side of the building is primarily made up of dark glass paneling.  The east and west sides 
of the building have a solid concrete face without windows. At the rear of the building, along 
N Street, is the entrance to the three-level parking garage, which is also visible on the southern-most 
sides of the east and west elevations. 

Multi-story buildings around the proposed project site are visible from the north- and south-bound 
lanes of I-5, while the existing building on the project site is not, due to its height.  The existing 
building is easily visible from the north side of Capitol Mall between 3rd Street and 8th Street (see 
Figure 5.1-4, Viewpoint 4).  The building is also visible from the adjacent residential buildings (the  



FIGURE 5.1-4
Viewpoint 4: View to the Southwest of the Project Site from 7th Street
 and Capitol Mall
D51121.00

Source: EIP Associates, A Division of PBS&J, 2006.
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Capitol Towers and Bridgeway Towers Apartments) south of the project site.  The existing building 
on the project site is not visible from areas further south, including Crocker Park.   

The existing building is not visible from the west side of Tower Bridge in West Sacramento.  Views 
from the west side of Tower Bridge include taller buildings such as the Wells Fargo Center building, 
the Capitol Square building, and several other large-scale buildings on the south side of Capitol Mall.  
Similarly, the existing building is not visible from the east, looking down Capitol Mall towards the 
Tower Bridge because of the taller office buildings and landscaping on Capitol Mall (see 
Figure 5.1-5, Viewpoint 5). 

Views from the Project Site 
The area surrounding the project site is fully developed.  Views from the project site consist of a 
built-up urban environment.  

Views to the north include the four-lane Capitol Mall with median and associated landscaping.  
Across Capitol Mall, views consist primarily of lower-scale office buildings.  The tallest of these 
buildings is Plaza Five Fifty Five, located directly across from the project site on Capitol Mall, which 
has two high rise towers, each at 15 floors.  At its largest width, one tower faces Capitol Mall, while 
the other faces 6th Street to the east.  The buildings are dominated by black-tinted glass paneling.  
Immediately west of Plaza Five Fifty Five fronting on Capitol Mall is a shorter office building with 
eight floors.  The building is predominantly gray concrete with punched black tinted glass that is inset 
into the concrete.  To the east of Plaza Five Fifty Five on Capitol Mall between 6th and 7th Streets is 
the project site for the Aura Condominiums and 621 Capitol Mall which are both currently under 
construction.  There is an existing surface parking lot and temporary information building for the 
condominiums fronting Capitol Mall; the completed Aura Condominiums and 621 Capitol Mall will 
both be 25 floors.   

Immediately to the east of the proposed project site on the same city block between 5th Street and 
6th Street, is the eight-story American River Bank office building, fronting onto Capitol Mall.  The 
project site is separated from this building by a narrow alley that provides access to the American 
River Bank parking structure.  The American River Bank building consists primarily of light brown 
colored concrete with punched black tinted glass windows.   

Farther to the east, views include the eight-story John E. Moss Federal Building at 650 Capitol Mall, 
other existing government and public buildings, and the State Capitol building located on 10th Street.  
The Capitol is not visible from the project site except from the sidewalk on Capitol Mall or driving on 
Capitol Mall.   

Views to the south, across N Street between 5th and 7th Streets, include the residential buildings of 
Capitol Towers and Bridgeway Towers Apartments.  The Capitol Towers Apartments include 15 
floors with additional two-story condominiums at the corner of N and 7th Streets.  The Bridgeway 
Towers Apartments are also 15 stories high with outdoor balconies facing the project site.  There is a 
two-level parking garage for the residential buildings on the corner of 5th and N Streets.   

To the southwest, views include the Capitol Square office building at 25 stories.  A predominant 
feature of the Capitol Square building is the black tinted glass on all faces of the building.  These 
buildings make up the majority of the views to the south. 



FIGURE 5.1-5
Viewpoint 5: View to the West from the State Capitol on 10th Street

D51121.00

Source: EIP Associates, A Division of PBS&J, 2006.
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Views to the west include the 30-story Wells Fargo Center building.  The building exterior is 
constructed of light tan concrete with punched black tinted glass and marble.  Further west is the 
West America Bank building with 18 floors and blue-green colored windows.  Further to the west 
across I-5, is Old Sacramento and the Tower Bridge, which crosses the Sacramento River (see 
Figure 5.1-5, Viewpoint 5).  The Tower Bridge is listed in the National Register of Historic Places and 
provides vehicular, bicycle, and pedestrian access between the Cities of Sacramento and West 
Sacramento over the Sacramento River.  

Project Components 
Visual simulations prepared for the project (see Figure 5.1-6 through 5.1-10) show how the proposed 
project would appear in the context of other development in the area.  The proposed project would 
result in the construction and operation of a 25-story retail and office building with ground-floor retail 
uses in a built-up portion of Downtown Sacramento.  The upper penthouse floor would be 
designated for restaurant use.  The pedestrian entrance to the building would be located on Capitol 
Mall.  

The proposed project would include concrete foundations and floors, steel columns and beams, and 
metal decks.  The exterior stone would be granite.  The horizontal and vertical panels of granite 
would be predominately beige with streaks of brown and black mottling.  The intersection of the 
horizontal and vertical panels would be accented with rusty red granite with black speckles.  The 
window frames would be aluminum in aluminum color finish.  Two different types of glass would be 
used on the building: spandrel glass, which is used to conceal materials and construction elements 
from the exterior, and view glass, which would be a ¼-inch, light-blue-tinted, dual-pane insulated 
assembly. 

Existing trees on the project site would be removed to accommodate the project.  Landscape 
features would consist of 48-inch boxed Maidenhair trees along N Street and 5th Street and 36-inch 
boxed Littleleaf Linden trees along Capitol Mall.  The trees would be planted in planter strips along 
all street frontages (excluding crosswalks, driveways, bus stops, and drop-off areas).  The planter 
strips would also be planted with shrubs and ground cover.  The ground surface area between the 
edge of the planter and the building and the ground area between the ends of the planters would be 
paved with granite pavers with a coarse surface finish.  The granite pavers would be in two colors, 
creating a ribbon pattern that aligns with the base columns of the building.  In addition to the shading 
from the new trees, there would be canopies that extend out from the building. 

Soffit lights under each canopy would illuminate the ground level around the building.  Some 
spotlights located atop the fourth floor roof would illuminate the face of the building along Capitol 
Mall.  Continuous strips of LED lights would be located along the tops of each step in the building 
façade.  A “500 Capitol Mall” sign with backlit chrome or polished-brass characters may be located 
either on the Capitol Mall building frontage (i.e., the north elevation)  or on a monument sign 
(separated from the building) that would be visible from east- and west-bound Capitol Mall.  There 
would also be street-level signage identifying the various retail users.  All signage would be required 
to comply with the regulations set forth in the Sacramento Municipal Code (section 15.148 (Signs)). 

The building would be approximately 94 feet from the center line of Capitol Mall.  The lower tower 
would be approximately 140 feet from the center line, whereas the upper tower would be 
approximately 145 feet from the Capitol Mall center line.  The side street setback would be 14 feet.  



FIGURE 5.1-6
Viewpoint 6: Existing and Proposed Views from Northeast of the Project Site
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Sources: E.M. Kado Associates - AIA, Inc; EIP Associates, A Division of PBS&J, 2006.

View of the Project Site from the North Corner of 6th Street and Capitol Mall Simulation with the Proposed Project



FIGURE 5.1-7
Viewpoint 7: Existing and Proposed Views from Northwest of the Project Site
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A Division of

500 Capitol Mall

Sources: E.M. Kado Associates - AIA, Inc; EIP Associates, A Division of PBS&J, 2006.

View of the Project Site from the North Corner of 3rd Street and Capitol Mall Simulation with the Proposed Project



FIGURE 5.1-8
Viewpoint 8: Existing and Proposed Views of the Project Site from the North
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Sources: E.M. Kado Associates - AIA, Inc; EIP Associates, A Division of PBS&J, 2006.
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500 Capitol Mall

Simulation with the Proposed Project

View of the Project Site from the North Corner of 5th Street and Capitol Mall



FIGURE 5.1-9
Viewpoint 9: Existing and Proposed Views of the Project Site
 from the South
D51121.00

Sources: E.M. Kado Associates - AIA, Inc; EIP Associates, A Division of PBS&J, 2006.

A Division of
500 Capitol Mall

Simulation with the Proposed Project

View of the Project Site from the South Corner of 5th Street and N Street



FIGURE 5.1-10
Viewpoint 10: Existing and Proposed Views of the Project Site from L Street
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Sources: E.M. Kado Associates - AIA, Inc; EIP Associates, A Division of PBS&J, 2006.
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500 Capitol Mall

Simulation with the Proposed Project

View of the Project Site from the Northwest Atop Downtown Plaza Parking Lot
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REGULATORY SETTING 
Federal and State  
There are no federal or state regulations regarding aesthetics that are applicable to the proposed 
project. 

Local 
City of Sacramento General Plan 
The following goals from the City of Sacramento General Plan’s Residential Land Use Element are 
applicable to the proposed project: 

Section 2: Residential Land Use Element; Overall Goal 
Goal A Maintain and improve the quality and character of residential neighborhoods in the City. 
 
Section 2: Residential Land Use Element; Specific Goals, Policies, Actions 
Goal A Improve the quality of residential neighborhoods, Citywide by protecting, preserving and 

enhancing their character. 
 

Section 5: Transit Element  
Policy 
8. Where appropriate, maximize project densities and intensities should be encouraged within 1/4 mile 

of light rail stations, consistent with adopted policies of Regional Transit, the recommendations of 
the Transit for Livable Communities project, and the adopted land use plans and policies of the City. 

Central City Community Plan 
Environmental Goal 
Create an attractive urban setting through the preservation of existing amenities in the Central City and 
development of an urban design addendum to the Central City Plan.  

Sub-goal 
• Encourage new residential office and commercial development which is human in scale, sensitive to 

open space and aesthetic needs and which will minimize air and noise pollution. 
• Improve visual qualities, especially signing, building and yard maintenance, commercial 

developments and overhead utilities.  
• Develop urban design standards which provide open space, attractive landscaping, and encourage 

creative design features which are sensitive to the urban forms, scales, and patterns found in the 
Central City. 

• Protect and enhance the unique visual features such as entrances into the Central City, attractive 
arterials, notable landmarks, and access to views of the rivers.  

Sacramento Zoning Ordinance  
Chapter 17.96 Central Business District Special Planning District 
17.96.100 Capitol view protection requirements 
A. Purpose. The State Capitol building and the surrounding grounds of Capitol Park provide the city 

with a unique cultural and open space resource. This section establishes height restrictions, setback 
requirements and parking regulations for certain areas of the central business district located near 
the State Capitol building and Capitol Park.  These regulations are designed to provide visual 
protection to and from the Capitol building and Capitol Park. 

Sacramento Urban Design Plan 
The City of Sacramento and Sacramento Housing and Redevelopment Agency adopted the 
Sacramento Central Business District Urban Design Plan (Urban Design Plan) on February 18, 
1987.  The Urban Design Plan is organized as a trilogy of documents: the Urban Design Framework, 
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the Architectural Design Guidelines, and the Streetscape Design Guidelines.  Each is a resources 
document that provides policy guidance to the Design Review/Preservation Board, Sacramento 
Housing and Redevelopment Commission, Planning Commission, and the City Council.  The 
Guidelines were intended to be used to give direction rather than prescriptive requirements and the 
Design Review/Preservation Board can interpret individual guidelines.  The intent of the Design 
Guidelines is to ensure that all development in the CBD contributes to making the CBD a unique and 
special place.1   

The Capitol Mall massing district Massing Guidelines would also apply to the proposed project. The 
Massing Guidelines require a 90-foot setback from the centerline of Capitol Mall and a 140-foot 
setback for the main tower of the building.   

The following policies apply to the proposed project: 

5.0  Massing Guidelines 
5.1    Policies  
1. Where important historic buildings are the predominate form giving element in an area, the massing 

guidelines compliment and “mend” that area. 
2. The massing guidelines create a setting that frames and compliments important landmarks. 
4. Edges and entries to the downtown are defined and enhanced. 
 
6.0 Building Design Elements – General Requirements 
6.1    Color, Texture and Material 
• New developments should respond in a compatible manner to the existing color, texture and 

materials used on surrounding significant buildings. 
• All Major Projects should utilize compatible materials on all four sides of the building. 
• The street level portion of the all new developments must use durable and quality materials.  

Examples of these materials include stone (granite, marble), terra cotta or tile, metal (bronze, 
chrome baked enamel), brick, transparent glass, etc. 

• Recommended materials on the tower portion of a building include terra cotta, pre-cast concrete, 
glass-fiber reinforced concrete (GFRC), brick tile or other equivalent materials.  

• Highly reflective mirrored glass walls as the primary design element should be avoided.  
• Extensive use of stucco, wood, composites of thin weather resistant skin over non-durable backing 

and other non-durable materials should be avoided on buildings over three stories.  
• More than two colors and materials should be incorporated in a design.  Intense colors, if used, 

should be accents, mono-chromatic schemes are discouraged. 
• Graffiti resistant coating should be applied on alley elevations. 

6.2    Fenestrations 
• New developments should provide for a hierarchy of horizontal and vertical expression.  Patterns 

should reflect changes in form and proportion.  This approach tends to unify the buildings street wall 
(and tower) with other architectural features (i.e., building entry, corner elements, or variations in 
massing setbacks).  

• New developments should avoid relentless grids and “egg crate” fenestration. 

6.3    Building Rhythm 
• New developments should respect building rhythms of adjacent buildings on the same block-face. 
• Facades should employ several related rhythms and avoid repetition of one or very few elements at 

all levels. 

6.4    Off-sets, Insets and Reveals 
• New developments should incorporate the use of strong vertical and/or horizontal reveals, off-sets 

and three-dimensional detail between surface planes to create shadow lines and breakup flat 
surface areas. 

• Large areas of uninterrupted blank surface areas should be avoided. 

                                                 
1  Sacramento Housing and Redevelopment Agency, Sacramento Department of City Planning, Sacramento 

Urban Design Plan, 3.0 Architectural Design Policies, February 18, 1987.  
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7.0 Pedestrian Edge 
7.1    Main Building Entry 
• The main access into the building should be prominent in size, use quality materials, and be easily 

identifiable to reflect as a main building entry.  It should face directly on to the main public street. 
• The scale of the building entry should relate to the overall width and height of the building base.  
• Quality window and door metal hardware, frames, and glass are encouraged.  Examples include 

brass, bronze or chrome door and window hardware and frames and butt-joint plate glass.  

7.2    Storefront Entries, Windows and Materials 
Storefront Design Policies.  Design of storefronts must take into account issues unique to the building’s 
architecture and merchant as well as characteristics of the street or area that make it “work” as a retail 
place.   

7.6    Lighting 
• Light fixtures should be located and designed in a manner to prevent vandalism. 
• Light fixtures adjacent to public streets or alleys should be high quality and complement the 

architectural style of the building.  Lighting should be oriented to minimize glare on adjacent 
residential units. 

7.7    Signage 
New developments should consider the signage program during the building design phase to insure 
compatibility with the architectural style of the building.  Signage should be appropriate in location, design 
and materials to the building.  

11.0 Landscaping 
11.1  On-Site Landscaping Guidelines 
11.11.1 Ground Level: 
• Ground floor building frontage, colonnades, arcades, courtyards and plazas should provide 

integrated landscape planters when not in conflict with retail space entries and windows. 
• Free standing potted plants of varying sizes are encouraged.  
• Open plazas and courtyards should provide for a combination of large growing deciduous and 

evergreen trees planted in the ground to facilitate mature growth. 
• A combination of trees and shrubs of varying sizes and ground cover are encouraged in all planting 

areas.  
• Decorative metal tree grates and vertical protective devices for trees are encouraged.  

11.1.2 Upper Building Levels: 
• Recessed, stepped back portions of the building facade may include planters if appropriate to the 

design concept. 

12.0 Parking Structure 
12.1  Ground-Level 
• Incorporate retail space on facades fronting public streets. 
• Incorporate ground level landscaping when not in conflict with retail entry and windows. 

12.2  Upper-Level 
• Apply decorative treatment to upper level facades and panels and/or railings.  The overall 

architectural design and quality of parking facilities should be treated in the same manner as other 
major projects.   

• Provide adequate screening of vehicles from street view.  Open metal railings or panels which do 
not adequately screen the vehicles from view should be avoided. 

• Incorporate stepped-back design of upper floors if above the street wall level. 
• Provide landscape planters to soften visual impact.  

16.0 Protected View Corridors  
Goals  
Sacramento, with its beautiful landscaping and landmark buildings, offers a variety of views and vistas.  
Protecting views of landmarks and the spatial continuity of streets is essential.  Second level walkways, 
construction over streets, and lowering of roadways damage streets in a variety of ways.  Besides 
disturbing retail continuity by not supporting street level activities, they block views that make 
Sacramento unique among California cities. 
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Policies 
3.  Landscaping and building massing should enhance views of landmarks.  
 
Designated Protected View Corridors: Particular streets have been identified as important view corridors.  
They include: 
• Capitol Mall 
• L Street 
• 4th Street 

The plan protects these streets from development that would in anyway [sic] block views and vistas.   

IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 
Methods of Analysis 
A description of the proposed project site was prepared from visits to the site in April 2006.  The site 
plan and visual simulations for the proposed project were used to evaluate the potential effects of 
project development on the visual character of the project site and the nearby area.  The analysis 
focuses on the manner in which development could change the visual elements or features that exist 
on the proposed project site.  

The visual impacts of the proposed project are analyzed in relation to existing conditions, which are 
built-up urban and municipal uses.  The positive or negative value attached to changes in visual 
character is largely subjective.  

The visual effects of construction activities are not evaluated in this section because they would be 
intermittent and temporary.  

Standards of Significance  
For the purposes of this EIR, impacts to aesthetics are considered significant if the proposed project 
would: 

• Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the project site and its 
surroundings; 

• Create a new source of substantial light or glare that would adversely affect day or nighttime 
views; or 

• Conflict with applicable City design guidelines, resulting in a physical impact. 

Project-Specific Impacts and Mitigation Measures 
5.1-1 The proposed project could substantially degrade the existing visual character or 

quality of the project site and its surroundings.  This is a less-than-significant impact. 

The perception of a visual impact is personal and subjective: what one person may perceive as a 
negative impact another may find visually pleasing.  Even those experienced in urban design 
principles and architecture can have differing opinions on the visual “quality” of a particular project.  
Therefore, because of the subjective nature of interpreting visual impacts, this analysis does not rely 
upon opinion to make a determination as to the significance of impacts.  Rather, the analysis relies 
upon the judgment of the reviewing bodies of the City of Sacramento to apply the City’s Design 
Guidelines (Guidelines).  It is assumed that compliance with the Guidelines, as deemed appropriate 
by the reviewing bodies, would ensure that a project would be substantially consistent with existing 
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development and the direction of future development within the City, and, as a result, would not 
result in significant negative aesthetic effects. 

As part of the Capitol View Protection Requirements (Sacramento City Zoning Ordinance, section 
17.96.100), height restrictions are imposed on the blocks surrounding the State Capitol building.  
Height restrictions along Capitol Mall (between K Street and N Street) become more stringent on 
portions of blocks closer to the Capitol building, ranging from 400 feet on the blocks east of 7th Street 
to 300 feet on the west half of the blocks east of 8th Street, to 150 feet on the east half of the block 
west of 9th Street.  However, height restrictions along Capitol Mall extend no further west than the 
block east of 7th Street; there are no height restrictions on the project site.  The lack of height 
limitations in areas of the CBD not immediately adjacent to the Capitol reflects the City’s intent to 
encourage high-density, high-rise buildings in the CBD to create a prominent skyline of taller 
buildings in Downtown Sacramento and to increase the population of the Central City to stimulate 
cultural activities to create a more vibrant Central City.  In addition, General Plan Transit Policy 8, 
amended July 2004, encourages maximizing project densities and intensities within ¼ mile of light 
rail stations.  There are two light rail stations within ¼ mile of the project site (at 7th and Capitol Mall 
and 8th and Capitol Mall), so a project of this scale and intensity is encouraged in the CBD.   

Viewers at the foot of the proposed project would experience a physical change from a shorter 
building made of red marble and dark panel windows to a 25-story high-rise consisting mostly of blue 
tinted glass (see Figures 5.1-8 and 5.1-9).  This would be a change for a viewer standing close to 
the building; however, it would not change the visual character of the project site or surrounding 
area.  The area has an urban quality because of its location in the CBD surrounded by office 
buildings of various heights.  The downtown urban character of the project site and surrounding area 
would not be degraded with the addition of the proposed project.  For persons viewing the project 
from within the CBD, but further away from Capitol Mall, the building would appear to be one of 
several other buildings in the CBD (see Figure 5.1-10).   

Viewers would also be able to see the 25-floor building from a distance, but this would not be a 
substantial change from the existing character of the project area.  Viewers from surrounding 
freeways, for example, would be able to see the physical change of an additional high-rise in the 
downtown area.  The Sacramento skyline would be physically altered with the proposed project.  
However, because the project vicinity is characterized by several other high-rise buildings up to 30 
floors, the addition of the project would contribute to the downtown urban character of the City and 
would not degrade the existing visual character of the area.  

It should also be noted that, while Old Sacramento is a State Historic Park, it is currently not isolated 
from urban development within the CBD and existing high-rise structures are visible from points in 
Old Sacramento.  Therefore, although the proposed project would also be visible from Old 
Sacramento, it would not substantially alter the character of the area.  

The City has no adopted standards regarding visual quality, but relies upon review of the project 
design to ensure that projects are in keeping with the vision of the City.  The proposed project design 
would be subject to review by the City, which would include review by the Design 
Review/Preservation Board, Planning Commission, and/or the City Council. The reviewing bodies 
would use the criteria listed in the adopted Urban Design Plan in analyzing the proposed project 
design. The review of the project design is intended to ensure that the design is of the highest 
quality, commensurate with a project of this magnitude and visibility.  Among consideration of project 
design would be that pedestrian levels would be appropriate in scale and detailing to the surrounding 
area; that the highest quality materials and detailing would be used on all elevations of the building; 
and that the proposed project would complement existing downtown high-rise development.  Review 
would also consider the details of fenestration, that massing and planar changes of the building 
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would create visual interest, and that the overall project provides a distinctive skyline with 
appropriate detailing and finish at the building top.  The construction of a high-rise in downtown 
Sacramento is not inconsistent with the existing City policy.  Further, the design review process 
would ensure that the proposed project would be of high quality design and that it would not 
substantially degrade the existing character or quality of the area or the project site.  Therefore, this 
would be a less-than-significant impact.  

Mitigation Measure 
None required. 

5.1-2 The proposed project could create light or glare that could affect adjacent properties. 
This is a less-than-significant impact. 

Glare is caused by light reflections from pavement, vehicles, and building materials, such as 
reflective glass and polished surfaces.  During daylight hours, the amount of glare depends on the 
intensity and direction of sunlight.  Glare can create hazards to motorists and nuisances for 
pedestrians and other viewers.  At night, artificial lighting can cause glare or disturb residents.  

According to the Sacramento Central Business District Urban Design Plan (Urban Design Plan), 
buildings in the CBD are subject to a variety of building design guidelines.  The design elements 
state that highly reflective mirrored glass walls as the primary design element should be avoided and 
that lighting on buildings in the CBD should be oriented to minimize glare on adjacent residential 
units. 

The proposed project would add light-producing fixtures into the downtown area.  Soffit lights under 
each canopy would illuminate the ground level around the building.  Some spotlights located atop 
the fourth floor roof would illuminate the face of the building along Capitol Mall.  Continuous strips of 
LED lights would be located along the tops of each step in the building façade.  A “500 Capitol Mall” 
sign with backlit chrome or polished-brass characters may be located either on the Capitol Mall 
building frontage (i.e., the north elevation)  or on a monument sign (separated from the building) that 
would be visible from east- and west-bound Capitol Mall.  There would also be street-level signage 
identifying the various retail users.  All signage would be required to comply with the regulations set 
forth in the Sacramento Municipal Code (section 15.148 (Signs)).  However, the additional light 
sources would not significantly affect the ambient nighttime light in the downtown area due to the 
amount of night lighting that already exists in the area. 

The exterior stone of the proposed project would be granite.  Window glass would be a ¼-inch, light-
blue-tinted, dual-pane insulated assembly.  Two different types of glass would be used on the 
building: spandrel glass, which is used to conceal materials and construction elements from the 
exterior, and view glass.  The window frames would be aluminum in aluminum color finish.  

As described above, the proposed project would result in the construction of a 25-story office high 
rise that would be dominated by a glass surface on each building elevation.  Lighting of the project 
would mostly be on the north elevation of the building facing Capitol Mall and would not significantly 
affect the ambient nighttime light in the downtown area due to the large amount of night lighting that 
already exists.   

There are existing residential apartments immediately south of the proposed project.  Because the 
sun is typically in the southern sky, there is potential for glare to significantly affect the residents in 
the Bridgeway Towers and Capitol Towers Apartments during the day.  However, while the proposed 
project would include a substantial amount on glass on the exterior of the building, the glass used 
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would include the use of Low E coating and would have a 15 percent outside visual reflectance.2  
Therefore, the glass would maintain energy efficiency with a reasonably low reflectivity.  Therefore, 
this would be a less-than-significant impact.  

Mitigation Measure 
None required. 

5.1-3 Implementation of the proposed project could conflict with applicable City policies or 
design guidelines, resulting in a physical environmental impact.  This is a less-than-
significant impact. 

Capitol Mall is designated as a protected view corridor under the Sacramento Urban Design Plan.  
The Urban Design Plan protects designated streets from development that would block views and 
vistas to and from the Capitol.  The Capitol Mall corridor, adjacent to the north side of the proposed 
project, provides views of the State Capitol (see Figure 5.1-3).  Construction of the proposed project 
would change the existing view from the west looking down Capitol Mall, but it would not eliminate 
the existing views of the Capitol from Capitol Mall.  

The proposed project would be visible from the west from some locations in Old Sacramento, from 
northbound and southbound I-5, from I-80, US 50, and from the adjacent streets and buildings.  
However, none of these other locations currently have an unrestricted view of the State Capitol, and 
the proposed project would not interfere with existing view corridors due to existing development in 
the vicinity.  

The proposed project site would not be subject to the height restrictions set forth in Chapter 
17.96.100 for the Capitol View protection requirements.  The height restrictions listed under 
17.96.100(B) apply only to the blocks immediately surrounding the State Capitol and Capitol Park.   

The intent of the Urban Design Guidelines is to ensure that all development in the CBD contributes 
to making the CBD a unique and visually pleasing place.  The Capitol Mall Massing Guidelines 
recommend a 90-foot setback from the centerline of Capitol Mall and a 140-foot setback from the 
centerline of Capitol Mall to the building tower.  According to the project plans, the base of the 
building would be approximately 94 feet from the centerline of Capitol Mall and the mass of the tower 
would be approximately 140 feet from the centerline of Capitol Mall; however, the angular portion 
that protrudes on the north face of the building would be less than the 140 foot setback guideline.  
Because the Urban Design Guidelines are intended to be used to give direction rather than 
prescriptive requirements, it is the responsibility of the City’s Design Review/Preservation Board to 
decide if general compliance, rather than strict compliance, is consistent with the Guidelines.  The 
proposed project also generally complies with the 15-foot side setback, because the project’s side 
setback is approximately 14 feet.  Again, it is the Design Review/Preservation Board’s responsibility 
to determine whether this is an acceptable setback.  Although the proposed project is not in strict 
compliance with the Design Guidelines, the proposed project would not block views to or from the 
Capitol and there would be no physical impact resulting from the proposed project.  Therefore, this 
would be considered a less-than-significant impact.   

                                                 
2  Viracaon, Inc. website, http://www.viracon.com/products.php?category=40, accessed July 17, 2006.  Also, 

personal communication with Dan Wacek, Engineering Tech Services, Viracon Inc., July 18, 2006: The 
referenced glass (VRE 5-59) has a low light and heat transmittance level, and is thus energy efficient, while 
maintaining low levels of “vis-out” reflectance. 



 
 

5.1 AESTHETICS 
 
 

 
 5.1-23 500 Capitol Mall 
P:\Projects - WP Only\51121.00 500 Cap Mall\DEIR\5.1 Aesthetics.doc  Draft Environmental Impact Report 

Mitigation Measure 
None required. 

Cumulative Impacts and Mitigation Measures 
The Central City is the cumulative context for the evaluation of impacts to aesthetics.  The potential 
for this project, as well as other projects, to have visual impacts on the downtown area is considered 
in this analysis.  The cumulative context for light and glare would be other development that could 
affect the same sites that would be affected by the light or glare from the proposed project.  Also 
considered in the cumulative analysis are approved projects in the CBD, such as the Towers at 301 
Capitol Mall, the Aura Condos at 601 Capitol Mall, and the office high rise at 621 Capitol Mall (see 
Table 5.1-1). 

5.1-4 The proposed project, in combination with cumulative development in the Central 
City, could substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the project 
site and its surroundings.  This is a less-than-significant impact. 

The Central City is characterized by high-rise structures (see Figures 5.1-3 and 5.1-4).  The 
surrounding area and much of the downtown area of Sacramento is already built out.  However, 
several redevelopment projects have been approved and new proposals are under consideration in 
the City, such as the development of the State of California’s West End project.  The West End 
project would be located between 7th and 8th Streets and N and P Streets and could include up to 
1.4 million square feet of office space.  It is anticipated that the West End project would include at 
least one high-rise building that would be as tall as 23 stories.  The 25-story Aura Condos, which is 
currently under construction, has been approved for the block at 6th Street and Capitol Mall.  The 
high-rise approved on the same block, 621 Capitol Mall, would also be 25 floors when completed.  At 
301 Capitol Mall, two 53-story residential towers are currently under construction.  These buildings 
would be used for residential, hotel, and retail uses.  

Future development to the north of the proposed project site includes the redevelopment of the 
Railyards Specific Plan area and continued redevelopment in the Richards Boulevard Area.  
Because no specific development plans have been submitted, it is not known at this time what level 
of development would occur in these locations.  Future development in the Central City, and the 
CBD in particular, would result in changes to the existing visual character.  However, as stated 
above, the Urban Design Plan provides policy guidance to the City’s Design Review/Preservation 
Board, the City Planning Commission, and the City Council.  The intent of the Design Guidelines is 
to ensure that all development in the CBD contributes to making the CBD a unique and special 
place.   

Like the proposed project, all future development would be subject to design review to ensure that 
projects are in keeping with the vision of the City.  The design review process, when applied to future 
development, would ensure that future development would be of high quality design that is 
compatible with existing and future development projects, resulting in a positive contribution to the 
City’s character.   

As discussed in the project-specific analysis, changes in views of the proposed project would be 
physically different from the existing building, but the urban character of the project site would not be 
substantially altered and the proposed project would help maintain the urban downtown character 
with the addition of a high-rise building.  Considering the cumulative effect of other development 
projects within the Central City, there would be an observable physical change; however, similar to 
project-specific impacts, the construction of several high-rise development projects in the Central 
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City would contribute to, not detract from, the urban character.  The visual quality would not be 
degraded.  

Because the existing and planned projects in the Central City contribute to the built up and 
urbanized character of the area, and because the City’s Design Review/Preservation Board, the City 
Planning Commission, and the City Council would be responsible for ensuring compatibility of 
design, styles, and materials in the CBD, the cumulative change in the visual character of the area 
associated with the project would not be cumulatively considerable.  Therefore, this would be 
considered a less-than-significant cumulative impact.   

Mitigation Measure 
None required.  

5.1-5 The proposed project, in combination with cumulative development in the Central 
City, could create cumulative light or glare that could affect adjacent properties.  This 
is a less-than-significant impact. 

Future development in the City of Sacramento CCCP area and the CBD would be designed to 
comply with City of Sacramento lighting policies in the Urban Design Plan.  As stated above, 
planned development in the Central City area includes additional high-rise buildings that would 
introduce new sources of light and glare in the area surrounding the proposed project. Because the 
design and building materials for the future development are not known at this time, these buildings 
could contribute to light and glare effects in the City.  Therefore, this is a potentially significant 
cumulative impact.  Although the proposed project includes a large amount of glass, the project 
would not result in substantial glare because the glass proposed for the building would be of 
relatively low reflectivity, as discussed above. Therefore, the proposed project incremental 
contribution would not be considerable, and this would be a less-than-significant cumulative 
impact.  

Mitigation Measure 
None required. 

5.1-6 The proposed project, in combination with cumulative development in the Central 
City, could conflict with applicable City policies or design guidelines. This is a less-
than-significant impact. 

As stated above, Capitol Mall is designated as a protected view corridor under the Sacramento 
Urban Design Plan.  The Plan protects designated streets from development that would block views 
and vistas to and from the Capitol.  The Capitol Mall corridor provides views of the State Capitol, and 
this view is available from Capitol Mall, adjacent to the north side of the proposed project.   

As previously stated, the Urban Design Guidelines were intended to be used to give direction rather 
than prescriptive requirements and the City’s Design Review/Preservation Board can interpret 
individual guidelines.  The intent of the Urban Design Guidelines is to ensure that all development in 
the CBD contributes to making the CBD a unique and visually pleasing place.  Future development 
in the CBD would be subject to review by the Design Review/Preservation Board to determine 
consistency with applicable plans, including the Design Guidelines.  Because future projects would 
be subject to review by the Design Review/Preservation Board, the project’s contribution would not 
be cumulatively considerable resulting in a less-than-significant cumulative impact.   
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Mitigation Measure 
None required.  
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5.2  AIR QUALITY 
 
 
 
INTRODUCTION 
This section assesses the potential air quality effects of the proposed 500 Capitol Mall project 
(proposed project) and recommends feasible mitigation measures to reduce or eliminate significant 
impacts.  This section describes the climate in the project area; existing air quality conditions in the 
project area for both criteria air pollutants and toxic air contaminants; and applicable federal, state, 
and regional air quality standards.  The section also analyzes the air quality effects caused by 
stationary, mobile, and area sources related to construction and operation of the proposed project. 
 
As discussed in the Initial Study (see Appendix A), there are no substantial odor sources in the 
project vicinity that could adversely affect the proposed project; therefore, the project would not be 
affected by substantial odors.  Odors could be generated from proposed restaurants included within 
the project, but restaurant odors are generally not considered offensive. Accordingly, this issue is not 
discussed further in this section.  
 
Public comments received in response to the Notice of Preparation (see Appendix B) included a 
comment letter from the Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District (SMAQMD), 
requesting that potential construction and long-term operation air quality impacts be analyzed using 
the URBEMIS 2002 emissions modeling program, version 8.7.  For significant operational emissions, 
the SMAQMD recommended an air quality mitigation plan be created to reduce emissions by 
15 percent.  The district also recommended the development of a Transportation Management Plan 
(TMP) to promote alternative commute modes.  All of these issues and concerns have been 
addressed in this section. 
 
Major sources reviewed for this section include the SMAQMD Guide to Air Quality Assessment in 
Sacramento County (Guide), the City of Sacramento General Plan, the California Air Resources 
Board (CARB) Diesel Risk Reduction Plan, and the CARB web site. 
 
ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 
A region’s air quality is influenced by the region’s climate, topography, and pollutant sources.  The 
characteristics of the region encompassing the City of Sacramento are such that the area can, at 
times, have the potential for high concentrations of regional and localized air pollutants. 
 
Climate and Topography 
Hot dry summers and mild rainy winters characterize the Mediterranean climate of the Sacramento 
Valley.  During the year the temperature may range from 20 to 115 degrees Fahrenheit with summer 
highs usually in the 90s and winter lows occasionally below freezing.  Average annual rainfall is 
about 20 inches with snowfall being very rare.  The prevailing winds are moderate in strength and 
vary from moist clean breezes from the south to dry land flows from the north. 
 
The mountains surrounding the Sacramento Valley (Valley) create a barrier to airflow, which can trap 
air pollutants in the Valley when meteorological conditions are right.  The highest frequency of air 
stagnation occurs in the autumn and early winter when large high-pressure cells lie over the Valley.  
The lack of surface wind during these periods and the reduced vertical flow caused by less surface 
heating reduces the influx of outside air and allows air pollutants to become concentrated in a stable 
volume of air.  The surface concentrations of pollutants are highest when these conditions are 
combined with smoke from agricultural burning or when temperature inversions trap cool air, fog and 
pollutants near the ground. 
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The ozone season (May through October) in the Sacramento Valley is characterized by stagnant air 
or light winds with the delta sea breeze arriving in the afternoon out of the southwest.  Usually the 
evening breeze transports the airborne pollutants to the north out of the Valley.  During about half of 
the days from July to September; however, a phenomenon called the “Schultz Eddy” prevents this 
from occurring.  Instead of allowing for the prevailing wind patterns to move north carrying the 
pollutants out of the Valley, the Schultz Eddy causes the wind pattern to circle back south.  
Essentially this phenomenon causes the air pollutants to be blown south toward the Sacramento 
area.  This phenomenon’s effect exacerbates the pollution levels in the area and increases the 
likelihood of violating federal or state standards.  The Eddy normally dissipates around noon when 
the delta sea breeze arrives.1 
 
Criteria Air Pollutants 
Criteria air pollutants are a group of pollutants for which federal or state regulatory agencies have 
adopted ambient air quality standards.  Criteria air pollutants include ozone (O3), carbon monoxide 
(CO), nitrogen dioxide (NO2), sulfur dioxide (SO2), particulate matter (PM10 and PM2.5), and lead.  
Most of the criteria pollutants are directly emitted.  Ozone, however, is a secondary pollutant that is 
formed in the atmosphere by chemical reactions between oxides of nitrogen (NOx) and reactive 
organic gases (ROG).  According to the most recent emissions inventory data for Sacramento 
County, mobile sources are the largest contributors of both ROG and NOx.2 
 
Criteria air pollutants are classified in each air basin, county, or in some cases, within a specific 
urbanized area.  The classification is determined by comparing actual monitoring data with state and 
federal standards.  If a pollutant concentration is lower than the standard, the area is classified as 
“attainment” for that pollutant.  If an area exceeds the standard, the area is classified as “non-
attainment” for that pollutant.  If there is not enough data available to determine whether the 
standard is exceeded in an area, the area is designated “unclassified”.  Table 5.2-1 lists the health 
effects associated with these pollutants.   
 
Monitors that collect air quality data are located throughout the Sacramento Valley Air Basin (SVAB).  
The closest monitoring station to the project site is the Sacramento T Street station, located in 
downtown Sacramento at 1309 T Street.  Due to variations among ambient concentrations in and 
around downtown, where available, data from the three closest CARB-operated monitoring stations 
(T Street, Del Paso Manor, and Health Department Stockton Boulevard) was considered in 
compiling the most recent air quality data summarized in Table 5.2-2. 
 
Existing Attainment Status 
The ambient air quality standards and Sacramento County’s attainment status for the criteria 
pollutants are summarized in Table 5.2-3.  The criteria air pollutants most relevant to air quality 
planning and regulation in the air basin include ozone, CO, and particulate matter.  Each of the 
relevant criteria pollutants is briefly described below in the context of the County’s attainment status. 
 
Ozone is a gas that is formed when reactive organic gases (ROG) and nitrogen oxides (NOx) 
undergo slow photochemical reactions in the presence of sunlight. The type of ozone referred to in 
this section is called tropospheric ozone (called “bad ozone” by scientists), since it lies very close to 
the earth’s surface (in the troposphere).  Ozone concentrations are generally highest during the  

                                                 
1    Guide to Air Quality Assessment in Sacramento County, page 1-7.  SMAQMD, July 2005. 
2   Sacramento County 2004 Estimated Annual Average Emissions Inventory.  CARB website:   

www.arb.ca.gov/app/emsinv/emssumcat_query.  Accessed 1/3/06. 
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TABLE 5.2-1 
 

HEALTH EFFECTS OF MAIN CRITERIA AIR POLLUTANTS 
Pollutant Adverse Effects 

Ozone 

-  Ozone can irritate lung airways and cause inflammation. Other symptoms include wheezing, coughing, and 
breathing difficulties during exercise or outdoor activities. People with respiratory problems are most 
vulnerable, but even healthy people that are active outdoors can be affected when ozone levels are high.  

-  Repeated exposure to ozone pollution for several months may cause permanent lung damage.   
-  Even at very low levels, ground-level ozone triggers a variety of health problems including aggravated 

asthma, reduced lung capacity, and increased susceptibility to respiratory illnesses like pneumonia and 
bronchitis. 

-  Ground-level ozone interferes with the ability of plants to produce and store food, which makes them more 
susceptible to disease, insects, other pollutants, and harsh weather.   

-  Ozone reduces crop and forest yields and increases plant vulnerability to disease, pests, and weather. 

Carbon 
Monoxide 

-  The health threat from lower levels of CO is most serious for those who suffer from heart disease. For a 
person with heart disease, a single exposure to CO at low levels may cause chest pain and reduce that 
person's ability to exercise; repeated exposures may contribute to other cardiovascular effects. 

-  Healthy people can be affected by high levels of CO as well. People who breathe high levels of CO can 
develop vision problems, reduced ability to work or learn, reduced manual dexterity, and difficulty 
performing complex tasks. At extremely high levels, CO is poisonous and can cause death. 

-  CO contributes to the formation of ground-level ozone, which can trigger serious respiratory problems. 

Particulate 
Matter 

-  Particle pollution, especially fine particles, contains microscopic solids or liquid droplets that are so small 
that they can get deep into the lungs and cause serious health problems. Numerous scientific studies have 
linked particle pollution exposure to a variety of problems, including:  

• increased respiratory symptoms, such as irritation of the airways, coughing, or difficulty breathing;  
• decreased lung function, aggravated asthma, development of chronic bronchitis;  
• irregular heartbeat, nonfatal heart attacks; and  
• premature death.  

-  Particles can be carried over long distances by wind and then settle on ground or water.  The effects of this 
settling include: making lakes and streams acidic; changing the nutrient balance in coastal waters and large 
river basins; depleting the nutrients in soil; damaging sensitive forests and farm crops; and affecting the 
diversity of ecosystems. 

Nitrogen 
Dioxide 

-  One of the main ingredients involved in the formation of ground-level ozone, which can trigger serious 
respiratory problems.  

-  Reacts to form nitrate particles, acid aerosols, as well as NO2, which also cause respiratory problems.  
-  Contributes to formation of acid rain; to nutrient overload that deteriorates water quality; and to atmospheric 

particles that cause visibility impairment.  
-  Reacts to form toxic chemicals and contributes to global warming. 

Sulfur 
Dioxide 

-  contributes to respiratory illness, particularly in children and the elderly, and aggravates existing heart and 
lung diseases. 

-  contributes to the formation of acid rain, which; damages trees, crops, historic buildings, and monuments; 
and makes soils, lakes, and streams acidic.  

-  contributes to the formation of atmospheric particles that cause visibility impairment, most noticeably in 
national parks. 

Lead 

-  Lead causes damage to the kidneys, liver, brain and nerves, and other organs.  Exposure to lead may also 
lead to osteoporosis (brittle bone disease) and reproductive disorders. 

-  Excessive exposure to lead causes seizures, mental retardation, behavioral disorders, memory problems, 
and mood changes. Low levels of lead damage the brain and nerves in fetuses and young children, 
resulting in learning deficits and lowered IQ. 

-  Lead exposure causes high blood pressure and increases heart disease, especially in men.  Lead exposure 
may also lead to anemia, or weak blood. 

-  Wild and domestic animals can ingest lead while grazing.  They experience the same kind of effects as 
people who are exposed to lead.  Low concentrations of lead can slow down vegetation growth near 
industrial facilities. 

-  Lead can enter water systems through runoff and from sewage and industrial waste streams. Elevated 
levels of lead in the water can cause reproductive damage in some aquatic life and cause blood and 
neurological changes in fish and other animals that live there. 

Source:  Environmental Protection Agency, 2006. http://www.epa.gov/air/urbanair/6poll.html .  
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TABLE 5.2-2 

 
EXCEEDANCES OF NATIONAL AND STATE AIR POLLUTION  

STANDARDS IN THE SACRAMENTO AREA 
Pollutant 2003 2004 2005 
OZONE (1-hour) 
Highest 1-hour (ppm) 0.145 0.118 0.134 
Days>0.12 ppm (National) 6 0 4 
Days>0.09 ppm (State) 53 35 43 
OZONE (8-hour) 
Highest 8-hour (ppm) 0.122 0.102 0.117 
Days>0.08 (National) 43 25 35 
Days>0.07 (State)1 > 43 > 25 > 35 
CARBON MONOXIDE 
Highest 8-hour (ppm) 3.40 3.0 3.6 
Days>=9.0 ppm (National and State) 0 0 0 
PARTICULATE MATTER (PM10) 
Highest 24-hour Concentration (ug/m3) 66 58 77 
Days>150 ug/m3 (National) 0 0 0 
Days>50 ug/m3 (State) 12.3 6.1 29.4 
PARTICULATE MATTER (PM2.5) 
Highest 24-hour Concentration (ug/m3) 73.2 58.2 81.4 
Days>65 ug/m3 (National and State) 0 0 5.2 
NITROGEN DIOXIDE 
Highest 1-hour (ppm) 0.08 0.07 0.07 
Days>.25 ppm (State) 0 0 0 
Annual Mean (National) > 0.053 ppm 0 0 0 
Notes: 1 – State standard went into effect in early 2006 so no historical data is available. 
Source:  California Air Resources Board.  www.arb.ca.gov  site accessed 6/16/06. 

 
 



 
 

5.2 AIR QUALITY 
 
 

 
 5.2-5 500 Capitol Mall 
P:\Projects - WP Only\51121.00 500 Cap Mall\DEIR\5.2 Air Quality.doc  Draft Environmental Impact Report 

TABLE 5.2-3 
 

AIR QUALITY STANDARDS ATTAINMENT STATUS CHART 
FOR SACRAMENTO COUNTY 

Federal Standards 
Pollutant Primary Standard Status 
Ozone (O3) – 8 hour 0.08 ppm Serious Nonattainment 
Carbon Monoxide (CO) –  
1 hour 
8 hour 

35 ppm 
9 ppm 

Attainment 
Attainment 

Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2) – 
Annual Arithmetic Mean 0.053 ppm Attainment 

Sulfur Dioxide (SO2) –  
Annual Arithmetic Mean 
24 Hour 
3 Hour 

0.030 ppm 
0.14 ppm 
0.5 ppm 

Attainment 
Attainment 
Attainment 

Inhalable Particulate (PM10)  
24 Hour 150 µg/m3 Moderate Nonattainment* 
Inhalable Particulate (PM2.5) 
Annual Arithmetic Mean 
24 Hour 

15 µg/m3 
65 µg/m3 

Attainment/Unclassified 
Attainment/Unclassified 

Lead – Calendar Quarter 1.5 µg/m3 Attainment 
State Standards 
Pollutant Primary Standard Status 
Ozone (O3) –  
1 hour 
8 hour 

0.09 ppm 
0.07 ppm 

Serious Nonattainment 
Serious Nonattainment 

Carbon Monoxide (CO) –  
1 hour 
8 hour 

20 ppm 
9 ppm 

Attainment 
Attainment 

Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2) –  
1 hour 0.25 ppm Attainment 
Sulfur Dioxide (SO2) –  
24 Hour 
1 Hour 

0.04 ppm 
0.25 ppm 

Attainment 
Attainment 

Inhalable Particulate (PM10)  
Annual Arithmetic Mean 
24 Hour 

20 µg/m3 

50 µg/m3 
Nonttainment 
Nonttainment 

Inhalable Particulate (PM2.5) 
Annual Arithmetic Mean 12 µg/m3 Nonattainment 
Lead – 30 Day 1.5 µg/m3 Attainment 
Visibility Reducing 

Particles 8-Hour Visibility of ten miles or more Unclassified 
Sulfates – 24 Hour 25 µg/m3 Attainment 
Hydrogen Sulfide – 1 Hour 0.03 ppm Unclassified 
Source:  SMAQMD website – www.airquality.org/aqdata/attainmentstat.shtml  Accessed June 1, 2006. 
ppm = parts per million 
µg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter 
* Sacramento County air quality currently meets the Federal PM-10 standards, but the SMAQMD must request redesignation to 

attainment and submit a maintenance plan to be formally designated to attainment. 

 
 
summer months when direct sunlight, light wind, and warm temperature conditions are favorable.  
The federal government uses a number of different classifications to describe the extent to which an 
area is in nonattainment for the federal ozone standard.  Sacramento County was formerly classified 
as being in “severe” nonattainment for the one-hour ozone standard.  However, the one-hour 
standard was revoked by Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) in June 2005 and replaced with a 
new eight-hour standard which is now the only applicable ozone standard.  The EPA has designated 
the Sacramento area as a “serious” nonattainment area for the new eight-hour standard. 
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Carbon Monoxide is a colorless, odorless gas that is formed when carbon in fuel is not burned 
completely. It is a component of motor vehicle exhaust, which contributes about 56 percent of all CO 
emissions nationwide. Other non-road engines and vehicles (such as construction equipment and 
boats) contribute about 22 percent of all CO emissions nationwide. Higher levels of CO generally 
occur in areas with heavy traffic congestion. In cities, 85 to 95 percent of all CO emissions may 
come from motor vehicle exhaust. Other sources of CO emissions include industrial processes (such 
as metals processing and chemical manufacturing), residential wood burning, and natural sources 
such as forest fires. Woodstoves, gas stoves, cigarette smoke, and unvented gas and kerosene 
space heaters are sources of CO indoors. The highest levels of CO in the outside air typically occur 
during the colder months of the year when inversion conditions are more frequent.  The air pollution 
becomes trapped near the ground beneath a layer of warm air. Through control measures adopted 
by state, local, and federal agencies, all areas of the SVAB have attained the state and federal CO 
standards.  However, the potential still exists for incidents of high localized concentrations of CO to 
occur. 
 
Coarse Particulate Matter (PM10) and Fine Particulate Matter (PM2.5) consist of extremely small, 
suspended particles or droplets 10 microns and 2.5 microns or smaller in diameter.  Some sources 
of suspended particulate matter, like pollen and wind blown dust, occur naturally.  However, in 
populated areas, most fine suspended particulate matter is caused by road dust, diesel soot, 
combustion, abrasion of tires and brakes, and construction activities. Fine particles can remain 
suspended in the air and travel long distances. For example, exhaust from a diesel truck in Los 
Angeles can end up over the Grand Canyon. 
 
Monitoring data for the County shows that it is currently in attainment of the federal PM10 standard.  
However, the SMAQMD must request redesignation and submit a PM10 maintenance plan to the 
EPA prior to any redesignation to attainment.  Consequently, the EPA has not officially changed the 
County’s designation to attainment for the federal PM10 standard.  The Sacramento region is 
officially in nonattainment status for the more stringent state PM10 standards.  The County also 
attains the federal PM2.5 standards but is in nonattainment of the state annual PM2.5 standard. 
 
Toxic Air Contaminants 
In addition to the criteria air pollutants, another group of airborne substances, called Toxic Air 
Contaminants (TACs) are known to be highly hazardous to health, even in small quantities.  TACs 
are airborne substances capable of causing short-term (acute) and/or long-term (chronic or 
carcinogenic) adverse human health effects (i.e., injury or illness). 
 
TACs can be emitted from a variety of common sources, including gasoline stations, automobiles, 
dry cleaners, industrial operations, and painting operations.  Farms, construction sites, and 
residential areas can also potentially contribute to toxic air emissions.  Due to mounting scientific 
evidence of adverse health effects, the CARB has recently identified diesel particulate matter as a 
toxic air contaminant.  Regulation of TACs is achieved through federal and state controls on 
individual sources.  The 1990 federal Clean Air Act (CAA) Amendments offer a comprehensive plan 
for achieving significant reduction in both mobile and stationary source emissions of certain 
designated Hazardous Air Pollutants (HAP), with a goal of achieving the EPA’s one in one million 
cancer risk from TACs.  All major stationary sources of designated HAP’s are required to obtain and 
pay the required fees for an operating permit under Title V of the federal CAA Amendments. 
 
TAC impacts are assessed using a maximum individual cancer risk (MICR) that estimates the 
probability of a potential maximally exposed individual (MEI) contracting cancer as a result of 
exposure to toxic air contaminants over a period of 70 years for residential receptor locations. The 
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CARB and local air districts have determined that any stationary source posing a cancer risk to the 
general population equal to or greater than ten people out of one million to be excessive.  If the risk 
of such exposure levels meets or exceeds the threshold of ten excess cancer cases per one million 
people, the CARB and local air district require the installation of best available control technology 
(BACT) or maximum available control technology (MACT) to reduce the risk threshold.  To assess 
risk from ambient air concentrations, the CARB has conducted studies to determine the total cancer 
inhalation risk to individuals due to outdoor toxic pollutant levels.  According to a map prepared by 
the CARB showing estimated inhalation cancer risk for TACs in the State of California, the project 
site has an existing estimated risk that is between 750 and 1500 cancer cases per one million 
people.  This represents the lifetime risk that between 750 and 1,500 people in one million may 
contract cancer from inhalation of toxic compounds at current ambient concentrations. While 
development of the proposed project would not result in a MICR of ten excess cancer cases per one 
million, it would expose receptors in the project area to ambient air levels in excess of that risk level. 
 
While toxic air contaminants are produced by many different sources, the largest contributor to 
inhalation cancer risk in California is diesel particulates.  Diesel particulate matter is emitted into the 
air via heavy-duty diesel trucks, construction equipment, and passenger cars.  According to CARB’s 
Risk Reduction Plan to Reduce Particulate Matter Emissions from Diesel-Fueled Engines and 
Vehicles, the existing average statewide potential cancer risk from diesel particulate matter is over 
500 potential cancer cases per one million people.  Sources of TAC close to the project site include 
Interstate 5 (I-5) and Highway 50. These roadways accommodate heavy truck and other vehicle 
traffic that emits diesel particulate matter, which has been recognized as a TAC by the CARB. In 
addition to diesel particulate, the CARB’s Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health 
Perspective (April 2005) cites several recent studies linking concentrations of vehicle-related 
pollutants to roadway distance.  These studies linking traffic emissions with health impacts build on 
existing data on adverse health effects of ambient air pollution, illuminating the key observation that 
close proximity to high-volume roadways increases both exposure and the potential for adverse 
health effects. The following is a list of key health findings from these studies. 
 

• Reduced lung function in children associated with traffic density, especially trucks, within 
1,000 feet.  That association was strongest within 300 feet. 

• Asthma symptoms increased with proximity to roadways; the risk was greatest within 300 
feet. 

• Increased asthma hospitalizations were associated with living within 650 feet of heavy traffic 
and heavy truck volume. 

• Asthma and bronchitis symptoms in children were associated with proximity to high traffic in 
a San Francisco Bay Area community with good overall regional air quality. 

• A San Diego study found increased medical visits in children living within 550 feet of heavy 
traffic. 

As a result of these findings, the CARB recommends that new sensitive land uses not be cited within 
500 feet of a freeway, urban roads with 100,000 vehicles per day, or rural roads with 50,000 vehicles 
per day.3  Office uses would not be considered a sensitive use. 
 

                                                 
3  California Air Resources Board, Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health Perspective,  

April 2005. 
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Sensitive Receptors 
Some individuals are considered to be more sensitive than others to air pollution.  Reasons for 
greater sensitivity can include existing health problems, duration of exposure to air pollutants, or 
certain peoples’ increased susceptibility to pollution-related health problems due to factors such as 
age.  Land uses such as primary and secondary schools, hospitals, and convalescent homes are 
considered to be sensitive receptors to poor air quality because the very young, the old, and the 
infirm are more susceptible to respiratory infections and other air quality related health problems 
than the general public.  Residential uses are considered sensitive because people in residential 
areas are often at home for extended periods of time, so they can be exposed to pollutants for 
extended periods.  Recreational areas are considered moderately sensitive to poor air quality 
because vigorous exercise associated with recreation places a high demand on the human 
respiratory function. 
 
The immediate vicinity of the proposed project site consists of office, residential, retail, and 
commercial uses.  Sensitive land uses in the surrounding area include apartment complexes, 
residences, and a senior citizen residential facility. 
 
Existing Emissions Sources and Concentrations 
There are many types of air pollutant sources in Sacramento County.  These sources can be divided 
into three categories: mobile, stationary, and “area” sources.  Mobile sources consist of vehicles, as 
well as mobile construction equipment and boats.  Stationary sources are pollution sources that do 
not move.  Examples of stationary sources are large industrial or commercial sources where 
pollutants may be released via a stack.  Stationary sources can also be smaller, as in the case of 
small emergency generators or boilers.  Area source emissions are normally produced by processes 
and products that are individually small, but are numerous and widely dispersed.  Normally, these 
sources are associated with everyday activities such as landscape maintenance, painting, and the 
use of fireplaces and barbecues. 
 
The CARB maintains an emission inventory of air pollutants within the state’s air basins and counties 
inside those air basins.  Table 5.2-4 presents the latest emission inventory of reactive organic gases, 
nitrogen oxides, sulfur oxides, carbon monoxide, and particulate matter for Sacramento County.  The 
“On-road Mobile Sources” category of the inventory is the primary source of ROG, NOx, SOx, and 
CO in Sacramento County.  The “Miscellaneous Processes” category, which includes activities such 
as paved road dust, earth moving activities, and farming operation, contributes a majority of the 
particulate matter generated in Sacramento County. 
 
There are few large stationary sources of emissions near the project site, but pollution sources 
nevertheless do exist.  There are large buildings in the area that have boilers for the production of 
building heat.  These buildings may also have emergency backup generators to be used for 
emergency backup power supply.   
 
REGULATORY SETTING 
Air quality in Sacramento County is regulated by the U.S. EPA, the CARB, and the SMAQMD.  
These agencies develop rules or regulations to meet the goals or directives imposed on them 
through legislation.  Although U.S. EPA regulations may not be superseded, both state and local 
regulations may be more stringent.  In general, air quality evaluations are based on air quality 
standards developed by the federal and state government. 
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TABLE 5.2-4 
 

2005 ESTIMATED ANNUAL EMISSIONS FOR SACRAMENTO (tons/day) 
Source Category ROG CO NOx SOx PM10 PM2.5 
STATIONARY SOURCES 

Fuel Combustion 0.58 3.02 3.16 0.05 0.93 0.91 
Waste Disposal 0.24 0.14 0.04 - 0.01 0.01 
Cleaning and Surface Coatings 5.39 - - - - - 
Petroleum Production and Marketing 4.21 - - - - - 
Industrial Processes 0.90 0.52 0.29 0.03 1.22 0.60 

Total Stationary Sources 11.31 3.68 3.49 0.08 2.16 1.52 
AREA-WIDE SOURCES 

Solvent Evaporation 13.17 - - - 0.01 0.01 
Miscellaneous Processes 4.18 41.00 3.18 0.16 38.71 11.91 

Total Area-Wide Sources 17.36 41.00 3.18 0.16 38.72 11.92 
MOBILE SOURCES 

On-Road Vehicles 27.39 255.62 51.79 0.48 1.76 1.21 
Other Mobile 10.76 89.16 24.85 0.54 1.75 1.55 

Total Mobile Sources 38.15 344.78 76.64 1.02 3.51 2.76 
NATURAL SOURCES 
Total Natural Sources 10.18 0.18 0.01 - 0.02 0.02 
GRAND TOTAL 77.00 389.64 83.31 1.27 44.41 16.22 
Source:  California Air Resources Board.  www.arb.ca.gov/app/emsinv/emssumcat_query  Accessed 6/16/06. 

 
 
Since many air pollution problems are regional in nature, the federal government sometimes 
designates multi-county areas as “Nonattainment Areas”.  Because it covers a large area, a 
nonattainment area can be composed of several different air districts.  The “nonattainment area” 
designation means that these individual local agencies must work together to solve regional air 
pollution problems.  The Sacramento Ozone Nonattainment Area includes all of Sacramento County 
and parts of Yolo, Solano, Sutter, and Placer counties. 
 
Federal 
The U.S. EPA is the federal agency responsible for setting and enforcing the federal ambient air 
quality standards for atmospheric pollutants.  The EPA regulates emission sources that are under 
the exclusive authority of the federal government, such as aircraft, ships, and certain locomotives.  
The U.S. EPA also has jurisdiction over emission sources outside state waters (outer continental 
shelf), and establishes various emissions standards for vehicles sold in states other than California. 
 
As part of its enforcement responsibilities, the U.S. EPA requires each state with nonattainment 
areas to prepare and submit a State Implementation Plan (SIP) that demonstrates the means to 
attain the federal standards.  The SIP must integrate federal, state, and local plan components and 
regulations to identify specific measures to reduce pollution in nonattainment areas, using a 
combination of performance standards and market-based programs. 
 
Clean Air Act 
The Federal Clean Air Act (FCAA), as amended, establishes air quality standards for several 
pollutants. These standards are divided into primary standards and secondary standards. Primary 
standards are designed to protect public health, and secondary standards are intended to protect 
public welfare from effects such as visibility reduction, soiling, nuisance, and other forms of damage. 
The FCAA requires that regional plans be prepared for non-attainment areas illustrating how the 
federal air quality standards could be met.  The CARB approved the most recent revision of the 
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State Implementation Plan prepared by the SMAQMD in 1994, and submitted it to the U.S. EPA.  
The SIP, approved by the U.S. EPA in 1996, consists of a list of ROG and NOx control measures for 
demonstrating future attainment of ozone standards. The steps to achieve attainment will continue to 
require significant emissions reductions in both stationary and mobile sources. 
 
State 
The CARB, a part of the California EPA, is responsible for the coordination and administration of 
both federal and state air pollution control programs within California.  In this capacity, the CARB 
conducts research, sets state ambient air quality standards, compiles emission inventories, develops 
suggested control measures, and provides oversight of local programs.  The CARB establishes 
emissions standards for motor vehicles sold in California, consumer products (such as hairspray, 
aerosol paints, and barbecue lighter fluid), and various types of commercial equipment.  It also sets 
fuel specifications to further reduce vehicular emissions.  The CARB also has primary responsibility 
for the development of California’s SIP, for which it works closely with the federal government and 
the local air districts. 
 
California Clean Air Act 
The California Clean Air Act (CCAA) of 1988 requires nonattainment areas to achieve and maintain 
the state ambient air quality standards by the earliest practicable date and local air districts to 
develop plans for attaining the state ozone, carbon monoxide, sulfur dioxide, and nitrogen dioxide 
standards.  In compliance with the CCAA, the SMAQMD prepared and submitted the 1991 Air 
Quality Attainment plan (AQAP) to mainly address Sacramento County’s nonattainment status for 
ozone and carbon monoxide, and although not required, PM10.  The CCAA also requires that by the 
end of 1994 and once every three years thereafter, the districts are to assess their progress toward 
attaining the air quality standards.  The triennial assessment is to report the extent of air quality 
improvement and the amounts of emission reductions achieved from control measures for the 
preceding three year period.4 
 
Children’s Environmental Health Protection Act 
The Children's Environmental Health Protection Act (Senate Bill 25) establishes specific 
requirements to determine if children are adequately protected from the harmful effects of air 
pollution.  The Act requires the CARB and the Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment 
(OEHHA) to review all health based California's Ambient Air Quality Standards to determine whether 
they adequately protect public health, including infants and children. Those found possibly 
inadequate would undergo full review and possible revision.  The Act also requires CARB to 
determine if the current air monitoring network established to measure air pollution in California 
adequately reflects the levels of air pollutants that infants and children are breathing.  Additionally, 
the Act also requires that the state's list of Toxic Air Contaminants be reviewed to identify 
contaminants that might cause infants and children to be especially susceptible to illness and to 
institute Air Toxic Control Measures (ATCM) that would be needed to reduce exposures. 
 
Toxic Air Contaminants 
Regulation of TACs is achieved through federal and state controls on individual sources.  The 1990 
federal CAA Amendments offer a comprehensive plan for achieving significant reduction in both 
mobile and stationary source emissions of certain designated Hazardous Air Pollutants (HAP).  All 
major stationary sources of designated HAP’s are required to obtain and pay the required fees for an 
operating permit under Title V of the federal CAA Amendments. 

                                                 
4  SMAQMD website:  www.airquality.org/stateplan.  Accessed 3/17/05. 
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The Air Toxics Hot Spots Information and Assessment Act of 1987 (AB 2588), California Health and 
Safety Code Section 44300 et seq., provides for the regulation of over 200 air toxics and is the 
primary air contaminant legislation in the state.  Under the Act, local air districts may request that a 
facility account for its TAC emissions.  Local air districts then prioritize facilities on the basis of 
emissions, and high priority designated facilities are required to submit a health risk assessment and 
communicate the results to the affected public.  The TAC control strategy involves reviewing new 
sources to ensure compliance with required emission controls and limits, maintaining an inventory of 
existing sources of TACs, and developing new rules and regulations to reduce TAC emissions.  The 
purpose of AB 2588 is to identify and inventory toxic air emissions and to communicate the potential 
for adverse health effects to the public. 
 
Assembly Bill 1807 (AB 1807), enacted in September 1983, sets forth a procedure for the 
identification and control of TACs in California.  The CARB is responsible for the identification and 
control of TACs, except pesticide use.  AB 1807 defines a TAC as an air pollutant that may cause or 
contribute to an increase in mortality or an increase in serious illness, or which may pose a present 
or potential hazard to human health.  The CARB prepares identification reports on candidate 
substances under consideration for listing as TACs.  The reports and summaries describe the use of 
and the extent of emissions in California resulting in public exposure, together with their potential 
health effects.  
 
In 1998, the CARB identified diesel particulate matter as a toxic air contaminant under the AB 1807 
program.  Diesel particulate matter is emitted into the air via heavy-duty diesel trucks, construction 
equipment, and passenger cars.  In October 2000, the CARB released a report entitled Risk 
Reduction Plan to Reduce Particulate Matter Emissions from Diesel-Fueled Engines and Vehicles. 
This plan identifies diesel particulate matter as the predominant TAC in California and proposes 
methods for reducing diesel emissions. 
 
Recently enacted SB 25, Children’s Environmental Protection Act (1999), recognized the special 
vulnerabilities of children to toxic air emissions.  Under the law, the Office of Environmental Health 
Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) must prioritize action on those air toxics where there is both 
substantial evidence of a different impact on children versus adults, and where the state’s data 
suggest children are exposed to significant levels.  The National Environmental Trust report details, 
through peer reviewed methodology, the actual risks associated with TACs.  The following is a 
summary of the findings of that report: 
 
Both newborns and adults in the five California air basins exceed EPA’s recommended one in one 
million lifetime risk with less than a year of exposure to California air — newborns by as much as a 
factor of 30, adults by as much as a factor of 15. 
 
Even if a child or adult moves away from one of the five California air basins after only one year to 
an area of essentially little or no contaminant concentration, he or she will already have exceeded a 
lifetime’s recommended risk. 
 
A child born in the South Coast air basin has to live there only 12 days before he or she accumulates 
a lifetime’s acceptable cancer risk. Children in the other four California air basins exceed the one in 
one million risk in 19 to 23 days. 
 
Diesel particulates account for the majority of the potential cancer risk in the California air basins.  
However, concentrations of the other nine TACs are sufficiently high that both infants and adults will 
exceed the one in one million recommended lifetime potential cancer risk from these chemicals in 
significantly less than one year. 
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• Even if the ambient concentration of each contaminant were reduced so that the cancer risk 

for each chemical was one in one million over 70 years, a child exposed to those levels of all 
10 TACs from birth would still exceed the lifetime acceptable potential cancer risk before age 
four.  For adults, it would take seven years of exposure. 

 
Reducing Particulate Matter in California 
As a first step in the implementation of Senate Bill 656 (SB 656, Reducing Particulate Matter in 
California), the CARB approved a list of the most readily available, feasible, and cost-effective 
control measures that can be employed by air districts to reduce PM10 and PM2.5 (collectively 
referred to as PM) in 2004. The list is based on rules, regulations, and programs existing in 
California as of January 1, 2004, for stationary, area-wide, and mobile sources. As a second step, air 
districts must adopt implementation schedules for selected measures from the list. The 
implementation schedules will identify the appropriate subset of measures, and the dates for final 
adoption, implementation, and the sequencing of selected control measures. In developing the 
implementation schedules, each air district will prioritize measures based on the nature and severity 
of the PM problem in their area and cost-effectiveness. Consideration is also given to ongoing 
programs, such as measures being adopted to meet national air quality standards or the state ozone 
planning process. The consideration and adoption of air district rules in their implementation 
schedules, coupled with ARB's ongoing programs, will ensure continued progress in reducing public 
exposure to PM and attainment of the State and federal standards. 
 
Local 
SMAQMD 
The SMAQMD is the primary agency responsible for planning to meet federal and state ambient air 
quality standards in Sacramento County and the larger Sacramento Ozone Nonattainment Area.  In 
order to demonstrate the area’s ability to eventually meet the federal ozone standards, the 
SMAQMD, along with the other air districts in the Nonattainment Area, maintain the region’s portion 
of the SIP for ozone.  The Nonattainment Area’s part of the SIP is a compilation of regulations that 
govern how the region and State will comply with the FCAA requirements to attain and maintain the 
federal ozone standard.  The compilation of rules that comprises the Sacramento Nonattainment 
Area’s portion of the SIP is contained in a document called the Sacramento Area Regional Ozone 
Attainment Plan.  The most recent update of the Plan was adopted on November 15, 1994.  
Currently, the SMAQMD is working to update the 1994 Plan in recognition of the new federal eight-
hour standard for ozone.  This process is currently ongoing. 
 
As of June 1, 2006, the SMAQMD established an updated mitigation fee rate of $14,300 per ton of 
emissions in excess of the SMAQMD NOx threshold.  The mitigation fee is based on the Carl Moyer 
Memorial Air Quality Standards Attainment Program (Carl Moyer Program) cost effectiveness cap. 
The Carl Moyer Program was named in honor of Dr. Carl Moyer, who worked to create the program 
in an effort to improve California’s air quality in the name of public interest. The Carl Moyer Program 
is a grant program, implemented by a partnership of ARB and local air districts that fund the 
incremental cost of cleaner-than-required engines, equipment, and other sources of pollution.  The 
Carl Moyer Program grants provide early or extra emission reductions.  It can also accelerate the 
development and commercialization of advanced emission control technology, accelerate the 
turnover rate of old equipment to newer and cleaner equipment, and help reduce costs to the 
regulated community.  Projects to reduce emissions from on-road heavy-duty vehicles, idle reduction 
technologies, off-road diesel equipment, transportation refrigeration units, off road spark-ignition 
equipment, marine vessels, locomotives, and agricultural engines have been eligible for grants.   
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For PM10, the other criteria pollutant of concern for the Sacramento Region, Sacramento currently 
meets the federal standard, but has not yet been officially re-designated to attainment by the U.S. 
EPA.   
 
Local Air District Rules 
The SMAQMD has several rules that relate to the proposed project, which are summarized below: 
 

Rule 201 – General Permit Requirements:  Requires any project that includes the use of certain 
equipment capable of releasing emission to the atmosphere as part of project operation to obtain a 
permit from the SMAQMD prior to operation of the equipment.  The applicant, developer, or operator of a 
project that includes an emergency generator, boiler, or heater should contact the SMAQMD to 
determine if a permit is required.  Portable construction equipment with an internal combustion engine 
over 50 horsepower are required to have a SMAQMD permit or a CARB portable equipment registration. 
 
Rule 403 – Fugitive Dust:  Requires a person to take every reasonable precaution not to cause or allow 
the emissions of fugitive dust from being airborne beyond the property line from which the emission 
originates, from construction, handling or storage activity, or any wrecking, excavation, grading, clearing 
of land or solid waste disposal operation. 
 
Rule 442 – Architectural Coatings:  Sets VOC limits for coatings that are applied to stationary 
structures or their appurtenances.  The rule also specifies storage and cleanup requirements for these 
coatings. 
 
Rule 460 – Adhesives and Sealants:  Limits VOC from the application of products used for bonding two 
surfaces.  Also regulates the storage and disposal of solvents associated with such applications. 
 
Rule 401 – Ringelmann Chart:  Prohibits individuals from discharging into the atmosphere from any 
single source of emissions whatsoever any air contaminant whose opacity exceeds certain specified 
limits. 
 
Rule 411 – Boiler NOx:  Sets NOx and CO emissions from industrial, institutional, and commercial 
boilers, steam generators, and process heaters. 

 
City of Sacramento General Plan 
The City of Sacramento General Plan does not contain an Air Quality Element and there are no 
specific goals or policies that pertain to air quality.  The City of Sacramento is currently updating its 
General Plan. 
 
Sacramento Central City Community Plan 
In addition to the General Plan, the City of Sacramento has also developed plans that are more 
specific to the various communities in the City.  The City’s “Central City Community Plan” contains 
the following sub goal under its environmental goal: 
 

Provide an environment which is free of annoying noise and continue to reduce air pollution. 

IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 
Methods of Analysis 
The analysis in this section focuses on the nature and magnitude of the change in the air quality 
environment due to construction and operation of the proposed project.  Air pollutant emissions 
would result from construction activities, project operations, and increased traffic volumes. 
  
The SMAQMD has published air quality thresholds of significance for use by lead agencies when 
making a determination of significance for a project.  The SMAQMD thresholds establish standards 
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for three types of impacts – short-term impacts from construction, long-term impacts from project 
operation, and cumulative impacts.  The net increase in emissions generated by these activities and 
other secondary sources have been estimated and compared to thresholds of significance 
recommended by the SMAQMD.  The methodology for estimating emissions, as described in the 
SMAQMD Guide and other guidance documents, was used in this analysis. 
 
Construction 
In the absence of an applicant provided equipment list, the SMAQMD recommends using an 
“acreage equivalency” calculation for multi-story buildings. However, since the applicant provided a 
list of equipment, modeling of potential emissions was based on project specific information.  Using 
the list of equipment provided by the applicant’s construction consultant, the number and type of 
equipment was input into the URBEMIS 2002 model in order to estimate construction emissions. 
Construction equipment information was received from the applicant’s construction consultant and 
used in the URBEMIS 2002 emissions model, version 8.7, to estimate emissions. Where applicable, 
details such as horsepower and load factor were estimated using the best available information. 
Please refer to Appendix C for the list of equipment and assumptions used in the modeling.   
 
Operational Emissions 
Operational emissions refer to the emissions that are generated by the normal day-to-day activity of 
the project.  These activities include the heating and cooling of buildings, landscape maintenance, 
emissions from increased traffic, and the use of consumer products by employees. 
 
The average daily emission factors for operational emissions of criteria pollutants are estimated by 
using emission factors in the URBEMIS 2002 emissions model, version 8.7.  Emissions from 
increased vehicle traffic, also known as mobile source emissions, are also calculated using 
URBEMIS 2002 emissions model and the daily trip generation rates used in the traffic study 
conducted for the proposed project. Please refer to Appendix C for modeling assumptions and 
results. 
 
Localized CO Concentrations 
The CALINE4 dispersion model for predicting CO concentrations is the preferred method of 
estimating pollutant concentrations at sensitive receptors near congested roadways and 
intersections.  For each intersection analyzed, CALINE4 adds roadway-specific CO emissions 
calculated from peak-hour turning volumes to the existing ambient CO air concentrations.  For this 
analysis, CO concentrations were calculated based on a simplified CALINE4 screening procedure 
developed by the Bay Area Air Quality Management District.  The simplified model is intended as a 
screening analysis in order to identify a potential CO hotspot.  This methodology assumes worst-
case conditions and provides a screening of maximum, worst-case CO concentrations. 
 
CO concentration levels are highest near crowded or congested intersections where traffic is slow or 
idling.  The proposed project would increase traffic volumes on surrounding roadways, possibly 
degrading the existing level of service (LOS) and increasing CO concentrations at nearby 
intersections. Normally, barring other environmental considerations, CO concentrations should be 
carefully analyzed at intersections classified as LOS “D” or worse, which is usually considered to be 
“unacceptable” for traffic circulation.   
 
The closest monitoring station to the project site is the T Street station located in midtown 
Sacramento.  This station collects CO data for the 8-hour standard, but not the 1-hour standard.  
Consequently, monitoring data can be used to determine an 8-hour CO background value.  For the 
1-hour background, a persistence factor of 80 percent was used. A persistence factor is the ratio 
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between the 8-hour and 1-hour concentrations. To ensure an adequate margin of safety, the highest 
8-hour CO reading for the years 2003 – 2005 from the T Street station was used as the eight-hour 
background concentration. 
 
Particulate Matter 
Operation of the proposed project would generate emissions of particulate matter, mostly through 
additional vehicular trips associated with people living and working at the project. Particulate 
emissions are a growing concern among scientists and regulators as study after study details the 
severe health affects associated with inhalation of particulate matter. In an article in the New 
England Journal of Medicine, the conclusion of a detailed study titled “Fine Particulate Air Pollution 
and Mortality in 20 U.S. cities, 1987-1994” states that “there is consistent evidence that the levels of 
fine particulate matter in the air are associated with the risk of death from all causes and from 
cardiovascular and respiratory illnesses.”  It is important to understand the emission source when 
considering particulate matter, since its source determines the general composition of any 
emissions.  Particulate matter from fugitive dust produced primarily from earth moving activities is 
different from particulate matter produced as a byproduct of combustion. Particulate matter from 
fugitive dust generating sources is primarily composed of PM10 with a relatively small fraction 
consisting of PM2.5.  Conversely, particulate matter from combustion sources is primarily composed 
of PM2.5 with a small fraction consisting of PM10.  
 
The CAAQS include a concentration-based threshold for PM2.5 and PM10; however, evaluation of the 
proposed project with respect to these thresholds would require dispersion modeling.  In the 
absence of dispersion modeling, proposed mass emission thresholds are used to gauge the 
potential for impacts.  While PM2.5 calculation methodology is still in the draft phase, a significant 
mass emission rate for PM2.5 of 10 tons per year was proposed in 2005 by the EPA.  Converting this 
annual rate into a daily rate produces an operational significance threshold of approximately 
55 pounds per day. Methodology used by the South Coast Air District resulted in a mass emission 
threshold for PM10 of 150 pounds per day. Although the EPA and some air districts, including the 
SMAQMD, have yet to formally adopt the thresholds, it provides a good measure with which to 
gauge potential significance with respect to the proposed project.  
 
Issues Not Addressed in the Impact Analysis 
Toxic Air Contaminants 
TACs associated with the project would be generated either by stationary sources on-site or by 
mobile sources making trips to and from the building.  TACs can produce both acute (short-term) 
non-cancer impacts and chronic (long-term) impacts.  Both construction and operational activities 
would produce TAC, but in quantities well below current significance thresholds.  To date, there has 
not been a formally adopted standard for cancer risk attributed to ambient air exposure. Accordingly, 
this issue is not addressed in the impact analysis; however, a discussion is provided below.  
 
Diesel particulate has been identified as a TAC by the CARB.  Construction of the proposed project 
could generate toxic emissions through the burning of diesel fuel.  While there are some 
components of diesel particulate that could conceivably cause short-term acute impacts, the biggest 
concerns regarding diesel impacts are the potential chronic impacts that can occur with long-term 
exposure. 
 
There are sensitive receptors in the vicinity of the proposed project, the closest being residences 
along N Street.  Construction of the proposed project would occur over a 26-month period, during 
which diesel-fueled engines would work intermittently.  While the proposed project site would be 
about 75 feet away from the nearest residence, there is the potential that small concentrations of 



 
 

5.2 AIR QUALITY 
 
 

 
 5.2-16 500 Capitol Mall 
P:\Projects - WP Only\51121.00 500 Cap Mall\DEIR\5.2 Air Quality.doc  Draft Environmental Impact Report 

TACs (including diesel particulate) would be dispersed throughout the surrounding area.  Children’s 
exposure to diesel particulate is a topic of great concern due to their elevated breathing rate and 
relatively small body weight. The estimated cancer risks explained earlier are based on adult 
breathing rates and body weights and do not necessarily account for physiological differences in 
children. Even considering greater susceptibility of children to diesel particulate and other TACs, 
project construction would have a very small impact relative to current existing exposure from 
surrounding truck traffic, industrial sources, and I-5, all of which contribute to ambient air 
concentrations.  
 
Once the proposed project is built and occupied, TACs would be generated from project-associated 
stationary and mobile sources.  For instance, it is possible that the proposed project could include 
backup diesel generators, which emit diesel TAC.  Such stationary sources of TAC are regulated by 
AB 2588, the Air Toxics “Hot Spots” Information and Assessment Act.  The Act requires that the 
SMAQMD compile a list of facilities that emit TACs and prioritize them based on the risk they 
represent.  Facilities with potentially high risk must submit a health risk assessment, while 
significant-risk facilities must reduce their risks below the level of significance.  Generally, 
manufacturing plants, research and development facilities, and hospitals are identified as high-risk 
sources.  Office and residential buildings are rarely prioritized as high-risk facilities since interior 
uses do not usually consist of large TAC sources.  Even if the proposed project were to incorporate 
a large TAC source (e.g., a dry cleaning operation) in future plans, a risk reduction and audit plan 
would have to be prepared by the facility. Furthermore, permitting and operation of any such 
stationary source would be overseen by the SMAQMD and subject to Rule 904, Air Toxics Control 
Measures. These measures would ensure that risk from TACs would be reduced to acceptable 
levels. 
 
According to a report by the National Environmental Trust, the overwhelming majority of cancer risk 
from air pollution comes from diesel particulate matter and four chemicals: 1,3-butadiene, benzene, 
carbon tetrachloride, and formaldehyde.5  Table 5.2-5 shows that the majority of these cancer 
causing elements are emitted from mobile sources.  Mobile sources associated with the proposed 
project, including diesel-fueled delivery trucks, diesel-fueled automobiles, and gasoline-fueled 
automobiles, would generate TAC.  It is expected that truck volumes would be typical of an urban 
environment, typically less than ten trucks per day, since the proposed project would not develop 
truck intensive uses, such as a warehouse.   
 
 

TABLE 5.2-5 
 

SOURCE OF MAJOR CANCER-CAUSING ELEMENTS IN CALIFORNIA 
Source Diesel PM 1,3 Butadiene Benzene Carbon Tetra-chloride Formaldehyde 
Stationary 2% < 1% 6% 100% 59% 
Area-wide 0% 10% 12% 0% < 1% 
On Road Mobile 25% 54% 61% 0% 0% 
Other Mobile 73% 33% 21% 0% 41% 
Natural 0% 2% 0% 0% < 1% 
Source: National Environmental Trust, Toxic Beginnings: Cancer Risks to Children From California’s Air Pollution, 2006. p. 17. 

 
 
The air district has established a standard for stationary source cancer exposure risk of ten in one 
million.  Development of the proposed project would place receptors in a location where ambient air 

                                                 
5  National Environmental Trust, Toxic Beginnings: Cancer Risks to Children from California’s Air Pollution, 

2006.  
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concentrations are estimated to result in a cancer risk of between 750 and 1,500 per million.  
Operation of the proposed project would contribute to ambient TAC levels; however, while receptors 
would be exposed to significant ambient TAC levels, the project itself would not qualify as a 
significant stationary source of TAC.  
 
Standards of Significance 
For the purposes of this EIR, impacts to air quality would be considered significant if the proposed 
project would: 
 

• Cause a predicted violation of the CO ambient air quality standards (8-hour or 1-hour state 
standards) due to an increase in project traffic on the local street network on either a project-
specific or cumulative level; 

• Create emissions of an ozone precursor exceeding the following SMAQMD recommended 
thresholds of significance:  

 

SMAQMD THRESHOLDS 
Pollutant Construction Operation 

ROG None 65 lbs/day 
NOx 85 lbs/day 65 lbs/day 

Source: SMAQMD, 2006. 
 

• Expose sensitive receptors to pollutant concentrations in excess of the California Ambient Air 
Quality Standards (CAAQS). 

 
Project-Specific Impacts and Mitigation Measures 
5.2-1 Construction of the proposed project would generate emissions of ozone 

precursors.  This is a significant impact. 
 
Since ozone has significant adverse health effects, it is important to consider ozone precursors ROG 
and NOx when addressing project development impacts.  The SMAQMD has not developed a 
threshold of significance for ROG associated with construction activities because the main source of 
ROG during construction, architectural coatings, can be effectively regulated by SMAQMD Rule 442, 
Architectural Coatings.  Although some measures address NOx emissions from heavy-duty diesel 
construction equipment, the SMAQMD has found it necessary to develop a construction threshold 
for NOx of 85 pounds per day.   
 
Following SMAQMD’s recommended methodology and assumptions, construction emissions were 
modeled for the proposed project with the results illustrated in Table 5.2-6.  Modeling indicated that 
NOx emissions during construction could reach a maximum of 239.07 pounds per day. This would be 
above the 85 pounds-per-day threshold of significance for construction NOx, and would be a 
significant impact. 
 
Mitigation Measures 
Implementation of the following measures would result in a minimum 20 percent reduction of NOx 
construction emissions and a minimum 45 percent reduction in particulate emissions.  While the 
proposed project’s impact would be substantially reduced through implementation of these 
measures, the impact during construction would remain significant.  In order to reduce the impact to 
a less-than-significant level, the SMAQMD requires implementation of a one-time NOx off-site  
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TABLE 5.2-6 
 

CONSTRUCTION AND OPERATIONAL PEAK POUNDS PER DAY 
PM10 Total 

 ROG NOx CO SO2 Exhaust Dust 
Construction Phase - Demolition 

Fugitive Dust - - - - - 55.19 
Off-Road Diesel 5.04 31.45 42.42 - 1.20 - 
On-Road Diesel 10.40 207.47 38.37 3.02 4.45 0.77 
Worker Trips 0.06 0.15 1.38 - - - 
Total Demolition 15.50 239.07 82.17 3.02 61.61 

Exceeds SMAQMD Threshold? - YES - 
Construction Phase - Site Preparation 

Fugitive Dust - - - - - 33.90 
Off-Road Diesel 14.18 90.82 116.92 - 3.39 - 
On-Road Diesel - - - - - - 
Worker Trips 0.25 0.49 5.25 - - 0.02 
Total Site Grading 14.43 91.31 122.17 - 37.31 

Exceeds SMAQMD Threshold? - YES - 
Construction Phase - Building Construction 

Building Construction Off-Road Diesel 7.75 52.75 61.97 - 2.15 - 
Building Construction Worker Trips 4.97 5.97 107.91 0.06 0.17 0.29 
Total Building Construction 12.72 58.72 169.88 0.06 2.61 

Exceeds SMAQMD Threshold? - No - 
Operational Phase 

Mobile Emissions 49.69 80.14 605.87 .33 57.74 
Area Source Emissions 7.18 3.38 2.84 0.00 0.01 
Total Operational Emissions 56.87 83.52 608.71 0.33 57.75 

Exceeds SMAQMD Threshold? No YES - 
Source:  EIP Associates, a division of PBS&J, 2006. 

 
 
mitigation fee of $14,300 per ton. Compliance with these measures would reduce the impact to a 
less-than-significant level.  
 
5.2-1 The following measures shall be incorporated into construction bid documents as 

recommended by the SMAQMD: 
 

a) The project applicant shall 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, shall 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. 

 
b)  The following measure shall be incorporated into construction bid documents:  At least 

one piece of diesel equipment used on the site during the demolition, earthmoving and 
clearing stages of construction shall be fitted with a level 3 California Air Resources 
Board verified diesel emission control system.   

 
c) The project applicant and/or contractor shall submit to SMAQMD a comprehensive 

inventory of all off-road construction equipment, equal to or greater than 50 horsepower, 
that shall be used an aggregate of 40 or more hours during any portion of the 
construction project.  The inventory shall include 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 
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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 off-road equipment, the project applicant and/or contractor shall 
provide SMAQMD with the anticipated construction timeline, including start date and 
name and phone number of the project manager and on-site foreman. 

 
d) The project applicant and/or contractor shall 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 to the SMAQMD 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. 

 
e) Prior to issuance of a grading permit, the project applicant shall provide the City with 

proof of payment of the NOx off-site mitigation fee in the amount of $23,375 (as detailed 
in Table 5.2-7).   

 

 
 

5.2-2 Construction of the proposed project would generate emissions of particulate 
matter.  This is a less-than-significant impact. 

 
As noted earlier in this section, particulate matter consists of both PM2.5 and PM10, with PM2.5 
generally referred to as fine particulate matter and PM10 referred to as coarse particulate matter.  
Since PM2.5 is a subset of PM10, discussions regarding PM10 often implicitly include both particulate 
sizes. In fact, the URBEMIS 2002 model reports particulate matter only as PM10. While PM10 would 
be generated during construction of the proposed project, PM2.5 would compose a percentage of the 
reported PM10 emissions. 
 
PM10 
PM10 emissions during construction would come from demolition of the existing building, excavation, 
grading, other earth-moving activities, construction equipment exhaust, and from vehicle exhaust 

TABLE 5.2-7 
 

NOx OFF-SITE MITIGATION FEE 

Year Activity Phase 
NOx (lbs/day) 
unmitigated 

NOx (lbs/day) 
mitigated* 

NOx over 
threshold 
(lbs/day) 

Duration 
(days) 

Total significant 
NOx (lbs) 

on-road 207.47 n/a 2006 Demolition1 off-road 31.60 25.28 207.47 16 3,319.52 

2007 Site Preparation2 91.31 73.05 0 17 0 

Total project NOx over threshold (lbs) 3,319.52 
Total project NOx over threshold (tons) 1.66 Emissions Calculation 
Total Mitigation fee ($14,300/ton) $23,375 

Notes:  * ‘NOx mitigated’ assumes implementation of mitigation to reduce off-road emissions by 20 percent. 
1 – Demolition phase used to calculate emissions. 
2 – Sitework, Foundation, and Underground Utilities phases used to calculate emissions. 
Source:  EIP Associates, a division of PBS&J, 2006. 
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produced by workers driving to and from the project site. To quantify contributions from these 
sources, URBEMIS model output was analyzed and compared to the mass emission standards 
stated under the ‘Particulate Matter’ heading. 
 
As shown in Table 5.2-6, mass emission levels of dust (in this analysis, the PM10 fraction of dust is 
considered to be 100 percent) are estimated to reach a maximum of 55.96 pounds per day.  This 
number takes into account dust from demolition related activities. To determine the project’s 
contribution of PM10 from construction equipment and worker commute vehicle exhaust, a CARB 
document detailing the particulate size profile of different processes (mostly combustion) was 
consulted.6  According to the CARB document, PM10 comprises 8 percent of diesel vehicle exhaust 
and 7.3 percent of gasoline vehicle exhaust (with catalytic converters). For this analysis, 8 percent 
was used and applied to the reported ‘Exhaust’ numbers in the demolition phase (since PM 
emissions would be the greatest during this phase of construction). Considering all sources of PM10, 
the proposed project would produce a maximum of about 56.41 pounds per day during the 
demolition phase, which is well below 150 pounds per day. 
 
PM2.5 
Emissions of PM2.5 during construction of the proposed project would primarily come from vehicle 
exhaust. Since 8 percent of the reported ‘Exhaust’ numbers was considered to be PM10, 92 percent 
was assumed to be PM2.5. Accordingly, construction activities would produce a maximum of about 
5.2 pounds per day. Comparing this to the mass emission standard of 55 pounds per day, PM2.5 
emissions during construction would not be substantial. 
 
As stated above, the SMAQMD have yet to formally adopt mass emission thresholds for PM2.5 and 
PM10. However, generation of particulate emissions during construction of the proposed project 
would be substantially below 150 pounds per day of PM10 and 55 pounds per day of PM2.5.  
Therefore would be considered less than significant. 
 
Mitigation Measures 
None required. 
 
5.2-3 Activities associated with the operation of the proposed project would generate 

emissions of particulate matter.  This is a less-than-significant impact.  
 
As shown in Table 5.2-6, operation of the proposed project would generate 57.75 pounds per day of 
PM10, approximately 53.13 pounds (or 92 percent) of that being PM2.5. Natural gas combustion, tire 
wear particulates, and brake wear particulates would constitute a small portion of the reported PM10, 
whereas vehicle exhaust would make-up virtually all of the emissions. Utilization of alternate transit 
modes would serve to decrease the proposed project’s impact to potential receptors and curb the 
contribution to ambient air concentrations. According to the SMAQMD, “at least one study indicated 
that vehicle trips decrease by 15 percent with a 50 percent transit subsidy when the destination is 
within 660 feet of a transit station; by 25 percent under the same conditions with a 100 percent 
transit subsidy.”  A light rail station is located within 660 feet of the proposed project.  Since 
particulate matter emissions from the project would be below 55 pounds per day, the impact would 
be considered less than significant.  
 

                                                 
6  CARB, http://www.arb.ca.gov/app/emsinv/dist/utltab/lookup/display_tab.php?tname=PMSIZEPROFILE&page=1,  

Accessed July 20, 2006. 
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Mitigation Measures 
None required. 
 
5.2-4 Operation of the proposed project would contribute to emissions of ozone 

precursors.  This is a significant impact. 
 
Once the proposed project is built and occupied, activities associated with various uses in the 
proposed project would generate ozone precursors ROG and NOx. These precursors are of chief 
concern due to their role in the formation of smog, acid rain, particulate matter, toxic chemicals, and 
their contribution to water quality deterioration. The majority of precursor emissions would be 
generated by vehicle trips associated with people visiting and working at the proposed project.  It 
has been estimated that over 50 percent of precursor emissions stem from automobiles.7 Smaller 
sources of precursors would be generated by fuel-burning equipment (such as that used for the 
heating and cooling of the building) and by various consumer products (such as paints).   
 
As identified in Table 5.2-6, emissions of ROG would not be above the SMAQMD threshold of 
significance for operational emissions.  While the location of the proposed project would provide a 
number of elements that would help to reduce operational emissions, such as numerous commercial 
and retail uses in the vicinity of the project site, an extensive sidewalk network, and the availability of 
mass transit options, NOx emissions would still exceed the SMAQMD threshold. Since NOx 
emissions would exceed the threshold, the impact of operational emissions of ozone precursors 
would be considered significant. 
 
Mitigation Measures 
Preparation and implementation of an Air Quality Mitigation Plan, as required by the SMAQMD, 
would reduce operational emissions by 15 percent, to approximately 71 pounds per day. Even 
through the implementation of this plan, operational emissions would remain above the threshold. 
Consequently, the impact would be considered significant and unavoidable.  
 
5.2-4 Prior to issuance of Certificate of Occupancy, the project applicant shall prepare and receive 

written endorsement from the SMAQMD of an operational Air Quality Mitigation Plan 
detailing the measures that shall be employed to reduce the proposed project's operational 
emissions by at least 15 percent. The project applicant shall obtain the endorsement from 
the SMAQMD and provide it to the City's Environmental Services Department. 

 
5.2-5 The proposed project would increase traffic volumes that, in turn, would contribute 

to CO concentrations near roadways and intersections. This is a less-than-significant 
impact. 

 
A byproduct of motor vehicle fuel combustion is CO, which is a directly emitted pollutant that can 
have varying localized effects.  CO concentration levels are highest near crowded or congested 
intersections where traffic is slow or idling.  To accurately quantify CO concentration levels, ambient 
air concentrations, or background concentrations, need to be considered along with project specific 
emissions.  To assess background concentrations, data collected at the CARB T Street monitoring 
station for the past three years was considered and the highest value chosen.  As shown in 
Table 5.2-2, the maximum measured CO 8-hour concentration level over the past three years was 
3.6 parts per million (ppm).  In order to asses the proposed project’s impact, Table 5.4 of the 
SMAQMD Guide was consulted, reproduced as Table 5.2-8.  Peak-hour vehicle volume information 

                                                 
7  Bay Area Air Quality District, http://www.baaqmd.gov/dst/pollutants.htm , Accessed July 20, 2006. 
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was obtained from Table 5.6-15 of the traffic study (see Section 5.6, Transportation and Circulation) 
and used to estimate project-related CO concentration levels. According to the traffic study, 
development of the proposed project would result in an additional 868 peak-hour vehicular trips.  As 
shown in Table 5.2-8, this additional vehicular traffic would equate to an increase of less than 
3.0 ppm.  
 
 

TABLE 5.2-8 
 

PROJECT RELATED CO CONCENTRATION LEVELS 
Additional Peak-Hour Cars1 Parts per Million CO2 

100 0.4 
200 0.7 
300 1.1 
500 1.7 

1000 3.1 
2000 5.6 
3000 7.7 

Notes:  
1. Approximately ten percent of total daily trips 
2. Assumes an average speed of fifteen miles per hour.  Calculations are based on the CALINE4 computer model. 
Source: SMAQMD, Guide to Air Quality Assessment in Sacramento County, July 2004. p. 5-13. 

 
 
Considering ambient air concentrations in addition to project specific levels, it is clear that CO 
concentration levels would be within established CAAQS thresholds (Table 5.2-3).  To ensure that 
no specific intersection would be disproportionately affected, CO modeling based on the CALINE4 
model was completed for those intersections identified in the traffic report as having LOS D or 
worse, specifically 3rd and J Streets, 3rd and L Streets, 3rd and P Streets, and15th and J Streets. The 
modeling results of these intersections, summarized in Table 5.2-9, show that CO concentrations 
would not exceed 5.4 ppm over an 8-hour period. Since this concentration would be below the 
CAAQS threshold, CO impacts would be considered less than significant. 
 
 

TABLE 5.2-9 
 

LOCALIZED CARBON MONOXIDE CONCENTRATIONS 
(BASELINE PLUS PROJECT) 

Estimated CO Concentrations in Parts per Million (ppm) 
LOS 25 Feet 50 Feet 

Intersection A.M. P.M. 8-hour 1-hour 8-hour 1-hour 
3rd Street and J Street E B 5.4  6.8 5.0  6.3 
3rd Street and L Street B  D 4.6  5.8 4.4  5.5 
3rd Street and P Street A D 5.3 6.6 4.9 6.1 
15th Street and J Street B  E 4.9  6.1 4.6 5.7 
Source: EIP Associates, a division of PBS&J, 2006.  Calculation sheets are provided in Appendix C. 

 
 
Mitigation Measures 
None required. 
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Cumulative Impacts and Mitigation Measures 
The cumulative context depends on the pollutant being analyzed.  For localized pollutants such as 
CO and PM10, the cumulative context would include existing and proposed future development in the 
immediate vicinity of the proposed project.  For ozone, which is a regional pollutant, the cumulative 
context would be the existing and future development over the entire Sacramento Ozone 
Nonattainment Area.  
 
5.2-6 Construction of the proposed project would add to cumulative levels of criteria air 

pollutants. This is a less-than-significant cumulative impact. 
 
The SMAQMD Guide contains a direction on determining cumulative impacts. The Guide states: 
development projects are considered cumulatively significant if the project requires a change in the 
existing land use designation, and projected emissions (ROG and NOx) of the proposed project are 
greater than the emissions anticipated for the site under the existing land use designation.  A change 
in an existing land use designation is important because such a change would alter assumptions 
used in the AQAP to bring the region into attainment as required by the FCAA.  To address the fluid 
nature of development, the SMAQMD is required to assess their progress towards attainment every 
three years.  The most recent report, April 28, 2005, included updated measures to further reduce 
ozone precursor emissions on a regional basis. Since the proposed project would not require a 
general plan amendment or rezone, it is assumed that ROG and NOx emissions are similar to those 
estimated in the AQAP.  Accordingly, long-term ozone precursor emissions from the operation of the 
proposed project would also be similar to those estimated in the AQAP.  Therefore, this would be 
considered a less-than-significant cumulative impact. 
 
Mitigation Measures 
None required. 
 
5.2-7 Operational activities associated with the proposed project would contribute to 

cumulative levels of particulate matter.  This is a less-than-significant cumulative 
impact. 

 
As stated above, the CARB approved a list of control measures for stationary, area-wide, and mobile 
sources that can be employed by air districts to reduce PM. Air districts must adopt implementation 
schedules that identify the appropriate subset of measures, and the dates for final adoption, 
implementation, and the sequencing of selected control measures, prioritizing measures based on 
the nature and severity of the PM problem in their area and cost-effectiveness. Districts must also 
consider ongoing programs, such as measures being adopted to meet national air quality standards 
or the state ozone planning process. The consideration and adoption of air district rules in their 
implementation schedules, coupled with ARB's ongoing programs, would ensure continued progress 
in reducing public exposure to PM and attainment of the State and federal standards.  Therefore, 
due to the on-going programs to reduce PM levels state-wide and because project-related emission 
levels would be below established thresholds, this would be considered a less-than-significant 
cumulative impact. 
 
Mitigation Measures  
None required. 
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5.2-8 The proposed project, in conjunction with future development, would contribute to 
cumulative CO levels. This is a less-than-significant cumulative impact. 

 
In Impact 5.2-5, analysis of the proposed project estimated that CO emissions from associated 
vehicle traffic would be below project-specific significance thresholds.  As in Impact 5.2-5, virtually all 
of the CO emissions under cumulative conditions would come from mobile sources.  Concentrations 
of CO that could violate ambient air quality standards would most likely occur at the busiest and 
most congested intersections, generally intersections classified LOS D or worse.  Modeling based on 
the CALINE4 CO model was completed for all intersections identified as having LOS D or worse 
under 2030 conditions. The results of that modeling are shown in Table 5.2-10.  Modeling 
demonstrated that even with a large increase in traffic, CO levels would remain below the 
significance thresholds.  It should be noted that these results do make the fundamental assumption 
that CO emissions from mobile sources would decrease throughout the years, which is an expected 
and realistic assumption.  Since CO levels are estimated to be below significance thresholds, the 
cumulative impact would be considered less than significant. 
 
 

 
 
Mitigation Measures 
None required. 

 

TABLE 5.2-10 
 

LOCALIZED CARBON MONOXIDE CONCENTRATIONS 
(CUMULATIVE 2030 PLUS PROJECTS1) 

Estimated CO Concentrations in Parts per Million (ppm) 
LOS 25 Feet 50 Feet 

Intersection A.M. P.M. 8-hour 1-hour 8-hour 1-hour 
15th Street and J Street B D 5.1 6.4 4.7 5.9 
15th Street and X Street C E 5.0 6.3 4.7 5.9 
Notes: 
1 – ‘Projects’ is defined in the traffic study as development of the following projects:  

1. 800 K Street  
2. 831 L Street  
3. Westfield Shoppingtown Downtown Plaza Expansion 
4. 500 Capitol Mall 
5. Cathedral Square (11th & J) 
6. The Metropolitan (10th Street and J Street) 
7. Epic Tower (12th Street and I Street) 
8. 701 L Street 
9. The Library Lofts (8th Street and I Street) 
 

Source: EIP Associates, a division of PBS&J, 2006.  Calculation sheets are provided in Appendix C. 
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5.3  CULTURAL RESOURCES 
 
 
 
INTRODUCTION 
This section assesses the potential effects of the proposed 500 Capitol Mall project (proposed 
project) on cultural resources.  Cultural resources are defined as historic architectural resources as 
well as prehistoric or historic archaeological resources.  This section briefly describes the cultural 
setting of the project area, discusses known cultural resources within the project area, and identifies 
the cultural resource sensitivity of the project site.  Applicable state, federal, and local regulations are 
identified, followed by impact analysis and mitigation measures, where necessary, to reduce adverse 
impacts on cultural resources to less-than-significant levels.   

One comment was received during the NOP comment period concerning cultural resources.  The 
City of Sacramento Development Services Department specified procedures to be followed in the 
event that subsurface cultural resources are uncovered during project construction.   

As described in the Initial Study (see Appendix A), impacts unique to paleontological resources and 
unique geologic features were found to be less than significant with mitigation incorporated and are 
not addressed in the EIR.   

Sources reviewed for this section include the City of Sacramento General Plan, the Sacramento 
Register, archival material in the California Room of the Sacramento Main Public Library, and the 
cultural resources records search prepared for the project by the North Central Information Center 
(NCIC) of the California Historic Resources Information System (CHRIS). 

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 
Prehistoric and Ethnographic Periods 
The first settlements in the Sacramento Valley likely occurred during the late Pleistocene and early 
Holocene (14,000 to 8000 B.P.) period.  Sacramento’s location within a great valley and at the 
confluence of two rivers, the Sacramento River and the American River, shaped its early and 
modern settlements.  However, the archaeological record of such use is sparse.  It is likely that 
Paleo-Indian populations occupied the area with villages located near watercourses.  Archaeological 
investigations of the region have focused on archival research of Spanish sources, reexamination of 
earlier work, and archeological investigations at a number of small sites.  The sites likely represent 
satellite encampments or small villages associated with major villages.  Detailed studies of faunal 
materials collected at the sites suggest seasonal occupation and a focus on fish as a food resource. 

The project site is located in a geographic region that, at the time of European contact, was occupied 
by the Valley Nisenan.  The Nisenan and their ancestors inhabited the American, Yuba, and Bear 
River drainages for at least 4,500 years before Euroamerican settlers arrived.  Major prehistoric 
archaeological sites in this portion of Sacramento County tend to be situated on elevated ridges or 
terraces adjacent to creeks or major watercourses.   

Historic Period 
Spanish exploration of the Sacramento Valley began in the early nineteenth century.  By 1822, the 
region was a part of Mexican California.  John Sutter, a German-born entrepreneur who had been 
granted Mexican citizenship, arrived at the confluence of the Sacramento and American rivers in 
1839, settling in Nisenan territory.  The knoll on which Sutter placed his fort was an abandoned 
Indian mound.  Beginning in 1824, under Mexican rule, land in California was divided into large 
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parcels or Mexican land grants, referred to as ranchos.  By 1846, eight land grants were claimed in 
Sacramento County, including New Helvetia, the first settlement in the Sacramento area, granted to 
John Sutter in 1839.  

In 1848, Sutter hired William Warner to conduct a survey, which imposed a grid pattern on the land 
east of the Sacramento River with east-west streets designated by letters and north-south streets by 
numbers.  This original grid, which survives today, extended east from the Sacramento River (Front 
Street) to just beyond Sutter’s Fort and south from Sutter’s Slough (at approximately 6th and I Street) 
to where Broadway is today.  As the gateway to the gold fields, mining and the business of supplying 
miners served as a basis for the city’s early economy.  The railroad played a role in making 
Sacramento the principal agricultural processing and transportation center for the Central Valley and 
drew people to the area.  In 1854, the State Capital was moved to Sacramento. 

Historic Buildings, Historic Districts, and Survey Areas in the Project Vicinity  
As Sacramento grew over the decades and the suburbs developed, the residential population of 
downtown declined as property owners moved to suburbs to the south and east, and there was a 
general decline in the downtown core.  In 1947, the streetcars made their final runs, and in 1948 a 
redevelopment survey was conducted.  In 1950, the City Council designated the first redevelopment 
area and created the Redevelopment Agency.  The Redevelopment Agency targeted “the red-light 
district near the Capitol for renovation”1 in the 1950s.  Redevelopment Area No. One originally 
included 60 city blocks and was expanded twice; once in 1951 and again in 1958.  The proposed 
project site was within Redevelopment Area No. One and also within the Capitol Mall Project 
No. 2-A, a sub-area within the Redevelopment Area No. One.  The Capitol Mall Project No. 2-A 
included an approximately 15-block area that included Capitol Mall (then called Capitol Avenue and 
previously called M Street) from 4th to 7th Streets.  An existing city parking structure was noted at the 
northeast corner of 6th and Capitol but was not included in the Capitol Mall Project No. 2-A.   

Prominent architects involved in the redevelopment effort included Wurster, Bernardi & Emmons, 
DeMars and Reay, Edward L. Barnes, Leo Daly and Associates, Harry J. Devine, Sr., John S. 
Bolles, and Dreyfuss and Blackford.  A number of buildings were planned along Capitol Mall as a 
part of the redevelopment effort, including the federal court building, a downtown hotel, the I.B.M. 
building, the Wells Fargo Bank and Regional Office building (the existing building on the proposed 
project site), office buildings, and the Crocker-Angelo National Bank.  Of those, the federal court 
building, the I.B.M building, and the Wells Fargo Bank still exist.  An existing office building located 
on the north side of Capitol Mall between 4th and 5th Streets also appears to be from the same era.  
This office building may have been part of the redevelopment project, but this has not been 
confirmed.  The federal court building (John E. Moss Federal Building) was completed in 1959 and 
was a collaborative effort between architects Harry J. Devine, Sr., Herbert E. Goodpastor, Raymond 
R. Franceschi, Dreyfuss and Blackford, and Ricky and Brooks and was a prominent feature of the 
redevelopment effort.  The I.B.M. office building was built circa 1959 and was designed by Dreyfuss 
and Blackford.  The Crocker-Angelo Bank building no longer exists.  The Wells Fargo Bank and 
Regional Office building was built in 1962 and Harry J. Devine, Sr. was the architect.  Other 
downtown redevelopment efforts in the 1950s and 1960s included the K Street Mall and the 
construction of I-5 through Sacramento. 

Today, Sacramento is a major urban center, with state government as a primary employer.  A 
number of state and federal offices flank Capitol Mall west of the State Capitol Building.  The area 
has continued with the trend of redevelopment, with several new buildings constructed within the 
past two decades, as well as two major high-rise projects currently under development within a few 
                                                 
1 Sacbee.com, Our Century: How We’ve Changed 1900-2000 www.sacbee.com/static/archive/news, June 8, 

2006. 
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blocks of the proposed project site.  A number of historic resources also exist in the vicinity of the 
proposed project site and are briefly described below. 

Harry J. Devine, Sr. 
In 1926, Harry J. Devine, Sr. opened his architectural office at 926 J Street in downtown 
Sacramento.  Devine designed many schools and churches for the Catholic Church.2  Buildings 
designed by Devine include Sacred Heart Church (1040 39th St), St. Ignatius Church (3235 Arden 
Way), Our Lady of Guadalupe Church (711 T St), Christian Brothers High School (4315 Martin 
Luther King Jr. Boulevard), the Federal Building (801 I Street), the Sacramento County Jail (651 
I Street), Mercy Hospital (4001 J Street), and the St. Pius Seminary in Galt.  He was also the 
supervising architect for the Sacramento School District for 15 years.   

The Wells Fargo Bank and Regional Office Building 
The unoccupied building at 500 Capitol Mall, the proposed project site, is the former Wells Fargo 
Bank and Regional Office building, designed by Harry J. Devine, Sr.  This approximately 155,000-
square-foot, five-story office building was constructed in 1962 at the southeast corner of Capitol Mall 
and 5th Street in downtown Sacramento.  An associated parking structure is located south of the 
main building on the northeast corner of N and 5th Streets.  Both the main building and the parking 
structure have levels below street grade.  The main building is Modern in style, with American 
modernist architect Edward Durell Stone influences seen in the decorative elements of the north 
façade.  The first floor façade of the building is recessed and is sheathed in highly polished granite.  
The front façade of the second through fifth floors is nearly entirely glass with simple, repetitive 
decorative bands separating the floors.  The side façades on the second through fifth floors are solid 
panels with no window openings.  Narrow bands visually divide both horizontally and vertically these 
large expanses of solid surface.  The north and west façades both contain building entrances with 
large plate glass windows. 

Sacramento City Code 15.124.160 provides for the compilation of Landmarks, Contributing 
Resources, and Historic Districts into the Sacramento Register.  The Sacramento Register includes 
all listed or surveyed historic resources in the City.  This includes a listing of all individually 
designated City Landmarks and all of the City-designated Historic Districts.  The Sacramento 
Register also includes listings or maps of the properties within two of the City’s Special Planning 
Districts that have been afforded preservation protection by ordinance.  Also included are all the 
properties within the City that are currently listed in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) 
and the California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR) and properties listed in the State of 
California’s Historical Properties Directory.   

There are several properties in the vicinity of the proposed project site that are classified on the 
Sacramento Register as either a Landmark, a Contributing Resource to an Historic District, or Other 
Protected Property.  Historic resources in the project vicinity include the Marshall Hotel at 7th and 
L Streets, the Men’s Warehouse Building at 7th and K Streets, the Masonic Temple at 1123 J Street, 
the Elks Club Building at 921 11th Street, 921 11th Street, 1329 H Street, and 1115 H Street.  Both 
the Masonic Temple and the Elks Club Building are classified in the Sacramento Register as 
“appears eligible for listing” on the NRHP.”  The Elks Club Building at 921 11th Street is listed as a 
Landmark on the Sacramento Register.  There are 40 City of Sacramento Historic Districts and 
Survey Areas.3  All of the information concerning these districts and areas was taken from the City of 
Sacramento Historic Resources document, which was updated in March 2005.  The project site is 
not in any of these districts or areas, but is within close proximity of many of them.  The Crocker Art 

                                                 
2  Sacramento Valley Magazine, First Families, July/August 1976, page 27. 
3  City of Sacramento, City of Sacramento Historic Resources, updated March 2005, page 61-62. 
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Museum, located on O Street between 2nd and 3rd Streets, is listed on the NRHP, and the Old 
Sacramento National Historic Landmark District is located four blocks from the project site. 

The Downtown survey area is noted as being a Survey in Progress (SIP) and is located to the east 
along with the Capitol, Cathedral Square, [Cesar Chavez] Plaza Park/CBD, and Merchant Street 
Historic Districts.  Key elements of the Capitol Historic District include the State Capitol, Capitol 
Park, the landscaped circular fountain and roundabout, the Insectary Building, and Office Building 
One. The Cathedral Square Historic District’s most dominating structure is the Cathedral of the 
Blessed Sacrament built in 1887.  Other structures that contribute to the district by supporting the 
architectural feel or continuing the same architectural quality of the area include the retail and hotel 
structure facing the Cathedral, the 11th and L Street building, and the Senator Hotel Building.  The 
Cesar Chavez Plaza Park/Central Business District (CBD) Historic District is located to the east.  
This District represents the core of Sacramento’s business district with a period of significance from 
1910–1930.  “The Merchant Street Historic District is significant as the site of Sacramento’s early 
20th century banking center.”4  The period of significance for the district ranges from 1868 for Pioneer 
Hall to 1921 for the Merchant’s National Bank Building.  City-adopted Historic Districts and Surveys 
in Progress are shown on Figure 5.3-1. 

NCIC Records Search 
The search area for the NCIC records search included the project site and a ¼-mile radius around 
the project site.  The records search included an examination of the official records and maps for 
archaeological sites and surveys in Sacramento, as well as a review of the National Register of 
Historic Places, the California Register of Historical Resources, the California Inventory of Historic 
Resources, California State Historical Landmarks, California Points of Historical Interest, the Historic 
Property Directory (Office of Historic Preservation 2005), Caltrans State and Local Bridge Surveys, 
and secondary sources pertaining to state and local prehistory and history. 

Prehistoric Resources 
The NCIC search revealed five records of archaeological studies conducted within or adjacent to the 
project site, none of which resulted in the discovery of prehistoric archaeological sites within the 
project area.  However, given the well-documented and intensive use of the project area by 
prehistoric peoples, there is a moderate to high potential for the presence of prehistoric or 
ethnographic-period sites in the project area (NCIC search area).5   

Historic Resources  
The project site contains an unoccupied office building and a parking structure.  No historic 
evaluation for this site was noted in the NCIC letter.  State and Federal inventories list four historic 
properties (buildings, structures, or objects) within the proposed project area (NCIC search area) 
including a portion of the Adopted Historic Capitol District.6  There are several known historic-period 
resources, individual buildings as well as districts, within close proximity to the project site.  The 
buildings and districts are all discussed above in the Environmental Setting.  Given the recorded  
 
 

                                                 
4  City of Sacramento, City of Sacramento Historic Resources, updated March 2005, page 110. 
5  North Central Information Center, Records Search Results for 500 Capitol Mall Project (NCIC File No. 

SAC-06-04), January 5, 2006, page 1. 
6  North Central Information Center, Records Search Results for 500 Capitol Mall Project (NCIC File No. 

SAC-06-04), January 5, 2006, page 1. 
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resources and the known patterns of local historic land use, there is a high potential for identifying 
historic-period cultural resources within the project site.7  

Native American Consultation 
On December 28, 2005, EIP cultural resources staff requested the Native American Heritage 
Commission (NAHC) to search its sacred lands database to determine if any Native American 
cultural resources are located on or near the project site.  The NAHC response letter stated that the 
search of the sacred lands database failed to indicate the presence of Native American resources in 
the immediate project area. The NAHC letter included a list of Native American organizations and 
individuals who may have knowledge of cultural resources in the project area.  Letters that included 
a brief description of the project and a project map were sent to each organization/individual 
identified on the NAHC list.  As of the printing of this document, EIP has received no responses from 
tribal representatives indicating the presence of Native American cultural resources in the project 
area. However, the absence of site-specific information in the sacred lands file or through 
correspondence with tribal representatives does not indicate the absence of cultural resources on 
the project site or in the immediate vicinity.  Copies of Native American correspondence are included 
in Appendix D.   

REGULATORY SETTING 
Federal, state, and local governments have developed laws and regulations designed to protect 
significant cultural resources that may be affected by actions they undertake or regulate.  The 
National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) and CEQA are the basic federal and state laws governing 
the preservation of historic and archaeological resources of national, regional, state and/or local 
significance. 

Federal 
Federal regulations for cultural resources are primarily governed by section 106 of the NHPA of 
1966, which applies to actions taken by federal agencies.  The goal of the section 106 review 
process is to offer a measure of protection to sites that are determined eligible for listing on the 
NRHP. The criteria for determining NRHP eligibility are found in 36 Code of Federal Regulations 
(CFR) Part 60.  Section 106 of the NHPA requires federal agencies to take into account the effects 
of their undertakings on historic properties and affords the federal Advisory Council on Historic 
Preservation a reasonable opportunity to comment on such undertakings.  The Council’s 
implementing regulations, “Protection of Historic Properties,” are found in 36 CFR Part 800.  The 
NRHP criteria (contained in 36 CFR 60.4) are used to evaluate resources when complying with 
NHPA section 106.  Those criteria state that eligible resources comprise districts, sites, buildings, 
structures, and objects that possess integrity of location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, 
feeling, and association, and  

a) are associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of our 
history; or 

b) are associated with the lives of persons significant in our past; or 
c) embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction, or that possess 

high artistic values, or that represent a significant distinguishable entity whose components may lack 
individual distinction; or 

d) have yielded or may be likely to yield, information important to history or prehistory. 

                                                 
7  North Central Information Center, Records Search Results for 500 Capitol Mall Project (NCIC File No. 

SAC-06-04), January 5, 2006, page 1. 
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Archaeological site evaluation assesses the potential of each site to meet one or more of the criteria 
for NRHP eligibility based upon visual surface and subsurface evidence (if available) at each site, 
information gathered during the literature and records searches, and the researcher’s knowledge of 
and familiarity with the historic or prehistoric context associated with each site. 

The American Indian Religious Freedom Act, Title 42 United States Code, section 1996, protects 
Native American religious practices, ethnic heritage sites, and land uses. 

State 
Under CEQA, public agencies must consider the effects of their actions on both “historical 
resources” and “unique archaeological resources.”  Pursuant to Public Resources Code, section 
21084.1, a “project that may cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an historical 
resource is a project that may have a significant effect on the environment.”   

“Historical resource” is a term of art with a defined statutory meaning (see Public Resources Code, 
section 21084.1 and CEQA Guidelines section 15064.5 (a) and (b)).  The term embraces any 
resource listed in or determined to be eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical 
Resources (CRHR).  The CRHR includes resources listed in or formally determined eligible for listing 
in the NRHP, as well as some California State Landmarks and Points of Historical Interest.  

Properties of local significance that have been designated under a local preservation ordinance 
(local landmarks or landmark districts) or that have been identified in a local historical resources 
inventory may be eligible for listing in the CRHR and are presumed to be “historical resources” for 
the purposes of CEQA unless a preponderance of evidence indicates otherwise (Public Resources 
Code, section 5024.1; California Code of Regulations, Title 14, section 4850).  Unless a resource 
listed in a survey has been demolished, lost substantial integrity, or there is a preponderance of 
evidence indicating that it is otherwise not eligible for listing, a lead agency should consider the 
resource to be potentially eligible for the CRHR.  

In addition to assessing whether historical resources potentially impacted by a proposed project are 
listed or have been identified in a survey process, lead agencies have a responsibility to evaluate 
them against the CRHR criteria prior to making a finding as to a proposed project’s impacts on 
historical resources (Public Resources Code, section 21084.1; CEQA Guidelines, section 15064.5 
(a)(3)).  In general, an historical resource, under this approach, is defined as any object, building, 
structure, site, area, place, record, or manuscript that: 

a) is historically or archeologically significant; or is significant in the architectural, engineering, 
scientific, economic, agricultural, educational, social, political or cultural annals of California; and 

b) meets any of the following criteria: 
1. is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of 

California’s history and cultural heritage; 
2. is associated with the lives of persons important in our past; 
3. embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of construction, or 

represents the work of an important creative individual, or possesses high artistic values; or 
4. has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history. 

Special (Criteria) Considerations are laid out in the California Register specifically to address 
historical resources that have achieved significance within the past fifty years.  “A resource less than 
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fifty years old may be considered for listing in the California Register if it can be demonstrated that 
sufficient time has passed to understand its historical importance.”8 

For historic structures, CEQA Guidelines section 15064.5 (b) (3) indicates that a project that follows 
the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties with Guidelines for 
Preserving, Rehabilitating, Restoring, and Reconstructing Historic Buildings, or the Secretary of the 
Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation and Guidelines for Rehabilitating Historic Buildings (1995), 
shall mitigate impacts to a level of less than significant.  Potential eligibility also rests upon the 
integrity of the resource.  Integrity is defined as the retention of the resource’s physical identity that 
existed during its period of significance.  Integrity is determined through considering the setting, 
design, workmanship, materials, location, feeling, and association of the resource.   

As noted above, CEQA also requires lead agencies to consider whether projects will impact “unique 
archaeological resources.”  Public Resources Code, section 21083.2 (g) states that “unique 
archaeological resource” means an archaeological artifact, object, or site about which it can be 
clearly demonstrated that, without merely adding to the current body of knowledge, there is a high 
probability that it meets any of the following criteria: 

1. Contains information needed to answer important scientific research questions and that there is a 
demonstrable public interest in that information. 

2. Has a special and particular quality such as being the oldest of its type or the best available example 
of its type. 

3. Is directly associated with a scientifically recognized important prehistoric or historic event or person 
(Public Resources Code, section 21083.2 (g)). 

Treatment options under section 21083.2 of the Public Resources Code include activities that 
preserve such resources in place in an undisturbed state.  Other acceptable methods of mitigation 
under section 21083.2 include excavation and curation or study in place without excavation and 
curation (if the study finds that the artifacts would not meet one or more of the criteria for defining a 
“unique archaeological resource”). 

Advice on procedures to identify cultural resources, evaluate their importance, and estimate potential 
effects is given in several agency publications, such as the series produced by the Governor’s Office 
of Planning and Research (OPR).  The technical advice series produced by OPR strongly 
recommends that Native American concerns and the concerns of other interested persons and 
corporate entities, including but not limited to, museums, historical commissions, associations and 
societies, be solicited as part of the process of cultural resources inventory.  In addition, California 
law protects Native American burials, skeletal remains, and associated grave goods regardless of 
their antiquity and provides for the sensitive treatment and disposition of those remains. 

Section 7050.5 (b) of the California Health and Safety code specifies protocol when human remains 
are discovered.  The code states:   

In the event of discovery or recognition of any human remains in any location other than a 
dedicated cemetery, there shall be no further excavation or disturbance of the site or any nearby 
area reasonably suspected to overlie adjacent remains until the coroner of the county in which the 
human remains are discovered has determined, in accordance with Chapter 10 (commencing with 
section 27460) of Part 3 of Division 2 of Title 3 of the Government Code, that the remains are not 
subject to the provisions of section 27492 of the Government Code or any other related provisions 
of law concerning investigation of the circumstances, manner and cause of death, and the 
recommendations concerning treatment and disposition of the human remains have been made to 

                                                 
8  Office of Historic Preservation, Department of Parks and Recreation, California Office of Historic 

Preservation: Technical Assistance Series # 6, California Register and National Register: A Comparison (for 
purposes of determining eligibility for the California Register), May 23, 2001, page 3. 
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the person responsible for the excavation, or to his or her authorized representative, in the manner 
provided in section 5097.98 of the Public Resources Code. 

CEQA Guidelines section 15064.5 (e) requires that excavation activities be stopped whenever 
human remains are uncovered and that the county coroner be called in to assess the remains.  If the 
county coroner determines that the remains are those of Native Americans, the NAHC must be 
contacted within 24 hours.  At that time, the lead agency is required to consult with the appropriate 
Native Americans as identified by the NAHC and directs the lead agency (or applicant), under 
certain circumstances, to develop an agreement with the Native Americans for the treatment and 
disposition of the remains. 

Local 
City of Sacramento 
City of Sacramento General Plan 
The City of Sacramento General Plan contains the following goal and policy that pertains to the 
protection and management of archeological resources. The City of Sacramento is currently in the 
process of updating the 1988 General Plan. 

Goal D Work with the County of Sacramento to identify, protect, and enhance physical features 
and settings that are unique to the area to the maximum extent feasible. 

Policy 
2. Work with all interested parties to protect ancient burial grounds threatened by development 

activity and preserve their artifacts, either on-site or at a suitable relocation, to the extent 
feasible. Ancient Indian tribes used various locations within the City limits and influence area 
for burial grounds.  These burial grounds are a unique heritage.  When threatened by 
development, these sites should evaluate for their content and uniqueness.  The sites should 
either be preserved or their contents removed and preserved at a new location depending 
upon an analysis of the site and the development factors involved. 

Preservation Element 
The City of Sacramento adopted a Preservation Element into its General Plan on April 25, 2000.  
The City’s overall preservation objectives are to identify, protect, and encourage preservation of 
Sacramento’s historic and cultural resources throughout the city.  The Preservation Element 
establishes the policy framework to guide the City’s achievement of its preservation objectives.  The 
following goal of the Preservation Element applies to the proposed project: 

Goal B To protect and preserve important historic and cultural resources that serve as 
significant, visible reminders of the City’s social and architectural history. 

Historic Preservation Ordinance 
The City of Sacramento’s historic preservation program began in 1975 with the enactment of the 
City’s first Historic Preservation Ordinance (Preservation Ordinance).  The current Preservation 
Ordinance (No. 2001-027) was enacted in June 2001.  The purpose of the Preservation Ordinance is 
to identify, protect, and encourage the preservation of significant resources; maintain an inventory 
and ensure the preservation of these resources; encourage maintenance and rehabilitation of the 
resources; encourage retention, preservation, and re-use of the resources; safeguard City 
resources; provide consistency with state and federal regulations; protect and enhance the City’s 
attraction to tourists; foster civic pride in the City’s resources; and encourage new development to be 
aesthetically compatible.  There are five factors to be considered in determining whether to place a 
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nominated resource on the Sacramento register as a landmark.  These factors, as stated in the 
Historic Preservation code (15.124.170 A.2) are: 

a. A structure removed from its original location is eligible if it is significant primarily for its architectural 
value or it is the most important surviving structure associated with a historic person or event. 

b. A birthplace or grave is eligible if it is that of a historical figure of outstanding importance and there is 
no other appropriate site or structure directly associated with his or her productive life. 

c. A reconstructed building is eligible if the reconstruction is historically accurate, if the structure is 
presented in a dignified manner as part of a restoration master plan; and if no other original structure 
survives that has the same association. 

d. Properties that are primarily commemorative in intent are eligible if design, age, tradition or symbolic 
value invests such properties with their own historical significance. 

e. Properties achieving significance within the past fifty (50) years are eligible if such properties are of 
exceptional importance. 

Design Review and Preservation Board 
The Preservation Ordinance established a Design Review and Preservation Board (Preservation 
Board).  The Preservation Board has authority to regulate the approval of building permits, structure 
relocation, and structure demolition relevant to inventoried structures or historic districts. 

Sacramento Register 
The Preservation Ordinance amends Chapter 15.124 of Title 15 of the Sacramento City Code. The 
City Code provides for the compilation of Landmarks, Contributing Resources, and Historic Districts 
into the Sacramento Register. The Sacramento Register includes all listed or surveyed historic 
resources in the City of Sacramento. This includes a listing of all individually designated City 
Landmarks and all of the City designated Historic Districts. The Sacramento Register also includes 
listings or maps of the properties within two of the City’s Special Planning Districts that have been 
afforded preservation protection by ordinance.  Also included are all the properties within the City 
that are currently listed in the NRHP and the CRHR and properties listed in the State of California’s 
Historical Properties Directory. 

The Sacramento Register, like the California Register, makes allowances for resources less than 
fifty years old.  ”Properties achieving significance within the past fifty (50) years are eligible if such 
properties are of exceptional importance.”9 

IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 
Methods of Analysis 
A records search was performed by the NCIC on January 3, 2006.  The records search included an 
examination of the official records and maps for archaeological sites and surveys in Sacramento, as 
well as a review of the National Register of Historic Places, the California Register of Historical 
Resources, the California Inventory of Historic Resources, California State Landmarks, California 
Points of Historical Interest, the Directory of Properties in the Historical Resources Inventory (Office 
of Historic Preservation 2005), Caltrans Local Bridge Surveys, and secondary sources pertaining to 
state and local prehistory and history. Requests were mailed to Native American organizations and 
individuals provided by the NAHC regarding information on known Native American cultural 
resources in the project area (see Appendix D).  As of the printing of this document, EIP has 
received no responses from tribal representatives indicating the presence of Native American 
cultural resources in the project area.  

                                                 
9  Sacramento Municipal Code, Chapter 15.124.170 Criteria and requirements for placement on, and deletion 

from, the Sacramento register.  
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EIP cultural resources staff conducted a site visit and performed archival research at local 
repositories to gather information about the existing building on the project site.  A Department of 
Parks and Recreation Department (DPR) Form 523, which contains an evaluation on the building’s 
potential significance as a historic resource, is attached as Appendix E. 

Standards of Significance 
For the purposes of this EIR, impacts on cultural resources are considered significant if the proposed 
project would: 

• Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as defined in 
section 15064.5 of the State CEQA Guidelines; 

• Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource 
pursuant to section 15064.5 of the State CEQA Guidelines; or  

• Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries. 

Project-Specific Impacts and Mitigation Measures 
5.3-1 The proposed project could cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of 

a historical resource as defined in section 15064.5 of the State CEQA Guidelines.  This 
is considered a less-than-significant impact. 

A five-story, unoccupied building (formerly offices of Wells Fargo Bank) and attached parking 
structure currently occupy the project site.  The building has not previously been listed or determined 
eligible for any historic register.  Analysis of the building included an evaluation to determine the 
building’s potential eligibility for the NRHP, CRHR, or the Sacramento Register, either individually or 
as a contributing structure to a potential district.  The evaluation was completed with reference to 
three possible significance contexts.  First, the architect of the building was Harry J. Devine, Sr., a 
prominent local architect.  Second, the building was constructed as part of a large redevelopment 
effort that occurred in the downtown area, specifically the development of Capitol Mall and its 
transformation in the 1950s and 1960s to a regional business and commercial center.  The third 
significance context is the potential effect of removing the building and replacing it with a new high-
rise structure on the Capitol Historic District. 

As discussed in the Environmental Setting section above, Harry J. Devine, Sr. was a prominent local 
architect with many buildings in the Sacramento area to his credit — primarily churches.  Many of 
these buildings, including the Sacred Heart Church (1040 39th Street), St. Ignatius (3235 Arden 
Way), Our Lady of Guadalupe (711 T Street), Christian Brothers High School (4315 Martin Luther 
King Jr. Boulevard), as well as the Federal Building on Capitol Mall, still exist.  Devine’s architectural 
firm, which opened in 1926, was run by his son, Harry J. Devine, Jr., after his death in 1963.  The 
firm continued to construct schools and commercial buildings in the Sacramento area.  

If eligible, the former Wells Fargo building would most likely qualify for listing on the NRHP under 
Criterion C or on the CRHR under Criterion 3.  Therefore, it was against these criteria that the 
building was evaluated.  While the building does display some typical Mid-Century Modern 
characteristics and is representative of late 1950s and early 1960s commercial architecture in 
Sacramento, it does not embody distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of 
construction.  Also, while Harry J. Devine, Sr. was a prominent local architect, the Wells Fargo 
Building does not represent a particularly significant work of a master.  Therefore, it would not be 
eligible for inclusion in either the NRHP or the CRHR under the criteria identified above.  As stated 
previously, the Wells Fargo Building and associated parking structure were constructed in 1962, 
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making the structures 44 years old.  Potential historic resources are usually evaluated when they are 
at 45 years old.  The City of Sacramento Historic Preservation Ordinance (15.124) provides factors 
to be considered when evaluating resources for inclusion on the Sacramento Register, including 
allowances for properties “achieving significance within the past fifty (50) years.”  Properties less 
than fifty years old must be of “exceptional importance” to be listed as Sacramento landmarks.  
Harry J. Devine, Sr. was a prominent local architect who practiced in Sacramento from 1926 until his 
death in the early 1960s; however, other significant examples of his work with exceptional 
significance still exist, including the Federal Building located one block east along Capitol Mall.  The 
Federal Building was a prominent component of the Capitol Mall redevelopment and was the first 
building constructed.  He is also better known for his churches and schools, many of which still exist.  
Therefore, the Wells Fargo Building is not considered to be of exceptional importance, as is required 
of a building less than 50 years old, as a work of Harry J. Devine, Sr. and therefore would not be 
eligible for individual listing on the Sacramento Register. 

It has also been suggested that the Wells Fargo Building could be a contributing structure to a 
commercial district as a major work on Capitol Mall.  Prior to its redevelopment, Capitol Mall was 
named M Street and was developed with a multitude of smaller, primarily wood-frame structures that 
were typical of late nineteenth and early twentieth century architecture.  Redevelopment documents 
note the blighted “Victorian” structures in the area.  Capitol Mall was not developed as a regional 
commercial center until the late 1950s and early 1960s.   The majority of the buildings along Capitol 
Mall between the State Capitol building and the Sacramento River were built from the early 1960s to 
the present.  The redevelopment of parcels along Capitol Mall continues today, with two sites 
currently under construction.  Considering that construction of the State Capitol building took place 
from 1860–1874 and that Capitol Mall has been evolving as a regional commercial center for the 
past several decades, it is difficult to ascertain a period of significance for such a district.  The 
majority of the buildings west of the State Capitol building were built in the last 50 years, so the 
district would have to be of “exceptional importance” to be listed, as required by the Sacramento 
Register.  With the wide range of building construction dates along Capitol Mall and the small 
number of structures remaining from the 1950s and 1960s redevelopment, it is unlikely that a 
cohesive district exists.   

Another area of concern would be the impact on nearby historic districts, specifically the Capitol 
Historic District, which is four blocks east of the project site.  The Capitol Historic District, as 
discussed above in the Environmental Setting, is comprised of the State Capitol, Capitol Park, the 
landscaped circular fountain and roundabout, the Insectary Building, and Office Building One.  None 
of these structures or features would be directly affected by the proposed project.  The nature of 
Capitol Mall is an active, evolving business area that has experienced almost constant alteration 
over the past 50-plus years.  Therefore, the removal of the existing building at 500 Capitol Mall and 
the addition of a new high-rise building on this constantly-evolving street would have no impact on 
the significance of the Capitol Historic District. 

No listed or eligible historic resources would be affected by construction or operation of the proposed 
project through modification or demolition, and the existing building has been deemed ineligible for 
the NRHP, CRHR, or the Sacramento Register, either individually or as a part of a district.  The 
proposed project would not affect the nearby Capitol Historic District.  Therefore, the impact on 
historic resources would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measure 
None required. 
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5.3-2 The proposed project could cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of 
an archaeological resource pursuant to section 15064.5 of the State CEQA Guidelines.  
This is considered a potentially significant impact. 

The NCIC search revealed five records of archaeological studies conducted within or adjacent to the 
project site, none of which resulted in the discovery of prehistoric archaeological sites within the 
project area.  However, given the well-documented and intensive use of the project area by 
prehistoric and ethnographic-period peoples, there is a moderate to high potential for the presence 
of prehistoric or ethnographic-period sites in the project area.  In addition, known patterns of local 
historic land use create high potential for historic-period cultural resources in the project area. 
Consequently, ground-disturbing project construction activities could cause significant adverse 
impacts on previously unknown subsurface prehistoric, ethnographic, and/or historic-period 
archaeological resources.  This would be considered a potentially significant impact. 

Mitigation Measure 
Implementation of the following mitigation measure would reduce this impact to a less-than-
significant level. 

5.3-2 Prior to the issuance of grading or construction permits, the project applicant shall retain 
an archaeologist with knowledge of prehistoric and historic-period archaeology to 
prepare an Archaeological Testing, Monitoring, and Data Recovery Plan (ATMDRP).  
The ATMDRP shall require that a qualified archaeologist conduct test trenching on site 
prior to the commencement of demolition and construction activities.  The project 
applicant shall be responsible for clearing the existing surface parking lot per the 
ATMDRP to allow test trenching.  The ATMDRP shall require that a qualified 
archaeologist be present for all ground-disturbing activities (i.e., excavation, compaction, 
heavy-equipment operation) that occur on the project site.  The ATMDRP shall define 
how archaeological monitoring will be conducted, the protocol to be followed in the event 
that significant resources are discovered during monitoring, and where and how data 
recovery will be conducted for any important archaeological resources discovered.  The 
ATMDRP shall specify that all construction personnel will be alerted to the possibility of 
buried cultural resources prior to the initiation of ground-disturbing activities. The 
ATMDRP shall specify that if any cultural resources, such as structural features, unusual 
amounts of bone or shell, artifacts, human remains, or architectural remains are 
encountered during any development activities, work shall be suspended within 50 
meters (165 feet) of the find.  The City of Sacramento Development Services Department 
shall be immediately notified, and a qualified archaeologist shall develop, as necessary, 
mitigation measures to reduce archaeological impacts to less-than-significant levels 
before construction resumes. The final improvement plans shall document any 
discoveries of cultural resources and the resultant mitigation measures.  Any additional 
mitigation measures that are developed shall be approved by the City prior to 
implementation. 

5.3-3 The proposed project could disturb human remains, including those interred outside 
of formal cemeteries.  This is considered a potentially significant impact. 

The NCIC records search identified no recorded prehistoric archaeological sites within the ¼-mile 
radius of the project site.  The NAHC search of the sacred lands database failed to indicate the 
presence of Native American resources in the immediate project area, and, as of the printing of this 
document, there have been no responses from tribal representatives indicating the presence of 
Native American cultural resources in the project area.  However, there is a possibility that human 
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remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries, exist on the project site that could be 
disturbed during grading, excavation, and other earth-moving activities during construction.  This 
would be considered a potentially significant impact. 

Mitigation Measure 
Implementation of the following mitigation measure would reduce this impact to a less-than-
significant level. 

5.3-3 If human remains are discovered during any phase of archaeological testing or 
construction, work shall be suspended immediately within 50 meters (165 feet) of the 
remains and the City of Sacramento Development Services Department and the 
Sacramento County Coroner shall be notified immediately.  If the remains are 
determined by the county coroner to be Native American, the Native American Heritage 
Commission (NAHC) shall be notified within 24 hours, and the guidelines of the NAHC 
shall be adhered to in the treatment and disposition of the remains.  The project applicant 
shall also retain a professional archaeologist with Native American burial experience to 
conduct a field investigation of the specific site and consult with the Most Likely 
Descendant, if any, identified by the NAHC.  As necessary, the archaeologist may 
provide professional assistance to the Most Likely Descendant, including the excavation 
and removal of the human remains.  The City of Sacramento Development Services 
Department will be responsible for approval of recommended mitigation as it deems 
appropriate, taking account of the provisions of state law, as set forth in CEQA 
Guidelines section 15064.5(e) and Public Resources Code section 5097.98.  The project 
applicant shall implement approved mitigation, to be verified by the City of Sacramento 
Development Services Department, before the resumption of activities at the site where 
the remains were discovered. 

Cumulative Impacts and Mitigation Measures 
The cumulative analysis for impacts to cultural resources considers a broad cultural and regional 
system of which the resources are a part.  The cumulative context for the cultural resources analysis 
for the proposed project includes Sacramento region as a whole.  

5.3-4 The proposed project, in combination with other development in the Sacramento 
region, could adversely affect unique archaeological resources or historical resources 
as defined in section 21083.2 of the Public Resources Code and section 15064.5 of the 
State CEQA Guidelines.  This is considered a potentially significant impact. 

Based upon previous cultural resource surveys and research, the Sacramento region has been 
inhabited by prehistoric and historic-period peoples for thousands of years.  The proposed project, in 
combination with other development in the Sacramento region, could contribute to the loss of 
significant cultural resources, unidentified prehistoric- and historic-period resources and historic-
period structures.  Because all significant cultural resources are unique and non-renewable 
members of finite classes, all adverse effects or negative impacts erode a dwindling resource base.  
For example, the loss of any one archaeological site affects all others in a region because these 
resources are best understood in the context of the entirety of the cultural system of which they are a 
part.  The boundaries of an archaeologically important site often extend beyond the boundaries of a 
project site.  As a result, a meaningful approach to preserving and managing cultural resources must 
focus on the likely distribution of cultural resources, rather than on project or parcel boundaries.  The 
cultural system is represented historically and archaeologically by the total inventory of all sites, 
features, structures, and other cultural remains in the region.  Proper planning and appropriate 
mitigation can help to capture and preserve knowledge of such resources and can provide 
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opportunities for increasing our understanding of the past environmental conditions and cultures by 
recording data about sites discovered and preserving artifacts found.  Federal, state, and local laws 
are also in place, as discussed above, that protect these resources.  Nevertheless, development 
projects in the Sacramento region have the potential to adversely affect significant cultural resources 
that are unique and non-renewable members of finite classes.  Therefore, the cumulative impact is 
potentially significant.  Because the proposed project has the potential to adversely affect cultural 
resources, the project’s contribution would be cumulatively considerable, resulting in a potentially 
significant cumulative impact. 

Mitigation Measure 
Compliance with the following mitigation measures would ensure the project’s cumulative 
contribution could be reduced to a less-than-considerable level, rendering the cumulative impact 
less than significant. 

5.3-4 Implement Mitigation Measures 5.3-2 and 5.3-3. 



5.4 Noise 



 
 5.4-1 500 Capitol Mall 
P:\Projects - WP Only\51121.00 500 Cap Mall\DEIR\5.4 Noise.doc  Draft Environmental Impact Report 

 
 
 

5.4  NOISE 
 
 
 
INTRODUCTION 
This section describes the existing noise environment in the area of the proposed project site, and 
the potential of the proposed project to significantly increase noise levels due to project construction 
and operation.  The analysis included in this section was developed based on a field investigation to 
measure existing noise levels, noise standards in the City of Sacramento General Plan, and the 
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) Highway Traffic Noise Prediction model.  Traffic inputs for 
the noise prediction model were provided by the transportation consultant. 
 
As discussed in the Initial Study (see Appendix A), the proposed project site is not located within an 
airport land use plan area or within two miles of an airport or private airstrip; therefore, development 
of the project site would not expose people to excessive airport noise levels. This issue is not 
discussed further in the EIR. 
 
Comments received during the NOP comment period included concerns about vibrational impacts 
due to pile driving and noise impacts to surrounding offices and residences during construction. 
These concerns are addressed in this section. 
 
ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 
Fundamentals of Environmental Sound and Noise 
Sound can be described in terms of amplitude (loudness) and frequency (pitch).  The standard unit 
of sound amplitude measurement is the decibel (dB).  The decibel scale is a logarithmic scale that 
describes the intensity of the pressure vibrations that make up a sound.  The pitch of the sound is 
correlated to the frequency of the sound’s pressure vibration.  Because humans are not equally 
sensitive to a given sound level at all frequencies, a special scale has been devised that specifically 
relates noise to human sensitivity.  The A- weighted decibel scale (dBA) does this by placing more 
importance on frequencies that are more noticeable to the human ear. 
 
Noise is typically defined as unwanted sound.  Typically, noise in any environment consists of a 
base of steady “background” noise made up of many distant and indistinguishable noise sources.  
Superimposed on this background noise is the sound from individual local sources.  These sources 
can vary from an occasional aircraft or train passing by to virtually continuous noise from traffic on a 
major highway.  Table 5.4-1 lists representative noise levels. 
 
Several rating scales have been developed to analyze the adverse effect of noise on people.  Since 
environmental noise fluctuates over time, these scales consider that the effect of noise upon people 
is largely dependent upon the volume of the noise, as well as the time of day when the noise occurs.  
Those that are applicable to this analysis are as follows: 
 

• Leq, the equivalent energy noise level, is the average acoustic energy content of noise for a 
stated period of time.  Thus, the Leq of a time-varying noise and that of a steady noise are the 
same if they deliver the same acoustic energy to the ear during exposure.  For evaluating 
community impacts, this rating scale does not vary, regardless of whether the noise occurs 
during the day or the night. 

• Ldn, the Day Night Average Level, is a 24-hour average Leq with a 10 dBA “weighting” added 
to noise during the hours of 10:00 P.M. to 7:00 A.M. to account for noise sensitivity in the 
nighttime. 
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TABLE 5.4-1 

 
NOISE RANGES OF COMMON ACTIVITIES 

Common Outdoor Activities Noise Level (dBA) Common Indoor Activities 
 --110-- Rock Band 
Jet Fly-over at 100 feet   
 --100--  
Gas Lawnmower at 3 feet   
 --90--  
  Food Blender at 3 feet 
Diesel Truck going 50 mph at 50 feet --80-- Garbage Disposal at 3 feet 
Noisy Urban Area during Daytime   
Gas Lawnmower at 100 feet --70-- Vacuum Cleaner at 10 feet 
Commercial Area  Normal Speech at 3 feet 
Heavy Traffic at 300 feet --60--  
  Large Business Office 
Quiet Urban Area during Daytime --50-- Dishwasher in Next Room 
   

Quiet Urban Area during Nighttime --40-- 
Theater, Large Conference Room 

(background) 
Quiet Suburban Area during Nighttime   
 --30-- Library 

Quiet Rural Area during Nighttime  
Bedroom at Night, Concert Hall 

(background) 
 --20--  
  Broadcast/Recording Studio 
 --10--  
   
Lowest Threshold of Human Hearing --0-- Lowest Threshold of Human Hearing 
Source:  California Department of Transportation, 1998. 

 
 
Noise caused by natural sources and human activities is usually well represented by median noise 
levels during the day, night, or over a 24-hour period.  Environmental noise levels are generally 
considered low when the Leq is below 60 dBA, moderate in the 60 to 70 dBA range, and high above 
70 dBA.  Examples of settings with low daytime background noise levels are isolated, natural 
settings that can provide noise levels as low as 20 dBA and quiet, suburban, residential streets that 
can provide noise levels around 40 dBA.  Noise levels above 45 dBA at night can potentially disrupt 
sleep.  People may consider louder environments adverse, but most people living or working in 
urban residential or residential-commercial areas (60 to 75 dBA) or dense urban or industrial areas 
(65 to 80 dBA) accept the higher noise levels commonly associated with these land uses. 
 
Noise levels from a particular source decline as distance to a receptor increases.  The weather and 
even the makeup of intervening terrain can also help intensify or reduce noise levels at any given 
location.  A commonly used rule of thumb for roadway noise is that for every doubling of distance 
from the source, the noise level is reduced by about 3 dBA at acoustically “hard” locations (i.e., the 
area between the noise source and the receptor is nearly complete asphalt, concrete, hard-packed 
soil, or other solid materials) and 4.5 dBA at acoustically “soft” locations (i.e., the area between the 
source and receptor is normal earth or has vegetation, including grass).  Noise from stationary or 
point sources is reduced by about 6 to 7.5 dBA for every doubling of distance at acoustically hard 
and soft locations, respectively.  Noise levels may also be reduced by intervening structures, such 
as a row of buildings, a solid wall, or a berm located between the receptor and the noise source.  
California homes built prior to 1970 generally provide an exterior-to-interior noise level reduction up 
to about 20 dB with closed windows.  Homes built within the last 30 years generally provide an 
exterior-to-interior reduction up to about 30 dB with closed windows. 
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Fundamentals of Ground-borne Noise and Vibration 
Vibration is sound radiated through the ground.  The rumbling sound caused by the vibration of room 
surfaces is called ground-borne noise.  The ground motion caused by vibration is measured in the 
U.S. as vibration decibels (VdB). The background vibration velocity level in residential and 
educational areas is usually around 50 VdB.  Most perceptible indoor vibration is caused by sources 
within buildings, such as the operation of mechanical equipment, movement of people, or the 
slamming of doors.  Typical outdoor sources of perceptible ground-borne vibration are construction 
equipment, steel-wheeled trains, and traffic on rough roads.  If a roadway is smooth, the ground-
borne vibration from traffic is rarely perceptible.  The range of interest is from approximately 50 VdB, 
which is the typical background vibration velocity level, to 100 VdB, which is the general threshold 
where damage can occur in fragile buildings.   
 
Accurate estimates of ground-borne vibration are complicated due to the many factors that influence 
vibration levels at potential receivers. Main factors that have significant effects on levels of ground-
borne vibration are: 
 
Geology: Soil conditions are known to have a strong influence on the levels of ground-borne 
vibration.  Among the most important factors are the stiffness and internal damping of the soil and 
the depth to bedrock.  Experience has shown that vibration propagation is more efficient in clay soils 
as well as areas with shallow bedrock.  The latter condition seems to channel or concentrate the 
vibration energy close to the surface, resulting in ground-borne vibration problems at large distances 
from the source.  Factors such as layering of the soil and depth to water table can also have 
significant effects on the propagation of ground-borne vibration. 
 
Receiving Building: Ground-borne vibration problems occur almost exclusively inside buildings. 
Therefore, the characteristics of the receiving building are a key component in the evaluation of 
ground-borne vibration. Vibration may be perceptible to people who are outdoors, but it is very rare 
for outdoor vibration to cause complaints. The vibration levels inside a building depend on the 
vibration energy that reaches the building foundation, the coupling of the building foundation to the 
soil, and the propagation of the vibration through the building structure. The general guideline is that 
the more massive a building is, the lower its response to incident vibration energy in the ground.1 
 
The human response to different levels of ground-borne noise and vibration is described in 
Table 5.4-2.  The first column lists vibration velocity levels, and the subsequent two columns list the 
corresponding noise levels assuming that the vibration spectrum peaks at either 30 hertz or 60 hertz.  
A hertz (Hz) is a measurement for the frequency of any periodic (repeating) event meaning “one per 
second.” For instance, the ticking of a clock could be expressed as 1 Hz or one tick per second. 
Similarly, the human heart might be said to beat at 1.2 Hz or 1.2 beats per second. Generally, the 
A-weighted noise level will be approximately 40 dB less than the vibration velocity level if the 
spectrum peak is around 30 Hz, and 25 dB lower if the spectrum peak is around 60 Hz.  Achieving 
either the acceptable vibration or acceptable noise levels does not guarantee that the other will be 
acceptable. For example, the noise caused by vibrating structural components may be very 
annoying even though the vibration cannot be felt. 
 
 

                                                 
1  U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Railroad Administration, High-Speed Ground Transportation Noise and  

Vibration Impact Assessment, October 2005, p. 6-7. 
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TABLE 5.4-2  
 

HUMAN RESPONSE TO DIFFERENT LEVELS OF GROUND-BORNE NOISE AND VIBRATION 
Noise Level 

Vibration Level Low-Frequency1 Mid-Frequency2 Human Response 

65 VdB 25 dBA 40 dBA 

Approximate threshold of perception for many humans.  Low-
frequency sound usually inaudible, mid-frequency sound excessive 
for quiet sleeping areas. 

75 VdB 35 dBA 50 dBA 

Approximate dividing line between barely perceptible and distinctly 
perceptible. Many people find vibration at this level unacceptable.  
Low-frequency noise acceptable for sleeping areas, mid-frequency 
noise annoying in most quiet occupied areas. 

85 VdB 45 dBA 60 dBA 

Vibration acceptable only if there are an infrequent number of 
events per day.  Low-frequency noise unacceptable for sleeping 
areas, mid-frequency noise unacceptable even for infrequent 
events with institutional land uses such as schools and churches. 

Notes:  
1 – Approximate noise level when vibration spectrum peak is near 30 Hz. 
2 – Approximate noise level when vibration spectrum peak is near 60 Hz. 
Source:  Department of Transportation Federal Railroad Administration, High-Speed Ground Transportation Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, 

October 2005, p. 6-8. 

 
 
Existing Conditions 
Existing Noise Receptors 
Some land uses are more sensitive to noise than others.  These sensitive uses are commonly 
referred to as “sensitive receptors”, and normally include residences, hospitals, churches, libraries, 
schools, and retirement homes.  Noise sensitive land uses are typically given special attention 
because activities at these uses require relatively quiet environments. 
 
The proposed project would be developed on land where there is currently an empty bank building.  
The project site is located within the City’s Central Business District and is surrounded by dense 
urban uses.  Office buildings, retail, commercial, and residential uses predominate in the area 
around the site.  A light rail line runs down 7th Street, approximately one and a half blocks from the 
project site (about 500 feet).  Interstate 5 (I-5), a major freeway, is located approximately 1,000 feet 
from the proposed site.  Nearby existing residential uses include Bridgeway Towers (across N Street 
to the south, approximately 50 feet), Capitol Towers (across N Street to the south and southeast, 
approximately 50 feet), Pioneer Towers (across N Street to the south, approximately 200 feet), and 
Governor’s Square (across N Street to the southwest, approximately 400 feet).  
 
Existing Ambient Daytime Noise Levels 
The scientific instrument used to measure noise is a sound level meter.  Sound level meters can 
accurately measure environmental noise levels to within about plus or minus 1 dBA. 
 
Existing ambient daytime noise levels were measured at three selected locations over 15 minute 
periods in and around the project site on January 5, 2006 and March 23, 2006.  These locations are 
identified in Figure 5.4-1.  The noise levels were measured using a Larson-Davis Model 720 
precision sound level meter, which satisfies the American National Standards Institute (ANSI) for 
general environmental noise measurement instrumentation.  The average noise levels and sources 
of noise measured at each location are identified in Table 5.4-3.  At each monitoring location, the 
primary source of noise was the nearest roadway. Measurements were taken approximately 38 feet 
from the center of the nearest roadway.   
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TABLE 5.4-3 
 

EXISTING DAYTIME NOISE LEVELS AT SELECTED LOCATIONS 
Estimated Noise Levels 

Noise Measurement Location 
Distance from 

Centerline (feet) Primary Noise Sources 15-minute Leq 
#1 – In front of Pioneer Towers (along 
P Street) 38 

Roadway noise from 
P Street. 64.5 

#2 – In front of Capitol Towers (along 
N Street) 38 

Roadway noise from 
N Street. 63.1 

#3 – In front of 500 Capitol Mall 46 
Roadway noise from 
Capitol Mall. 65.1 

Source:  EIP Associates, a division of PBS&J, 2006. 

 
 
Existing Roadway Noise 
The project site is surrounded by dense urban development.  Consequently, a fairly heavy volume of 
traffic operates on the surrounding local streets throughout the day.  The local roadways that 
contribute the most to noise levels at the project site are those directly adjacent to the site, namely 
5th Street, Capitol Mall, and N Street.   
 
Existing Ground-borne Vibration 
Usually, the most likely existing source of ground-borne vibration at a project site is roadway truck 
and bus traffic.  Trucks and buses typically generate ground-borne vibration velocity levels of around 
63 VdB, but could reach 72 VdB where trucks and buses pass over bumps in the road.  Loaded 
trucks can create even higher levels of VdB.  Truck and bus traffic is intermittently present on all 
roads bordering the project site.  Also, a light rail line runs down 7th Street, about 500 feet from the 
project site.  Light rail trains running north and south pass by the intersection of 7th Street and 
Capitol Mall at approximately 10 to 15 minute intervals.  These trains produce some ground-borne 
vibration. 
 
REGULATORY SETTING 
Federal 
Code of Federal Regulations 
The Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) is the codification of the general and permanent rules 
published in the Federal Register by the executive departments and agencies of the Federal 
Government. It is divided into 50 titles that represent broad areas subject to Federal regulation. Each 
volume of the CFR is updated once each calendar year and is issued on a quarterly basis. 
 
Occupational Safety and Health Administration 
The Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) aims to ensure worker safety and health 
in the United States by working with employers and employees to create better working 
environments. With regard to noise exposure and workers, OSHA regulations set forth accepted 
criteria to protect the hearing of workers exposed to occupational noise. Noise exposure regulations 
are listed in 29 CFR Section 1910.95. Most applicable to this project, 1910.95(c)(1) states that an 
employer shall administer a hearing conservation program whenever noise exposure levels equal or 
exceed an 8-hour time-weighted average sound level of 85 dB measured on the A scale. 
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State 
Department of Industrial Relations 
The Division of Occupational Safety and Health (DOSH) protects workers and the public from safety 
hazards through its CAL/OSHA program. The Cal/OSHA Program is responsible for enforcing 
California laws and regulations pertaining to workplace safety and health and for providing 
assistance to employers and workers about workplace safety and health issues.  DOSH enforces 
noise standards in the workplace in conjunction with OSHA through the CAL/OSHA program 
 
Local 
City of Sacramento General Plan 
The California Government Code requires that a noise element be included in the general plan of 
each county and city in the state.  The purpose of the noise element is to ensure that noise control is 
incorporated into the planning process.  The noise element can help city planners achieve and 
maintain consistent noise levels for existing and proposed land uses. 
 
The City is currently in the process of updating its General Plan, but the existing City of Sacramento 
General Plan contains goals, policies, and information related to noise that are included in the Health 
and Safety element of the General Plan.  This element establishes maximum acceptable exterior 
noise level criteria for new development, which are shown in the Community Noise Exposure Levels 
found in Figure 3 of the City of Sacramento General Plan on page 8-27 (reproduced in this section 
as Figure 5.4-2)  
 
The General Plan identifies five goals concerning noise in its Health and Safety element.  Each goal 
is implemented by a number of corresponding policies: 
 

Goal A Future development should be compatible with the projected year 2016 noise 
environment. 

 
Policies 
1. Require an acoustical report for any project which would be exposed to noise levels in excess of 

those shown as normally acceptable in Figure 3.  The contents of the acoustical report shall be as 
described in the Noise Assessment Report Guidelines.  No acoustical report shall be required where 
City staff has an existing acoustical report on file which is applicable. 

2. Require mitigation measures to reduce noise exposure to the “Normally Acceptable Levels” 
(Figure 3) except where such measures are not feasible.  It is recognized that there are many areas 
within the City for which it is not feasible to provide further noise mitigation.  It is also recognized that 
some projects, because of their location, design, or size may not be able to incorporate mitigation 
measures that are feasible for larger projects or for projects in different locations.  Specifically, 
around McClellan Air Force Base, there are areas where the noise contours indicate that it may be 
clearly infeasible to achieve the “Normally acceptable” noise level.  Projects in these areas may be 
allowed to exceed the maximum acceptable noise level.  However, each project shall be subject to 
mitigation measures to the maximum extent feasible. 

3. Land uses proposed where the exterior noise level would be below the “normally acceptable” limit 
may be approved without any requirement for interior or exterior mitigation measures. 
Where the exterior noise is below the “normally acceptable” limit, it is assumed that any buildings 
involved are of normal conventional construction without any special interior noise provisions.  This 
will, under normal circumstances, provide an acceptable interior noise level. 
“Maximum acceptable” interior noise levels have not been established for land use categories in 
Figure 3.  The types of interior use in these categories vary substantially.  As a general rule, 
acceptable noise mitigation will be that which provides for interior noise levels comparable to the 
noise levels that would exist in buildings where the exterior noise is below the “normally acceptable” 
standard. 
 

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



COMMUNITY NOISE EXPOSURE Ldn OR CNEL db 
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///////////////////////////////////////
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++++++++++++++++

///////////////////////////////////////
\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\

)))))))))))
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+++++++
///////////////////////////////////////

\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\
))))))))))))))))))))))))))))))

Schools, Libraries, Churches, 
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+++++++
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amphitheatres
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Sports

///////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////
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+++++++
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////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////
\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\

)))))))))))
Office Buildings, business
Commercial and Professional 

///////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////
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INTERPRETATION
/////////////// NORMALLY ACCEPTABLE )))))))))))))) NORMALLY UNACCEPTABLE 

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

New construction or development shouldbe 
discouraged.  If new construction ordevelopment
does proceed, a detailed analysis of the noise 
reduction requirement must be made and needed
noise insulation features included in the design. 

\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\ CONDITIONALLY ACCEPTABLE ++++++++ CLEARLY UNACCEPTABLE
New construction or development should be 
undertaken only after a detailed analysis of the 
noise reduction requirements is made and 
needed noise insulation features included in the 
design.

New construction or development clearly should 
not be undertaken.

FIGURE 5.4-2
Land Use Compatibility for Community Noise Environments
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Source: Sacramento General Plan,1988.
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Policies  
1. Review projects that may have noise generation potential to determine what impact they may have 

on existing uses.  Additional acoustical analysis may be necessary to mitigate identified impacts. 
There are areas of the City which are considered relatively quiet (ambient levels below “normally 
acceptable” noise levels).  While new development in these areas might not cause the “normally 
acceptable” noise level for existing development to be exceeded, it is recognized that such new 
development might cause an increase in ambient noise considered significant in terms of impacts on 
existing uses. 
Enforce the Sacramento Noise Ordinance as the method to control noise from sources other than 
transportation sources. 

 
Goal D Reduce noise levels in areas where noise exposure presently exceeds the standards 

established in Figure 3. 
 
Policies 
1. Continue to enforce the provisions of sections 27-150 and 27-151 of the State Motor Vehicle Code.  

These sections require that all vehicles be equipped with a properly maintained muffler and that 
exhaust systems not be modified. 

2. Encourage the incorporation of the latest noise control technologies in all projects. 
 
Sacramento Central City Community Plan 
In addition to the General Plan, the City of Sacramento has also developed plans that are more 
specific to the various communities in the City.  The City’s Central City Community Plan contains the 
following sub goal under its environmental goal: 
 

Sub-goal 
• Provide an environment which is free of annoying noise and continue to reduce air pollution. 

 
Sacramento Municipal Code 
The Sacramento Municipal Code also contains regulations concerning noise.  These noise 
regulations are found in Title 8 – Health and Safety, Chapter 8.68 – Noise Control.  Of the 
regulations in Chapter 8.68, not all are applicable to the proposed project.  Of the applicable 
regulations, section 8.68.060 sets standards for cumulative exterior noise levels at residential and 
agricultural properties.  Section 8.68.190 generally prohibits any person from making “any loud, 
unnecessary or unusual noise which disturbs the peace and quiet of any neighborhood or which 
causes discomfort or annoyance to any reasonable person of normal sensitiveness residing in the 
area.”  However, section 8.68.060 exempts certain activities from Chapter 8.68, including “noise 
sources due to the erection (including excavation), demolition, alteration or repair of any building or 
structure” as long as these activities are limited to between the hours of 7 a.m. and 6 p.m. Monday 
through Saturday, and between the hours of 9 a.m. and 6 p.m. on Sunday.  Section 8.68.060 also 
requires the use of exhaust and intake silencers for internal combustion engines, and provides for 
construction work to occur outside of the designated hours if the work is of urgent necessity and in 
the interest of public health and welfare for a period not to exceed three days. 
 
IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 
Methods of Analysis 
Traffic Noise Impact Assessment Methodology 
The analysis of the existing and future noise environments presented in this analysis is based on 
noise level monitoring, noise prediction modeling, and empirical observations.  Existing noise levels 
were monitored by EIP Associates at selected locations within the project vicinity using a Larson-
Davis Model 814 precision sound level meter, which satisfies the American National Standards 
Institute (ANSI) for general environmental noise measurement instrumentation.   
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Noise modeling focuses on the noise resulting from traffic on roadways in the vicinity of a project.  
Modeling procedures involve the calculation of existing and future vehicular noise levels along 
individual roadway segments in the project vicinity.  This task was accomplished using the FHWA 
Highway Noise Prediction Model (FHWA RD 77 108), which calculates the average noise level at 
specific locations based on traffic volumes, average speeds, roadway geometry, and environmental 
site conditions.  The average vehicle noise rates (energy rates) utilized in the FHWA Model were 
modified by Caltrans to reflect average vehicle noise rates identified for California.  The Caltrans 
data show that California automobile noise is 0.8 to 1.0 dBA higher than national levels and that 
medium and heavy truck noise is 0.3 to 3.0 dBA lower than national levels.  Traffic volumes utilized 
as data inputs in the noise prediction model were provided by the project traffic engineer. Noise 
modeling results are included as Appendix F.  
 
Construction Noise and Vibration Impact Methodology 
Construction noise was analyzed using data compiled by the US Environmental Protection Agency 
that lists typical noise levels at 50 feet for construction equipment and various construction activities.  
Vibration from construction was evaluated using data from the Federal Transit Administration that 
lists typical vibration decibels at various distances for common construction equipment. 
 
Standards of Significance 
For the purposes of this EIR, noise impacts are considered significant if the proposed project would: 
 

• Permanently expose nearby sensitive uses to excessive ground-borne vibration levels. While 
CEQA states that the potential for any excessive ground-borne vibration levels must be 
analyzed, it does not define “excessive”, and there are no federal, state, or local standards 
for ground-borne vibration.  Consequently, this analysis uses the Federal Railway 
Administration’s vibration impact thresholds for sensitive buildings, residences, and 
institutional land uses.  These thresholds are 80 VdB at residences and buildings where 
people normally sleep (e.g., nearby residences) and 83 VdB at institutional buildings; 

• Create vibration that would cause structural damage to existing buildings; 
• Cause non-transportation maximum noise levels at any surrounding residential uses to 

exceed the noise performance standards specified in Section 8.68.060 of the City of 
Sacramento Municipal Code; 

• Place new development in an area where noise levels exceed or are projected to exceed the 
Community Noise Exposure Levels found in Figure 3 of the City of Sacramento General Plan 
on page 8-27 (reproduced in this section as Figure 5.4-2); or 

• Expose persons to a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels that 
exceed City standards. 

 
Project-Specific Impacts and Mitigation Measures 
5.4-1 Construction of the proposed project would temporarily produce noise.  This is a 

short-term significant impact. 
 
During construction of the proposed project, noise levels would be produced by the operation of 
heavy-duty equipment and various other construction activities, including demolition.  According to 
the project applicant, pile driving would be used in conjunction with drilling for establishing the 
building foundation or “founding” the building.  The current program for founding the building would 
employ drilling to a certain depth, followed by pile driving.   
 
Construction noise would affect surrounding uses to varying degrees throughout the construction 
schedule, approximately 26 months.  As discussed in the environmental setting, there are sensitive 
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uses surrounding the project site, specifically residential uses to the south and southwest, although 
the majority of uses in the project vicinity are office and commercial.  Construction noise would be 
noticeable at residential, office, and commercial uses in the area, but construction would occur 
during the daytime when most residents would be at work. It should be noted that Pioneer Towers is 
a senior facility and, as such, residential units would likely be occupied during construction activities, 
thereby increasing the possibility of an adverse community reaction.  However, it is unlikely that 
residents would be subject to significant levels of construction noise due to distance and the 
presence of intervening structures.  The Sacramento Municipal Code, Title 8 - Health and Safety, 
Chapter 8.68 – Noise Control, requires that construction activity take place between the hours of 
7 a.m. and 6 p.m. Monday through Saturday.  Construction is also limited to the hours between 
9 a.m. and 6 p.m. on Sunday.  The City director of building inspections may also permit work to be 
done outside of these hours in the case of urgent necessity and in the interest of public health and 
welfare for a period not to exceed three days.  Since typical sleeping hours fall outside of the time 
during which construction must occur, construction noise would not be expected to disturb the sleep 
of nearby residents. Office and commercial uses in the vicinity of the project site would be open 
during the day when construction would occur.  The noise from construction could disturb people 
working in these buildings, making it difficult to concentrate.  Older California building standards 
(pre-1970) generally provide a reduction of exterior-to-interior noise levels up to about 20 dB with 
closed windows; newer buildings generally provide a reduction up to about 30 dB.  Therefore, the 
noise levels produced by the equipment (shown in Table 5.4-4) are higher than what would actually 
be experienced within residential units in the vicinity of the project.  
 
The Sacramento Municipal Code includes an exemption for noise produced by construction activities 
between the hours of 7 a.m. and 6 p.m. on weekdays; however, a 1990 Notice of Decision and 
Finding of Fact for the Wells Fargo Center includes the condition that high noise activities be 
restricted to the hours between 8 a.m. and 6 p.m. on weekdays (or other such hours satisfactory to 
the Planning Director), with no high-noise construction activities allowed on Saturday or Sunday. 
Because of the proximity of the proposed project site to the Wells Fargo Center, that mitigation is 
included here. Although Mitigation Measure 5.4-1 would reduce construction noise impacts, 
surrounding residents and businesses would be affected by development of the proposed project. 
Therefore, this would be considered a short-term significant impact.  
 
Mitigation Measures 
Implementation of the following mitigation measures would contribute to a reduction in construction 
noise; however, it is likely that construction activities would still adversely affect surrounding 
receptors during the day.  This impact would be considered significant and unavoidable. 
 
5.4-1 The prime contractor shall ensure that the following measures are implemented during all 

phases of project construction: 
 

a) Erect a solid plywood construction/noise barrier along the exposed project 
boundaries.  The barrier should not contain any significant gaps at its base or face, 
except for site access and surveying openings. 

 
b) Construction activities shall comply with the City of Sacramento Noise Ordinance, 

including Section 8.68.060 requiring the use of exhaust and intake silencers for 
internal combustion engines.  
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TABLE 5.4-4 
 

ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION NOISE LEVELS AND SUGGESTED CRITERIA (IN DBA) 
Construction 
Equipment 1-hour Leq 

Suggested 
Criteria 8-hour Leq 

Suggested 
Criteria 

Noise Reduction Resultant 
from Mitigation 

DEMOLITION   
  Track Hoe 86.5 86.5 
  Crane 84.5 81.5 
SITE WORK   
Crawler Tractor 81.5 78.5 
Grader 81.5 81.5 
Loader 81.5 78.5 
Compactor 78.5 75.5 

FOUNDATION   
Backhoe 76.5 76.5 
Loader 81.5 78.5 
Forklift 75.5 72.5 
Pile Driver 97.5 94.5 

UTILITIES   
Back Hoe 76.5 73.5 
Water Truck 84.5 81.5 
Forklift 75.5 72.5 

SLAB ON GRADE   
Skip Loader 78.5 78.5 
Bobcat Tractor 80.5 80.5 
Forklift 75.5 72.5 

STEEL ERECTION   
Crane 84.5 84.5 
Air Compressor 77.5 77.5 
Generator 77.5 77.5 
Forklift 75.5 75.5 

DECKING/SLABS   
Generator 77.5 77.5 
Forklift 75.5 75.5 
Concrete Pump 78.5 72.5 

COMPLETION   
Forklift 75.5 

90 

75.5 

80 
5 dB – 30 dB  

(depending on location of 
receptor) 

Notes: 
Noise levels calculated from equations defined by the Federal Transit Administration’s Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment document, 
pp. 12-2 to 12-7. 
Source: EIP Associates, a division of PBS&J, 2006.  
 
 

c) Locate fixed construction equipment, such as compressors and generators, as far as 
possible from sensitive receptors located along N Street.  Shroud or shield all impact 
tools and muffle or shield all intake and exhaust ports on power construction 
equipment. 

 
d) High noise activities, such as pile driving, the use of jackhammers, drills, and other 

generators of sporadic high noise peaks, shall be restricted to the hours of 8:00 a.m. 
to 6:00 p.m. Monday through Friday or other such hours satisfactory to the Planning 
Director and shall not occur on Saturday or Sunday.  

 
e) Prior to issuance of a building permit, the applicant shall submit a plan subject to the 

satisfaction of the Planning Director demonstrating how the proposed project shall 
mitigate construction noise to the extent feasible.  
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f) Designate a disturbance coordinator and conspicuously post this person's number 
around the project site and in adjacent public spaces.  This disturbance coordinator 
will receive all public complaints about construction noise disturbances and will be 
responsible for determining the cause of the complaint, and implement any feasible 
measures to be taken to alleviate the problem. 

 
5.4-2 Construction activity would temporarily produce ground-borne vibration. This is a 

significant impact.  
 
In addition to noise, construction activity can also produce vibration.  Construction-related vibration is 
normally associated with impact equipment, such as jackhammers and pile drivers, and the 
operation of some heavy-duty construction equipment, such as trucks and bulldozers.  Table 5.4-5 
shows typical vibration levels for construction equipment.  
 
 

TABLE 5.4-5 
 

TYPICAL UPPER RANGE VIBRATION LEVELS FOR CONSTRUCTION EQUIPMENT 
Approximate VdB 

Construction Equipment 25 Feet 50 Feet 60 Feet 75 Feet 100 Feet 
Large Bulldozer 87 81 79 77 75 
Loaded Trucks 86 80 78 76 74 
Jackhammer 79 73 71 69 67 
Pile Driver (Impact) 112 106 104 102 100 
Small Bulldozer 58 52 50 48 46 
Source:  Derived from Federal Transit Administration, Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, April 1995, p. 12-9. 

 
 
Construction-related vibration has two potential impacts.  First, vibration at high enough levels can 
disturb people trying to sleep.  Thresholds for this land use have been developed by the Federal 
Transit Administration, which has determined that infrequent events producing vibration levels in 
excess of 80 VdB can result in a significant impact at places where people sleep.  Second, ground-
borne vibration over 102 VdB can potentially damage the foundations and exteriors of existing, 
fragile structures.  For extremely fragile buildings, the vibration damage threshold is approximately 
90 VdB.  Ground-borne vibration that can cause this kind of damage is typically limited to impact 
equipment, especially pile-drivers.  No fragile or extremely fragile buildings have been identified near 
the proposed project site.  Table 5.4-6 presents criteria for acceptable ground-borne vibration for 
different land uses. 
 
 

TABLE 5.4-6 
 

GROUND-BORNE VIBRATION CRITERIA 
Ground-Borne Vibration Impact Levels (VdB referenced to 1 micro inch/sec) 

Land Use Category Frequent Events1 Infrequent Events2 
Category 1: Buildings where low ambient 
vibration is essential for interior 
operations. 65 VdB 65 VdB 
Category 2: Residences and buildings 
where people normally sleep. 72 VdB 80 VdB 
Category 3: Institutional land uses with 
primarily daytime uses. 75 VdB 83 VdB 
Notes: 
1 – ‘Frequent Events’ is defined as more than 70 vibration events per day. 
2 – ‘Infrequent Events’ is defined as fewer than 70 vibration events per day. 
Source: Federal Transit Administration, Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, April 1995, p. 8-3. 
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As discussed earlier in the section, there are residential and office uses directly adjacent to the 
proposed project site.  The closest residential and office uses to the project site are approximately 
75 feet away.  As shown in Table 5.4-6, this distance could potentially expose people to levels in 
excess of 80 VdB during pile driving activity. Since construction would occur during daylight hours, 
sleep disturbance would likely not occur.  Pile driving would produce the highest vibration levels, but 
would only occur for a brief amount of time (relative to the overall construction length), approximately 
50 days. Equipment used after the pile driving phase would expose receptors to levels less than 
80 VdB, and these levels would be intermittent.  Residents and office employees may be able to feel 
ground-borne vibration produced during construction, but most likely only during pile driving.  The 
extent to which these receptors would be affected depends largely on soil conditions, building design 
and materials, and the particular floor the receptors are on.  While construction related vibration 
would be limited to the duration of the construction schedule, due to the close proximity of existing 
receptors during pile driving, vibrational impacts would be considered significant. 
 
Mitigation Measures 
While implementation of the following measure would reduce vibrational impacts to surrounding 
receptors, pile driving could still affect nearby residents. Accordingly, impacts would be considered 
significant and unavoidable.  
 
5.4-2 The project applicant shall drill pilot holes for piles, to the extent feasible, prior to 

commencement of impact pile driving. Prior to issuance of a building permit, the project 
applicant shall submit to the City for approval the anticipated depth to which piles will be 
drilled and the estimated start date and end date of impact pile driving.  

 
5.4-3 The proposed project could expose sensitive receptors to noise levels that exceed 

City standards.  This is a less-than-significant impact. 
 
Sensitive noise receptors are those uses that are more likely to be adversely affected by an increase 
in ambient noise levels.  This includes uses such as schools, hospitals, retirement homes, and 
residences.  Sensitive noise receptors that would be affected by development of the proposed 
project are those residential uses located in Bridgeway Towers, Capitol Towers, Governor’s Square, 
and Pioneer Towers.  Most of the existing noise to which these residences are exposed to is traffic 
noise on the surrounding roads and noise from the nearby light rail.  Increases in ambient noise 
associated with development of the proposed project would be related to traffic.  It should be noted 
that the proposed project includes a car exiting warning device for the parking garage.  This device 
would be similar to existing devices along N Street and 5th Street and would not substantially affect 
the noise environment.  
 
The results of traffic noise modeling for roads in the vicinity of the proposed project are shown in 
Table 5.4-7 (noise levels shown in the table represent traffic noise generated at ground level).  As 
shown in the table, traffic noise levels outside Bridgeway Towers could be as high as 66.2 dBA Ldn 
(along N Street) and as high as 69.0 dBA Ldn (along P Street) outside Capitol Towers, Governor’s 
Square, and Pioneer Towers.  
 
The Sacramento General Plan specifies an acceptable exterior noise level for common outdoor 
areas at multi-family uses of 60 dB Ldn.  While the previously listed residential buildings all have 
balconies, balconies are considered private space and are not subject to the 60 dB Ldn General Plan 
standard.  Outdoor balconies would be subjected to traffic related noise, but due to the varying 
height of receptors, not every floor would be exposed to the same noise level. Outdoor gathering 
areas, such as a pool or picnic area, are present at Capitol Towers and Governor’s Square and  
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TABLE 5.4-7 
 

BASELINE1 TRAFFIC NOISE LEVELS AND IMPACT CRITERIA 
Noise Levels (Ldn) 50 Feet From Centerline (dBA) 

Roadway Segment 
Baseline 

No Project 
Baseline 

Plus Project Increase 
7th Street J Street to N Street 64.9 65.4 0.5 
5th Street J Street to Q Street 66.3 66.9 0.6 
3rd Street J Street to Q Street 66.0 66.0 0.0 
Capitol Mall  3rd Street to 7th Street 68.2 68.3 0.1 
N Street 3rd Street to 7th Street 64.4 66.2 1.8 
P Street 16th Street to 3rd Street 68.9 69.0 0.1 
Q Street 3rd Street to 16th Street 68.9 69.1 0.2 
Notes: 
1 – ‘Baseline’ is defined in the traffic study as development of the following projects:  

1.  Crocker Art Museum Expansion 
2.  301 Capitol Mall 
3.  601 Capitol Mall 
4.  Metro Place Office / Residential 
5.  15th and L Streets Hotel 
6.  CalPERS Headquarters Expansion 
7.  Sutter Medical Center Expansion 
8.  Trinity Cathedral Expansion 
9.  CADA East End Gateway Residential 
10. Capitol West End Project Central Plant Renovation 
11. Conversion of 3rd Street to two-way operations between I and J Streets 
12. Amtrak / Folsom Corridor Light Rail Extension – Amtrak Extension (Regional Transit) 

Source:  EIP Associates, a division of PBS&J, 2006. 
 
 
would be subject to the City’s standard.  Traffic noise is considered a line source and, generally 
speaking, the sound pressure level for a line source is reduced by 3 dB for every doubling of 
distance.  The common outdoor areas identified at these locations are approximately 100 feet from 
the street and are shielded by buildings and walls that would most likely attenuate noise to levels 
below the General Plan standard.  While outdoor areas would most likely not be subjected to noise 
levels in excess of the General Plan standard, it is necessary to quantify the projected increase in 
order to fully evaluate the proposed project’s impact.  
 
With the exception of the N Street segment, project-related traffic would contribute to an increase of 
0.1, 0.2, 0.5, or 0.6 dBA Ldn to surrounding roadway noise levels.  As shown in Table 5.4-8, 
development of the proposed project would increase baseline noise levels along N Street, where 
levels would be increased by up to 1.8 dBA Ldn.  According to the City of Sacramento General Plan 
DEIR noise impact criteria, an increase of 3.0 dB would constitute a significant increase.2  Project-
related traffic along N Street would not result in an impact along that segment. Noise levels at multi-
family outdoor activity areas are estimated to be below the General Plan Standard of 60 dB Ldn.  
Consequently, this would be considered a less-than-significant impact. 
 
Mitigation Measures 
None required. 
 
5.4-4 The proposed project could expose existing non-sensitive receptors to ambient noise 

levels that exceed City standards. This is a less-than-significant impact. 

                                                 
2  City of Sacramento, City of Sacramento General Plan Update Draft Environmental Impact Report, SCH#86101310, 

prepared by Jones and Stokes Associates, March 1987, page AA-48. 
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Increased noise levels would affect surrounding businesses as a result of project development.  
However, since office buildings in the immediate vicinity are multi-story buildings, any potential noise 
increase would be perceived differently depending on the floor and location of the particular 
receptor.  It is clear that project-related traffic would not result in any impact to surrounding office 
buildings. Since the estimated noise level increases are all well below the allowable noise exposure 
thresholds, this impact is considered less than significant. 
 
Mitigation Measures 
None required.  
 
Cumulative Impacts and Mitigation Measures 
The cumulative context for noise impacts associated with the proposed project consists of the 
existing and future noise sources that could affect the project or surrounding uses, which are 
primarily from traffic. Development assumptions used in the cumulative analysis are from the traffic 
report.  Noise generated by project construction, including vibration, would be temporary, and would 
not add to the permanent noise environment, so it is not considered as part of the cumulative 
context.  
 
5.4-5 The proposed project, in conjunction with planned future development, could expose 

receptors to increased noise levels.  This is a significant cumulative impact. 
 
As shown in Table 5.4-8, cumulative traffic noise affecting surrounding residential buildings could 
increase from current levels by up to 3.4 dB along N Street and up to 2.2 dB along 7th Street to 
67.8 dB Ldn along N Street and 67.1 dB Ldn along 7th Street.  This is considered a significant 
cumulative impact.  As discussed in Impact 5.4-3, the proposed project would contribute to the traffic 
noise levels along each of the study segments, but none to a level that exceeds the City’s 3dB 
standard.  Therefore, the project’s contribution would be less-than-cumulatively considerable, so this 
would be considered a less-than-significant cumulative impact. 
 
Mitigation Measures 
None required.  
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TABLE 5.4-8 
 

CUMULATIVE 2030 TRAFFIC NOISE LEVELS COMPARED TO BASELINE1 
Noise Levels (Ldn) 50 Feet From Centerline (dBA) 

Roadway Segment Baseline Cumulative1  Increase  
7th Street J Street to N Street 64.9 67.1 2.2 
5th Street J Street to Q Street 66.3 67.4 1.1 
3rd Street J Street to Q Street 66.0 66.7 0.7 
Capitol Mall  3rd Street to 7th Street 68.2 68.9 0.7 
N Street 3rd Street to 7th Street 64.4 67.8 3.4 
P Street 16th Street to 3rd Street 68.9 69.4 0.5 
Q Street 3rd Street to 16th Street 68.9 69.6 0.7 
Notes: 
1 – ‘Projects’ is defined in the traffic study as development of the following projects:  

1.  Crocker Art Museum Expansion 
2.  301 Capitol Mall 
3.  601 Capitol Mall 
4.  Metro Place Office / Residential 
5.  15th and L Streets Hotel 
6.  CalPERS Headquarters Expansion 
7.  Sutter Medical Center Expansion 
8.  Trinity Cathedral Expansion 
9.  CADA East End Gateway Residential 
10. Capitol West End Project Central Plant Renovation 
11. Conversion of 3rd Street to two-way operations between I and J Streets 
12. Amtrak / Folsom Corridor Light Rail Extension – Amtrak Extension (Regional Transit) 
13. EPIC Tower 

2 – As defined on page A-5 of the Federal Transit Administration’s Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment document. 
Source:  EIP Associates, a division of PBS&J, 2006. 
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5.5  PUBLIC UTILITIES 
 
 
 
INTRODUCTION 
This section addresses the demand for public utilities and services generated by the 500 Capitol 
Mall Project (proposed project) and the ability of current systems to accommodate that demand.  
Impacts to solid waste, wastewater, storm drainage, and water supply are discussed in this section.   

The solid waste section identifies the existing condition of the landfills that could serve the project, 
estimates the amount of solid waste generated by the proposed project and compares projected 
solid waste generated to landfill capacity.  Information for this analysis was obtained from the 
Sacramento General Plan, the California Integrated Waste Management Board (CIWMB), and City 
staff. 

The wastewater and storm drainage section discusses the existing condition of the City’s wastewater 
and stormwater collection and treatment systems and estimates the amount of wastewater and 
drainage generated by the proposed project.  Information for this analysis was obtained from the 
Sacramento General Plan, City staff, and other City environmental documents, including The Towers 
on Capitol Mall DEIR, May 2005 (SCH# 2004122137) and the Combined Sewer System 
Rehabilitation and Improvement Plan DEIR. 

The Water Supply section of the EIR describes the water supply that would serve the proposed 
project in relation to overall water supplies for the City of Sacramento.  In addition, this section 
assesses the anticipated water demand resulting from the proposed project, evaluates the effects of 
the proposed project on existing and future water infrastructure, and recommends mitigation 
measures where appropriate.  There were no comments in response to the Notice of Preparation 
regarding water supply.  Information in this section is based on the Urban Water Management Plan 
Prepared for the City of Sacramento, Maddaus Consulting (2000), Sacramento River Water 
Reliability Study (March 2005), and City staff.  The Water Supply Assessment prepared for the 
proposed project is included as Appendix G of this EIR. 

The Initial Study (see Appendix A) prepared for the project determined that impacts on the following 
utilities and public services would be less than significant: law enforcement, schools, libraries, parks, 
fire protection, energy and natural gas, and telecommunications. Therefore, these issue areas are 
not addressed in the EIR analysis. 

Comments received in response to the NOP (see Appendix B) included concerns regarding water 
quality and recycling.  Both of these issues are addressed in this section, while comments regarding 
fire department requirements are addressed in the Initial Study (see Appendix A).   
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SOLID WASTE 
 

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 
Within the City of Sacramento, commercial waste collection is performed by both City and permitted 
private haulers.  Residential and commercial solid waste collected by the City is transported to the 
Sacramento Recycling and Transfer Station (8491 Fruitridge Road) and is then transported to 
Lockwood Landfill, near Sparks, Nevada.  Commercial waste collected by private companies is 
disposed at a variety of facilities including the Sacramento County Keifer Landfill, the Yolo County 
Landfill, Forward Landfill, L and D Landfill, and several privately run transfer stations.1  Private 
haulers can deliver waste to the landfill of their choice; they typically select the most cost-efficient 
option. 

In 2000, the City of Sacramento disposed of a total of 500,291 tons (34 percent household waste 
and 66 percent business waste).  Of this total, the City exported 210,862 tons (42 percent) out of 
state for disposal.  The City of Sacramento achieved a diversion rate of 45 percent in 2000.2 

There are two large volume transfer stations - Sacramento Recycling and Transfer Station, owned 
by BLT Enterprises, and North Area Transfer Station, owned by the County of Sacramento Public 
Works Department - that would generally serve the project site.  Currently, the Sacramento 
Recycling and Transfer Station is permitted for a maximum daily disposal of 2,000 tons.3  The North 
Area Transfer Station accepts up to 2,400 tons per day of construction/demolition, industrial, and 
green materials, tires, wood waste, and mixed municipal waste.4 

The Lockwood Regional Landfill is a Class I landfill on a total of 3,700 acres, 500 of which are 
currently used.  The landfill currently accepts an average of between 8,000 and 9,000 tons per day.  
Approximately 200,000 tons per year (approximately 550 tons per day) are accepted from the City of 
Sacramento.  Lockwood Landfill currently has enough remaining capacity to operate for 20 years, 
although staff is currently working on an expansion that would add an additional 800 acres and 100 
years of life.  The expansion is expected to be completed by 2008.5   

Kiefer Solid Waste Landfill, operated by the County Department of Public Works, is the primary 
municipal solid waste disposal facility in Sacramento County.  Kiefer Landfill, categorized as a Class 
III facility, accepts waste from the general public, businesses, and private waste haulers.  More 
specifically, wastes accepted include: construction/demolition, mixed municipal, and sludge 
(biosolids).  The facility is on a 1,084-acre site near the intersection of Kiefer Boulevard and 
Grantline Road.  The permitted capacity for the landfill is 117,400,000 cubic yards (10,815 tons/day) 
and, as of 2000, the landfill had a remaining capacity of 86,163,462 cubic yards (73 percent).6  The 
landfill has an estimated closure date of 2064.7  

                                                 
1  City of Sacramento, General Plan, 1988, Page 7-10. 
2  CIWMB, Jurisdiction Profile, www.ciwmb.ca.gov, Accessed January 3, 2006. 
3  CIWMB, Transfer Station Profile, www.ciwmb.ca.gov, Accessed January 3, 2006. 
4  CIWMB, Facility/Site Summary Details, www.ciwmb.ca.gov, Accessed May 3, 2006. 
5  Chris Thomas, Waste Management, Lockwood Landfill, personal communication, April 25, 2006. 
6  CIWMB, Active Landfills Profile, www.ciwmb.ca.gov, Accessed January 3, 2006. 
7  CIWMB, Active Landfills Profile, www.ciwmb.ca.gov, Accessed January 3, 2006. 
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Other landfills that could receive solid waste from the proposed project if a private hauler is selected 
for waste disposal include the Yolo County Landfill in Davis, Forward Landfill in Manteca, and L and 
D Landfill in Sacramento.  If the project is served by a private waste disposal company, the waste 
could be delivered to a variety of landfills, depending on market conditions and capacity.   

REGULATORY SETTING 
Federal 
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act 
Volume 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations, Part 258 (Resource Conservation and Recovery Act 
(RCRA, Subtitle D)) contains regulations for municipal solid waste landfills and requires states to 
implement their own permitting programs incorporating the federal landfill criteria.  The federal 
regulations address the location, operation, design, groundwater monitoring, and closure of landfills.   

State 
Assembly Bill 939 
In 1989, the California Legislature passed AB 939 requiring California cities to implement plans 
designed to reduce waste deposited in landfills by 50 percent per person by December 31, 2000.  As 
part of AB 939, cities and counties were required to develop a Source Reduction and Recycling 
Element (SRRE). 

Local 
Sacramento Regional Solid Waste Authority (SWA) 
The Sacramento Regional Solid Waste Authority (SWA) is a joint powers authority consisting of a 
board of supervisors representing Sacramento County and the cities of Sacramento and Citrus 
Heights.  The SWA enforces its ordinances to regulate commercial solid waste collection, permit 
franchised haulers, and promote recycling programs. 

Ordinance 8 
Ordinance 8 was established to regulate the transport, transfer, disposal, and recycling of 
commercial solid waste kept or accumulated within the SWA region.  The ordinance was put into 
place for the purposes of ensuring the orderly operation of solid waste transport and disposal, and 
also to minimize adverse effects on human health and the local environment.  Sections 24 and 25 of 
Ordinance 8 specify that commercial franchisees must divert 30 percent of their commercial solid 
waste for recycling, and establishes a recycling incentive fee for tonnage shortfall of waste diversion.  
Section 35 provides restrictions for solid waste disposal, including prohibiting the dumping of solid 
waste on any property, road, or highway not designated by the ordinance for solid waste disposal or 
dumping. 

City of Sacramento General Plan 
The City’s current General Plan policies related to solid waste are provided below.  The City is 
presently updating its General Plan, which is anticipated to be completed in 2007. 

Goal Provide adequate solid waste disposal facilities and services for collection, storage and 
reuse of refuse. 
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Source Reduction Recycling Element 
The California Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989 (Assembly Bill 939, noted above) 
mandates that each city shall prepare, adopt, and submit a SRRE.  AB 939 required all cities to 
achieve a minimum diversion of 25 percent of the City’s waste stream from landfilling by the year 
1995 and 50 percent diversion by the year 2000.  The City of Sacramento’s Final Draft SRRE, 
approved in 1995, pledges to exceed the requirements of AB 939, where feasible, in an effort to 
achieve a 70 percent landfill avoidance goal adopted by City Council in August 1989.  In order to 
achieve this goal, the City has implemented a number of programs, including curbside recycling, 
drop-off and buy-back centers, and compost programs.  The City has met the 50 percent diversion 
mandated by AP 939 every year since 2000 and is currently looking into ways to increase solid 
waste diversion rates to up to 75 percent.8 

Sacramento Municipal Code 
Chapter 17.72 of the City of Sacramento Municipal Code outlines the recycling and solid waste 
disposal regulations.  These regulations are necessary in order to lengthen the lifespan of landfills, 
encourage recycling, and meet State mandated goals for waste reduction and recycling, specifically 
AB 939. These policies provide guidelines regarding the location, size and design features of 
recycling and trash enclosures in a manner by which adequate, convenient space for the collection, 
storage, and loading of recyclable and solid waste material is provided.  In addition, developers are 
required to submit a “statement of recycling information” to the City’s solid waste manager. The 
requirement for this statement includes: a site plan which includes design specifications, plans for 
demolition and construction, and any details of proposed education/public relations programs.9 

IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 
Methods of Analysis 
The analysis uses the following solid waste generation rates, provided by the City of Sacramento:10 

• Office = 1 lb/100 sf/day11 

• Restaurant = 5 lbs/100 sf/day12 

• Retail = 2.5 lbs/100 sf/day 

                                                 
8  Tyler Stratton, Solid Waste Division, Department of Utilities, City of Sacramento, personal communication, 

May 31, 2006. 
9  City of Sacramento, Municipal Code, Chapter 17.72, Recycling and Solid Waste Regulations, 

http://ordlink.com/codes/sacramento/index.htm, Accessed January 9, 2006. 
10  Michael Root, Program Analyst, Solid Waste Division, Department of Utilities, City of Sacramento, personal 

communication, April 25, 2006. 
11  lb/sf/day = pounds per square foot per day 
12  The generation rate for restaurant uses was converted from 1 cubic yard per 5,000 sf per day assuming a 

rate of 250 lbs per cubic yard for mixed commercial trash, based upon USFWS Division of Contracting and 
General Services, Conversion Table for Recycled Materials, December 31, 1996, 
www.fws.gov/policy/Es561fw15.html.  This rate was then divided by 50 to make it consistent with the other 
generation rates, making a final restaurant solid waste generation rate of 5 lbs per 100 sf per day. From:  
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Standards of Significance 
For the purposes of this EIR, impacts to solid waste are considered significant if the proposed 
project would: 

• Require or result in the construction of new landfills or the expansion of existing facilities to 
accommodate the project’s solid waste disposal needs; or 

• Generate more than 500 tons of solid waste per year. 

Project-Specific Impacts and Mitigation Measures 
5.5-1 The proposed project could require or result in the construction of new landfills or the 

expansion of existing facilities. This is a less-than-significant impact. 

The proposed project would result in the addition of 406,384 sf of office, 15,836 sf of retail, and 
11,288 sf of restaurant uses on a site previously used for office space.  The proposed uses would be 
more intensive than the previous office use and generate more solid waste. 

Waste from operation of the proposed project could be disposed of at a variety of locations, 
depending on the solid waste collection service provider the project would use.  It is unknown, at this 
time, which service provider the proposed project would use.  However, if disposal services are 
provided by the City, the solid waste would likely be sent to the Lockwood Regional Landfill located 
in Sparks, Nevada.  As discussed in the Environmental Setting, Lockwood Landfill currently accepts 
between 8,000 and 9,000 tons per day and has enough remaining capacity to remain operational for 
at least 20 years.  The facility is currently undergoing an expansion which would add an additional 
100 years of life to the landfill.   

As shown in Table 5.5-1, the project would generate up to 2.5 tons of solid waste per day, 
depending on whether restaurant or office use would occupy the top two floors of the proposed 
project.  If the top two floors are used for office instead of restaurant uses, the solid waste generation 
would be slightly lower.  In either case, the solid waste generated by the proposed project would 
constitute 0.03 percent increase in solid waste accepted at the Lockwood Landfill on a daily basis. 

 
TABLE 5.5-1 

 
SOLID WASTE GENERATION 

Use Square footage Generation Rate (lbs/day) Solid Waste (lbs/day) 
With Restaurant in Penthouse  

Office 406,384 sf  1 lb/100 sf/day 4,064 lbs/day 
Restaurant/bar 11,288 sf 5 lbs/100 sf/day 564 lbs/day 
Retail 15,836 sf  2.5 lbs/100 sf/day 360 lbs/day 

TOTAL WITH RESTAURANT
4,988 lbs/day 

(910 tons/year) 
With Office in Penthouse  

Office 417,672 sf 1 lb/100 sf/day 4,177 lbs/day 
Retail 15,836 sf 2.5 lbs/100 sf/day 360 lbs/day 

TOTAL WITH OFFICE
4,537 lbs/day 

(828 tons/year) 
Source: EIP Associates, a division of PBS&J, 2006. 

 

If the project is served by a private waste disposal company, the waste could be delivered to a 
variety of landfills, depending on market conditions and capacity.  This mechanism would ensure the 
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waste is disposed of at a facility with adequate capacity.  Operation of the proposed project would 
not substantially shorten the life of a landfill; therefore, operational impacts of the proposed project 
related to solid waste would be less than significant. 

Construction and demolition (C&D) activities can generate significant amounts of solid waste 
associated with demolition of the existing building and construction of the new building.  The CIWMB 
or the City does not have a specific generation rate for C&D waste; however, demolition and 
construction of the proposed project would generate a significant amount of waste for a short period 
of time.  Required recycling programs would ensure that a majority of the C&D waste would be 
recycled to minimize the amount of waste to be disposed of at the landfill. The C&D waste could be 
disposed of at a variety of landfills including Lockwood Landfill and/or Keifer Landfill, as well as other 
landfills chosen by private haulers.  As discussed in the Environmental Setting, these landfills have 
adequate capacity and accept C&D waste that would result from the proposed project.13   

The proposed project would be required to submit a statement of recycling information to the City‘s 
solid waste manager, which would include a site plan and design specifications including the 
materials to be recycled, a demolition and construction plan, and description of proposed 
education/public relations programs.  Although significant amounts of C&D waste could be 
generated by the demolition and construction of the proposed project, much of the waste could be 
recycled or diverted to landfills that could accept the waste that have adequate capacity.  Therefore, 
this is a less-than-significant impact. 

Mitigation Measure 
None required. 

5.5-2 The proposed project could generate more than 500 tons of solid waste per year.  This 
is a less-than-significant impact. 

As discussed above, the proposed project would generate approximately 2.25 to 2.5 tons of solid 
waste per day, as shown in Table 5.5-1.  This would produce approximately 820 to 915 tons per 
year.  Recycling programs can significantly reduce the amount of solid waste going to landfills.  The 
City currently requires a diversion rate of 50 percent, but would encourage the applicant to divert 60 
to 70 percent, which would be considered an aggressive program.14   

In accordance with Sacramento City Code 17.72, the proposed project would be required to provide 
a recycling program that demonstrates the amount of solid waste that could be recycled.  The 
developer must submit a “statement of recycling information” to the City’s solid waste manager that 
must include a demolition and construction plan to specify any proposed recycling of building 
material in the demolition of any structure on the site and to specify any recycled material to be used 
in the construction of the proposed development.   

The statement of recycling information must also include the location and design specifications of 
proposed recycling and trash enclosure(s) and receptacle(s) that shall meet the volume and material 
requirements (see Table 5.5-2) and the development standards and identify materials to be recycled.  
The recycling volume requirements for the proposed project totals approximately 14 cubic yards.  
According to the City, the proposed project has been designed to exceed 17 cubic yards of recycling 

                                                 
13  CIWMB, http://www.ciwmb.ca.gov, Accessed January 2006. 
14  Michael Root, Program Analyst, City of Sacramento, Utilities Department, personal communication,  

April 25, 2006. 
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capacity.15  The plan must also detail education and outreach efforts to inform users of the project of 
the benefits of recycling and how to recycle.  According to the City, a recycling program for the 
project has been submitted by the project applicant and approved by the City.  All the requirements 
have been met.16   

 
TABLE 5.5-2 

 
REQUIRED RECYCLING VOLUME 

Use Square footage Recycling Volume Required 
Required Recycling 

(cubic yards) 
With Restaurant in Penthouse 

Office and general commercial 406,384 sf 1 cubic yard/40,000 sf 10.2 cubic yards/day 
Restaurant/bar 11,288 sf 1 cubic yard/5,000 sf 2.25 cubic yards/day 
Retail services 15,836 sf 1 cubic yard/10,000 sf 1.6 cubic yards/day 

TOTAL WITH RESTAURANT 14 cubic yards/day 
With Office in Penthouse 

Office and general commercial 417,672 sf 1 cubic yard/40,000 sf 10.4 cubic yards/day 
Retail services 15,836 sf 1 cubic yard/10,000 sf 1.6 cubic yards/day 

TOTAL WITHOUT RESTAURANT-- 12 cubic yards/day 
Source: Sacramento City Code, 17.72.030, Recycling Volume Requirement; EIP Associates, a division of PBS&J 2006. 

 

The proposed project would generate between approximately 4,537 and 4,988 lbs per day (828 to 
910 tons per year), which exceeds 500 tons per year.  This would increase Sacramento’s total solid 
waste disposal by less than 0.002 percent.  With implementation of required recycling programs, 
solid waste disposal from the proposed project could be reduced by 50 to 70 percent.  Using a 
diversion rate of 50 percent for the purposes of this analysis, this would reduce the proposed 
project’s solid waste generation to between 410 and 455 tons per year, less than the 500 tons per 
year threshold.  Therefore, compliance with the City’s recycling requirements would ensure that the 
proposed project’s impact on solid waste generation would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measure 
None required. 

Cumulative Impacts and Mitigation Measures 
Because the 500 ton per year standard applies to individual projects, it would not logically apply to 
cumulative development.  The cumulative analysis is based on the project’s contribution and 
potential impact upon landfills.  The cumulative context for solid waste services includes all 
development in the Sacramento Regional County Solid Waste Authority service area.  This includes 
the cities of Sacramento and Citrus Heights and unincorporated areas of the county. 

5.5-3 The proposed project, in combination with other development in the City, could 
require or result in the construction of new landfills or the expansion of existing 
facilities.  This is a less-than-significant cumulative impact. 

As discussed above, a number of landfills operate in the Sacramento region, and landfills outside the 
region also serve Sacramento’s solid waste needs.  The Lockwood Landfill, the primary destination 
                                                 
15  Michael Root, Program Analyst, Solid Waste Division, Department of Utilities, City of Sacramento, 

Memorandum to Lindsey Alagozian, dated August 12, 2005. 
16  Michael Root, Program Analyst, Solid Waste Division, Department of Utilities, City of Sacramento, 

Memorandum to Lindsey Alagozian, dated August 12, 2005. 
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for waste collected by the City of Sacramento, is undergoing an expansion that would increase its 
capacity enough to continue operation for at least the next 100 years.  Kiefer Landfill is not expected 
to reach capacity for another 60 years.  As growth continues in the region, in accordance with the 
County General Plan and city general plans, population would increase and the solid waste stream 
would continue to grow.  Implementation of the Solid Waste Authority and Sacramento recycling 
requirements, however, would continue to significantly reduce potential impacts on landfill capacity.  
The existence of significant capacity at the City’s primary landfills, the exporting of solid waste and 
aggressive recycling policy would ensure that the project’s contribution is less than considerable, 
resulting in a less-than-significant cumulative impact. 

Mitigation Measure 
None required. 



 
 

5.5 PUBLIC UTILITIES  
 
 

 
 5.5-9 500 Capitol Mall 
P:\Projects - WP Only\51121.00 500 Cap Mall\DEIR\5.5 Utilities.doc  Draft Environmental Impact Report 

 
 
 

WASTEWATER AND STORM DRAINAGE 
 

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 
The City of Sacramento's Combined Sewer System (CSS) is a stormwater and wastewater collection 
system designed to convey domestic sewage, commercial and industrial wastewater, and surface 
stormwater runoff in a single pipeline.  Although the project site is within the service area of the CSS, 
it is in a portion of the downtown area that has separate sanitary sewer and storm drainage 
pipelines.17  Therefore, the project site is served by the CSS for wastewater and Basin 52 for 
stormwater disposal.  Basin 52 is a system of drainage pipelines serving a relatively small westerly 
portion of downtown Sacramento, discharging into the Sacramento River at Sump 52.   

Local flooding can occur during moderate and large storms from two causes: when the inflows 
reaching the CSS exceed its capacity and the system backs up into low-lying areas, and when the 
inflows reaching the Basin 52 system exceed its capacity and stormwater cannot enter the system. 

Combined Sewer System 
The project site is located in an area of Sacramento served by the CSS.  The CSS is a wastewater 
collection system designed to convey domestic sewage, commercial and industrial wastewater, and 
surface stormwater runoff in a single pipeline.  The construction of combined sewers, for the specific 
use of conveying both sanitary and storm flows, was discontinued in 1946.  Since that time, separate 
sanitary sewers and stormwater conveyance have been constructed in newer parts of the service 
area, and portions of the original CSS have been separated, including the project site.18   

The City of Sacramento’s CSS consists of pipelines and other facilities.  Facilities include pumping 
stations, an off-line storage facility known as Pioneer Reservoir, and the two primary treatment 
plants: the Combined Wastewater Treatment Plant (CWTP) and Pioneer Reservoir.  The collection 
system is divided into networks consisting of trunks, interceptors, reliefs, force mains, laterals, and 
other pipelines.  Trunk sewers represent 70 percent of the total collection system capacity 
(5,000,000 cubic feet total capacity).19 

The City operates two pump stations, known as Pump Station 1/1A and Pump Station 2/2A.  Pump 
Station 2/2A, the primary pump station for the CSS, operates continuously throughout the year as 
well as during storm events, while Pump Station 1/1A operates only during storms.20   

The off-line storage facility, Pioneer Reservoir, is a 3.5-acre, pile-supported, covered, reinforced-
concrete structure located near Front and U Streets.  It was constructed in 1980 to provide 23 million 
gallons of temporary storage in order to reduce overflows down to approximately five to six events 
per year.  It has a peak hydraulic capacity of 350 million gallons per day (mgd) and a treatment 

                                                 
17  Mark Elliot, City of Sacramento Department of Utilities, personal communication May 4, 2006. 
18  City of Sacramento, Combined Sewer System Rehabilitation and Improvement Plan Draft Environmental 

Report, November 1996, Page 3-1. 
19  City of Sacramento, Combined Sewer System Rehabilitation and Improvement Plan Draft Environmental 

Report, November 1996, Page 3-2. 
20  City of Sacramento, Combined Sewer System Rehabilitation and Improvement Plan Draft Environmental 

Report, November 1996, Page 3-8.   
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capacity of 250 mgd.21  Pioneer Reservoir was capable of primary treatment only after improvements 
resulting from the CSS Improvement and Rehabilitation Plan of 1999.  Flows from Pump Station 
2/2A are routed to the reservoir via the Pioneer Interceptor, a 120-inch diameter, 8,800-foot long 
pipe.  The Interceptor can also provide an additional five mgd of storage.22   

The Sacramento Regional Wastewater Treatment Plant (SRWTP), located approximately five miles 
south of the City in the unincorporated community of Freeport, is a secondary treatment facility that 
includes raw influent and effluent pumping, primary clarification, secondary treatment with the high-
purity oxygen activated sludge process, disinfection, solids thickening, and anaerobic solids 
digestion.  The SRWTP has an existing wastewater treatment capacity of approximately 460 mgd of 
wet weather flow during peak wet weather conditions.  The SRWTP currently receives an average 
180 mgd during dry weather conditions and 220 mgd during wet weather conditions.23   

Currently, the discharge rates to the SRWTP are restricted to 60 mgd peak flow from Sump 2 by an 
Operating Agreement with the Sacramento Regional Community Services District (SRCSD).  
Approximately 20 to 30 mgd flows to the SRWTP from Sump 2.24  The SRWTP also processes 
wastewater for most of the urbanized areas of the County, including Citrus Heights, Rancho 
Cordova, and Elk Grove.25   

Operation of the CSS 
Initially, all combined wastewater is sent to the City’s pump stations via underground pipes; the 
primary station is Sump 2, located on the east side of the Sacramento River.  Sumps 1 and 2 direct 
combined wastewater to the SRWTP, the CWTP, and Pioneer Reservoir where it receives 
secondary and primary treatment, respectively, before it is discharged into the Sacramento River.   

Wet weather flows have been known to exceed system capacity during heavy storm events.  During 
storm events when the CSS flows are greater than 60 mgd (approximately ½” of rainfall), CSS flows 
are diverted to the City’s CWTP, located near South Land Park Drive and 35th Avenue.  These flows 
receive primary treatment at the CWTP.  The CWTP basins may also be used for storage of flows 
until capacity is available at the SRWTP.26  During heavy storm events, flows may be sufficient to 
exceed the 190 mgd combined capacities of SRWTP (60 mgd) and CWTP (130 mgd).  A combined 
sewer overflow (CSO) results when capacity is exceeded.  The overflows are diverted to Pioneer 
Reservoir for storage.  If Pioneer Reservoir reaches its capacity, the excess untreated flows are 
discharged directly into the Sacramento River.  If the capacities of the pipeline system and treatment 
plant are surpassed, excess untreated flows flood local streets in the downtown area through 
manholes and catch basins.27   

The CSO discharges of untreated combined wastewater to the river consist primarily of stormwater 
runoff (90 percent or more), with the remainder as sanitary sewage.  The water quality of these 
discharges varies significantly depending upon the point of discharge and extent of treatment at 

                                                 
21  City of Sacramento, The Towers on Capitol Mall DEIR, prepared by EIP Associates, May 2005, Page 

5.5-10. 
22  City of Sacramento, Combined Sewer System Rehabilitation and Improvement Plan Draft Environmental 

Report, November 1996, Page 3-10. 
23  Mark Lunsford, Operations Supervisor, Sacramento Regional Wastewater Treatment Plant, personal 

communication, May 17, 2006. 
24  Mark Lunsford, Operations Supervisor, Sacramento Regional Wastewater Treatment Plant, personal 

communication, May 17, 2006. 
25  County of Sacramento, Municipal Services Agency, Department of Water Quality, 

http://srcsd.com/pdf/agency-overview.pdf, Accessed January 9, 2006. 
26  City of Sacramento, The Towers on Capitol Mall DEIR, prepared by EIP Associates, May 2005, Page 5.5-8. 
27  City of Sacramento, The Towers on Capitol Mall DEIR, prepared by EIP Associates, May 2005, Page 5.5-8. 
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Pioneer Reservoir (removal of floatables and grit).  The untreated CSOs have low pollutant 
concentrations because the first flush of more polluted flow is treated at the SRWTP and CWTP.28  

The City identified a long-term control plan (CSS Improvement Program) which includes system 
improvements to reduce CSOs to the Sacramento River and outflows to the City streets.  The 1995 
plan consists of increasing the pumping capacities of Sumps 1/1A and 2, converting Pioneer 
Reservoir to a primary treatment facility with disinfection, installing a relief sewer system in the 
downtown area, and constructing several local or regional underground storage facilities and relief 
sewers in areas that are currently subjected to frequent outflows and flooding.29  Many of these 
improvements have been completed, but others are part of an on-going process to improve the CSS 
system.  The Utilities Department continues to upgrade pipes and construct additional storage 
facilities.  

Basin 52 
Stormwater runoff in the project area would be handled by the City of Sacramento's Basin 52.  Basin 
52 is a system of pipelines designed to convey stormwater runoff, eventually discharging into the 
Sacramento River.  Stormwater runoff enters into Sump 52, a pump station that discharges into the 
Sacramento River.  The Basin 52 drainage shed is generally bounded by the railroad to the north, 
7th Street to the east, U Street to the south, and the Sacramento River levee to the west.   

Basin 52 is undersized and inadequate to handle the volume of stormwater runoff under existing 
conditions; the system provides less than a two-year level of protection.  Currently, inflow to 
Basin 52 exceeds capacity, and localized flooding occurs when the system is full and stormwater 
runoff cannot enter the collection system.30  The Basin 52 Master Plan includes proposed 
improvements to alleviate the existing deficiencies in capacity, but it is not known when these 
improvements will be completed.31 

Wastewater and Storm Drainage Infrastructure Near the Project Site 
Existing infrastructure near the project site includes an 18-inch sewer line that conveys wastewater 
south down 5th Street toward the SRWTP.  A 12-inch drainage pipe conveys stormwater from Capitol 
Mall and 5th Street, joins a 30-inch line in N Street, where it continues south down 4th Street to Sump 
52, located at P Street and 2nd Street.  Drainage enters the system at two points near the project 
site, one at Capitol Mall and 5th Street and the other at N Street and 5th Street.  From the pump 
station, stormwater is pumped through 30-inch lines to its outfall at the Sacramento River (near 
O Street and Front Street).32 

REGULATORY SETTING 
The federal, state, and local regulations and plans that are applicable to the proposed project are 
discussed below. 

                                                 
28  City of Sacramento, Combined Sewer System Rehabilitation and Improvement Plan Draft Environmental 

Report, November 1996, Page 3-10. 
29  City of Sacramento, 2005-2010 Capital Improvement Program, Utilities Program Overview, Page J-9, 

http://www.cityofsacramento.org/budget/fy2005-06/cip_2005-2010/approved/documents/12-Utilities.pdf 
Accessed January 9, 2006. 

30  City of Sacramento, The Towers on Capitol Mall DEIR, prepared by EIP Associates, May 2005, page 5.5-11. 
31  City of Sacramento, The Towers on Capitol Mall DEIR, prepared by EIP Associates, May 2005, page 5.5-11. 
32  City of Sacramento, The Towers on Capitol Mall DEIR, prepared by EIP Associates, May 2005, page 5.5-11. 
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Federal and State 
Federal and State Clean Water Act 
The Federal Clean Water Act and regulations set forth by the California Department of Health 
Services and SWRCB are aimed primarily at discharges of effluent to surface waters.  Title 40 of the 
Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 503, Title 23 California Code of Regulations, and standards 
established by the Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board regulate the disposal of 
biosolids. 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s National CSO Control Policy 
In April 1994, the U.S. EPA issued its Combined Sewer Overflow Policy for controlling discharges to 
the nation’s waters from combined sewer systems (40 CFR Part 122).  One of the cornerstones of 
the CSO Policy is the requirement for Nine Minimum Controls (NMCs), which apply to every CSS in 
the nation.  The NMCs are defined as the minimum technology-based actions or measures designed 
to reduce CSOs and their effects on receiving water quality without extensive engineering studies or 
major construction.  This policy stipulates that at least 85 percent of the average annual CSS storm 
flow be captured and receive primary treatment with disinfection prior to discharge.   

The results of a five-year monitoring effort and study (Effluent and Receiving Water Quality and 
Toxicity Summary Report for 1991-1995) found that the City is in compliance with this policy and has 
generally treated 92 percent of the total CSS storm flow volume prior to discharge.33  This monitoring 
effort was completed prior to implementation of the improvements detailed in the CSS Improvement 
and Rehabilitation Plan. 

In addition, the City's NPDES Permit (No. CA0079111) requires that the CWTP be in operation when 
Pioneer Reservoir is discharging to the river.  This plan ensures that the City maximizes flow to the 
public-owned treatment works, which is one of the nine minimum controls in EPA's National CSO 
Policy.   

NPDES General Permit for Stormwater Discharges Associated with Construction 
Activity 
The State Water Resources Control Board’s (SWRCB) NPDES General Permit for Stormwater 
Discharges Associated with Construction Activity requires an applicant to file a Notice of Intent (NOI) 
with SWRCB and prepare a Stormwater Prevention Plan (SWPP) prior to construction for projects 
disturbing an area greater than one acre.  The SWPP prepared must include the following:  a vicinity 
map, site map, list of potential pollutant sources, type and location of erosion and sediment best 
management practices (BMPs), name and phone number of the person responsible for the SWPP, 
and signed certification page by the property owner or authorized representative.  The SWPP would 
be reviewed by the City of Sacramento Department of Utilities prior to issuance of a grading permit 
or approval of improvement plans. 

                                                 
33  City of Sacramento, Combined Sewer System Rehabilitation and Improvement Plan Draft Environmental 

Report, November 1996, Page 7.2-10. 
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Local 
Combined System Development Fee 
The City of Sacramento has developed a sewer ordinance amendment to replace the Mitigation 
Agreement previously required for developers.34  The ordinance was adopted March 15, 2005.  The 
ordinance requires a development fee for projects within the CSS service boundary.  Key aspects of 
the CSS development fee include:35  

• A fee of $2,633 equivalent single-family dwelling unit (ESD)36 that will be subject to periodic 
adjustments.  

• The first 25 ESDs of a development will be charged $106 per ESD. 

• CSS development fees may be fully or partially offset by constructing cost sharing in the 
construction or mitigation project. 

• The fee approximates the cost to construct local storage to mitigate impacts downstream. 

• Fees will be collected into a fund for the City to construct larger projects to mitigate multiple 
developments. 

City of Sacramento General Plan 
The City is presently updating its General Plan, which is anticipated to be completed in 2007.  The 
following goals and policies from the City’s current General Plan are applicable to wastewater 
services within the City. 

Goal A Provide adequate sewer service for all urbanized or developing neighborhoods.  
 
Policies 
1. Provide and upgrade sewer facilities where needed to newly developing areas in the City. 
2. Develop plans for extension of sewer lines to existing developed areas where sewer service is 

lacking.  
3. Work with property owners to develop financing arrangements in order to provide sewer services. 

The following goal and policies are applicable to storm drainage facilities within the City. 

Goal A Provide adequate drainage facilities to accommodate desired growth levels. 
 
Policies 
1. Ensure that all drainage facilities are adequately sized to accommodate the projected increase in 

stormwater runoff from urbanization. 
2. Coordinate efforts with the County Public Works Department and other agencies as appropriate to 

provide adequate and efficient drainage facilities and connector lines to service the Rio Linda, North 
Natomas and Laguna Creek areas of the City. 

3. Target Capital Improvement Programs to fund drainage facilities in infl. areas. 
4. Require private sector to form assessment districts and/or utilize other funding mechanisms to cover 

the cost of providing drainage facilities. 
5. Design visible drainage facilities to be visually attractive. 
6. Study incentives for developer to provide necessary drainage lines in underdeveloped areas. 

                                                 
34  City of Sacramento, Department of Utilities, Memorandum subject: Combined Sewer System Development 

Fee. March 1, 2004. 
35  City of Sacramento, Department of Utilities, Memorandum subject: Combined Sewer System Development 

Fee. March 1, 2004. 
36  1 ESD equals 400 gallons per day. 



 
 

5.5 PUBLIC UTILITIES  
 
 

 
 5.5-14 500 Capitol Mall 
P:\Projects - WP Only\51121.00 500 Cap Mall\DEIR\5.5 Utilities.doc  Draft Environmental Impact Report 

Grading, Erosion and Sediment Control Ordinance 
The City of Sacramento’s Grading, Erosion and Sediment Control Ordinance requires developers to 
prepare erosion and sediment control plans for during construction and after, preliminary and final 
grading plans, and plans to control urban runoff pollution during project construction. 

Sacramento Stormwater Quality Partnership 
The Sacramento Stormwater Quality Partnership, in coordination with the City of Roseville, is 
preparing new water quality standards for new and redevelopment projects in the Sacramento 
County and South Placer regions. This is required by the agencies’ Stormwater Permit (NPDES 
Stormwater Permit No CAS082597, Order R5-2002-0206) issued by the Regional Water Quality 
Control Board. The agencies are working together to create a new Stormwater Quality Design 
Manual to assist developers, design professionals, and engineers to comply with the new 
requirements. The Design Manual will provide guidance for selecting, designing, installing and 
maintaining post-construction stormwater quality control measures. The Design Manual will outline 
the minimum technical requirements that must be satisfied, while affording the professional designer 
or developer/property owner flexibility in choosing the approaches that work best for the project site. 

The Design Manual will replace and expand upon the Guidance Manual for On-Site Stormwater 
Quality Control Measures produced by the Sacramento Stormwater Quality Partnership in January 
2000. It will consolidate into a single document all stormwater quality design information previously 
published by several local agencies. 

Commercial development greater than one acre is subject to the new stormwater quality standards 
effective May 18, 2006 for agencies in Sacramento County.  The new stormwater quality standards 
for commercial development require source controls at applicable areas along with treatment 
controls measures.  Run-off reduction measures are also acceptable means for meeting the 
stormwater quality standards. Source controls include: 

• Storm Drain Message and Signage  

• Fueling Areas  

• Loading/Unloading Areas  

• Outdoor Storage Areas  

• Outdoor Work Areas  

• Vehicle/Equipment Wash Areas  

• Waste Management Areas.  

Runoff reduction measures include: 

• Alternative Driveway Design 

• Disconnected Roof Drains  

• Divided Sidewalks  

• Ecoroof  

• Interceptor Trees  

• Porous Pavement.  
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Treatment controls include:  

• Porous Pavement Detention  

• Stormwater Planter (Flow-through)  

• Stormwater Planter (Infiltration)  

• Constructed Wetland Basin  

• Detention Basin, Combination  

• Detention Basin, Dry  

• Detention Basin, Wet  

• Infiltration Basin  

• Infiltration Trench  

• Media Filter (Austin Sand Filter) 

• Multi-functional Drainage Corridor  

• Vegetated Filter Strip  

• Vegetated Swale  

• Proprietary Devices 

IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 
Methods of Analysis 
This analysis used the following generation rates for wastewater37 provided by the City of 
Sacramento: 

• Office = 0.2 ESD/1,000 square feet (sf) 

• General Commercial (retail) = 0.2 ESD/1,000 sf  

• Restaurant = 2.0 ESD/1,000 sf 

Using the generation rates, an estimate of total wastewater was determined, and compared to 
capacity of transmission lines and treatment plants serving the project.  Storm drainage was 
analyzed qualitatively. 

Standards of Significance 
For the purposes of this EIR, impacts to wastewater and drainage services are considered 
significant if the proposed project would: 

• Require or result in the construction of new wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of 
existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects; or  

• Create or contribute stormwater runoff water over pre-development conditions that would 
exceed the existing or planned capacity of the CSS or Sump 52. 

                                                 
37  City of Sacramento Utilities Department, City of Sacramento Design and Procedures Manual and 

Improvement Standards, Section 9.1.2, September 1, 1990. 
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Project-Specific Impacts and Mitigation Measures 
5.5-4 The proposed project could require the construction of new wastewater treatment 

facilities or expansion of existing facilities.  This is a less than significant impact. 

The proposed project would increase the amount of building space in the Central City, which would 
result in the generation and discharge of additional wastewater requiring treatment at the SRWTP.   

Currently, the SRWTP treats an average of 180 mgd during dry weather and 220 mgd during wet 
weather.  The plant can treat up to 460 mgd.  During dry weather, the SRWTP receives between 20 
and 30 mgd from the CSS.  As shown in Table 5.5-3, the proposed project would generate between 
approximately 0.035 and 0.046 mgd of wastewater, which would increase dry weather CSS flows to 
the SRWTP by less than one percent.  Thus, the overall increase in wastewater flows to the SRWTP 
generated by the proposed project would be negligible.  This increase would not exceed the dry 
weather capacity of the plant and would not require expansion of the SRWTP. 

 
TABLE 5.5-3 

 
WASTEWATER GENERATION 

Use Square footage/units 
Generation Rate  

(1 ESD = 400 gpd) ESD 
Wastewater 

(gpd) 
Proposed Project Restaurant on Penthouse Floors 

Office 406,384 sf 0.2 ESD/1,000 sf 81.28 32,512 
Retail 15,836 sf 0.2 ESD/1,000 sf 3.17 1,268 
Restaurant (including kitchen and storage) 11,288 sf 2.0 ESD/1,000 sf 22.6 9,040 

Total with Restaurant on Penthouse Floor 
45,820 gpd 
(0.046 mgd) 

Proposed Project Office on Penthouse Floors 
Office 417,672 sf 0.2 ESD/1,000 sf 83.53 33,412 
Retail 15,836 sf 0.2 ESD/1,000 sf 3.17 1,268 

Total with Office on Penthouse Floor 
34,680 gpd 
(0.035 mgd)  

Source: City of Sacramento Utilities Department, City of Sacramento Design and Procedures Manual and Improvement Standards, Section 
9.1.2, September 1, 1990. 

 

During wet weather, no more than 60 mgd is delivered to the SRWTP.  All flows in excess of 60 mgd 
are routed to other CSS facilities (which are addressed in Impact 5.5-5).  Therefore, even during 
severe storm events, the proposed project would not result in a lack of capacity at the plant.  
Therefore, this is considered a less-than-significant impact. 

Mitigation Measure 
None required. 

5.5-5 The proposed project could require the construction of new CSS infrastructure or 
facilities or expansion of existing CSS infrastructure or facilities to prevent sewer 
overflow or flooding, resulting in significant environmental effects.  This is a less-
than-significant impact. 

The proposed project would increase the amount of building space in the Central City, which would 
result in the generation and discharge of additional wastewater to the CSS. 
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As shown in Table 5.5-3, the proposed project would generate between approximately 0.035 and 
0.046 mgd of wastewater.  These flows could be adequately treated by existing infrastructure during 
dry weather conditions.  However, as discussed in the Environmental Setting, the CSS experiences 
CSOs under existing conditions during severe storm events.  Any increase in flows to the CSS 
during these conditions would be considered a significant impact.   

As stated above, localized flooding and CSOs occur during severe storm events, which would be 
exacerbated by additional flows from the proposed project.  However, the City is currently 
implementing system-wide improvements to the CSS and the proposed project would be required to 
contribute funds toward City improvements to the CSS or, alternatively, complete on- or off-site 
improvements to store project-generated wastewater during storm events.  Absent system 
improvements, however, flooding and CSOs would continue.  However, as described above, the City 
has implemented a Combined System Development Fee ordinance that provides (1) additional 
capacity in the City’s system to reduce the potential for flooding and CSOs system-wide, or 
(2) requirement for storage of project flows to ensure that the proposed project would not contribute 
to flooding and CSOs.  Compliance with the City’s Combined System Development Fee ordinance 
would reduce the potential for CSOs; therefore, this is considered a less-than-significant impact. 

Mitigation Measure 
None required. 

5.5-6 The proposed project could create or contribute stormwater runoff over 
predevelopment conditions that would exceed the existing or planned capacity of 
Basin 52.  This is a less-than-significant impact. 

While the proposed project would be larger than the building currently occupying the site, the project 
site is currently developed and, except for small landscape areas, is covered with impervious 
surfaces.  With development of the proposed project, the site would remain covered with impervious 
surfaces.  Therefore, there would not be a substantial change in the potential for water infiltration 
and, thus, the rate and amount of stormwater runoff.  Nonetheless, as discussed in the 
Environmental Setting section, the Basin 52 drainage system is undersized and inadequate to 
handle existing flows during some storm events.  Any increase in the rate or amount of runoff 
entering the Basin 52 system could contribute to localized street flooding during severe storm 
events.   

Although the Basin 52 Master Plan includes improvements to alleviate the existing deficiencies in 
capacity, the planned improvements may not occur in the immediate future.  However, because the 
proposed project would not result in additional impervious surfaces on the project site, it would not 
exacerbate existing conditions.  This would be a less-than-significant impact.  

Mitigation Measure 
None required. 

Cumulative Impacts and Mitigation Measures 
Cumulative impacts to the CSS require examination of all development within the CSS service area, 
primarily downtown Sacramento.  The cumulative context for drainage includes all development in 
the Basin 52 service area, generally bounded by U Street to the south, 7th Street to the east, the 
railyards to the north, and the Sacramento River to the west. 
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5.5-7 The proposed project, in combination with other downtown development, could 
require the construction of new wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of 
existing facilities, resulting in significant environmental effects.  This is a less-than-
significant cumulative impact. 

The average daily dry weather flow at full build-out of the City General Plan is estimated at 
129.1 mgd and peak flow is estimated at 305.9 mgd.  As previously discussed, the SRWTP currently 
receives an average dry weather flow of 180 mgd and wet weather flow of 220 mgd, less than its 
permitted capacity of 460 mgd, so the SRCSD is not currently undergoing any expansions to the 
treatment plant.  However, based on the Sacramento Area Council of Government’s regional 
population projections, SRCSD’s Regional 2020 Master Plan accommodates for expansions of the 
treatment plant as growth occurs.  This plan is intended to ensure that the SRWTP facilities have 
sufficient capacity to meet planned growth in the service area through the year 2020.  In addition, the 
Master Plan is updated every five years to account for changes in existing and projected population.  
Any necessary changes to capacity would occur incrementally, as regional population growth 
demands greater treatment capacity.38   

The Department of Utilities has completed many of the CSS Improvement and Rehabilitation 
Program projects, including the rehabilitation and upsizing of Sump 2, construction of new regional 
storage projects, and numerous rehabilitation and replacement projects throughout the system.  The 
City continues to complete improvements according to the program, including additional storage 
facilities, and the improvement and expansion of existing facilities.  The City has also identified 
improvements to the older portions of the City's CSS to meet increased demand, including future 
upgrades to the interceptors that connect into the SRWTP.  As previously discussed, the City is 
implementing a new fee program to ensure that these improvements are sufficiently funded.  
Therefore, with implementation of the existing programs to ensure that capacity is available as 
growth occurs, the cumulative impact would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measure 

None required. 

5.5-8 The proposed project, in combination with other development in the CSS service area, 
could require the construction of new CSS infrastructure or facilities or expansion of 
existing CSS infrastructure of facilities to prevent sewer overflow or flooding, 
resulting in significant environmental effects.  This is a less-than-significant 
cumulative impact. 

As previously stated, the CSS already experiences CSOs and localized flooding during severe storm 
events.  The proposed project, along with all other development within the Central City, would result 
in an increase in wastewater contributions to the CSS, which could worsen impacts on the CSS 
during such events.  However, the continuance of the system-wide improvements discussed in 
Impact 5.5-5, would ensure that the CSS would be able to accommodate future flows into the 
system.  The proposed project, along with all other future developments within the CSS service area, 
would be required to comply with the City’s Combined Sewer Development Fee ordinance.  This 
would substantially reduce the potential for flooding and CSOs in the Central City area.  Therefore, 
the cumulative impact on the CSS would be less than significant. 

                                                 
38  City of Sacramento, The Towers on Capitol Mall DEIR, prepared by EIP Associates, May 2005, Page 

5.5-16. 
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Mitigation Measure 
None required.  

5.5-9 The proposed project, in combination with other development in the Basin 52 
drainage shed, could contribute stormwater runoff over pre-development conditions 
that would exceed the planned capacity of Basin 52.  This is a less-than-significant 
cumulative impact. 

Currently, the Basin 52 drainage shed is largely developed with urban uses, so much of the area is 
covered with impervious surfaces.  However, cumulative development of additional intense urban 
uses could occur within this area, and result in an increase in impervious surfaces.  This cumulative 
increase in impervious surfaces would increase the rate of surface runoff and exceed conveyance 
capacities within the Basin 52 drainage shed, which could result in localized flooding in the service 
area.  As previously stated, the City is continuing to update the Basin 52 Stormwater Master Plan, 
which identifies recommended pipeline storage and pump improvements.  As these improvements 
are made, the potential for flooding in the Basin 52 shed would be substantially reduced.  Therefore, 
the cumulative impact on the Basin 52 drainage shed would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measure 
None required. 
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WATER SUPPLY 
 

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 
Existing Water Sources and Supplies 
The City claims pre-1914 rights to divert 75 cubic feet per second (cfs) from the Sacramento River 
and secured five additional appropriative water rights with various priorities from October 1947 to 
September 1954.  Sacramento River permit 00992 and American River permits 011358 and 011361 
authorize the taking of water from the respective sources by direct diversion.  The other two permits, 
011359 and 011360, authorize re-diversion and consumptive uses of stored water and releases from 
the Upper American River Project.  Currently, the City has Application S014834 pending with the 
State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) for an additional 50,581 acre-feet per year (AFY) 
from the Sacramento River.  The City’s surface water permits require use of the diverted water within 
the authorized Place of Use (POU).  Additionally, the City maintains 32 groundwater wells for 
potable and non-potable use; 23 wells are actively used to supply drinking water.  The current 
system can supply 24 mgd and produce up to 26,800 acre-feet per year (AFY). 

In 1957, the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation (USBR) and the City executed a contract that ensures 
maximum entitlements through the Central Valley Project (CVP).  At buildout in 2030, the USBR 
contract provides the City a maximum annual diversion of 326,800 AFY.  This contract has no 
delivery limitations.  The City’s surface water entitlements through the permits discussed above and 
the USBR contractual diversions are listed in Table 5.5-4.  As of 2005, the City is authorized to 
receive 205,000 AFY.  The contract amount increases annually to a maximum of 326,800 AFY in 
2030 as shown in Table 5.5-5. 

 
TABLE 5.5-4 

 
SURFACE WATER ENTITLEMENTS 

Maximum Permitted Diversion 
Permit Authorized Diversion AFY cfs 

American River 245,000 675 
Sacramento River 81,800 225 1957 USBR 2030 Contractual Maximumc 
Total Combined Diversion 326,800 900 
American River 245,000 310a 
Sacramento River 81,800 290b 2000 WFA Maximum 
Total Combined Diversion 326,800 900 

Notes: 
a.  310 cfs is a maximum withdrawal rate, additional restrictions apply. 
b.  The Sacramento WTP, below the confluence of the American and Sacramento River, is an allowable withdrawal point for the permitted 

American River flows, allowing an increase in the diversion from the Sacramento River. 
c.  Based on permits 00922, 011358, 011359, 011360, and 11361. 
Source: EIP Associates, 2006, a division of PBS&J. 
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TABLE 5.5-5 
 

USBR MAXIMUM CONTRACTED ANNUAL SURFACE WATER DIVERSION (AFY) 
Source 2005 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 
American River 123,200 145,700 170,200 196,200 222,200 245,000 
Sacramento River 81,800 81,800 81,800 81,800 81,800 81,800 
TOTAL 205,000 227,500 252,000 248,000 304,000 326,800 
Source: EIP Associates, 2006, a division of PBS&J. 

 

An important component of water supplies within Sacramento region is the Water Forum Agreement 
(WFA).  The Sacramento WFA is an agreement between multiple stakeholders in the Sacramento 
metropolitan area and lower foothill regions.  After seven years of meetings, sub-committee 
negotiations, and small group operations, the Water Forum members established a working 
agreement that provides water quality and reliability for all participants.  The WFA’s coequal goals 
were to (1) provide a reliable and safe water supply for the region’s economic health and planned 
development through to the year 2030, and (2) preserve the fishery, wildlife, recreational and 
aesthetic values of the Lower American River.39  From these coequal goals, the Water Forum 
signatories determined seven major elements that must be implemented during the next 30 years if 
the agreement is to be successful.  The elements specific to reliability of water supplies include: 
Increased Surface Water Diversions, Actions to Meet Customers’ Needs While Reducing Diversion 
Impacts in Drier Years, Water Conservation, Groundwater Management, and the Water Forum 
Successor Effort.  As a signatory of the WFA, the City of Sacramento Utilities Department is actively 
participating in all seven elements.  Most recently, the City has increased water treatment capacity at 
the Sacramento River Water Treatment Plant (WTP) and the E.A. Fairbain WTP. 

In an effort to continue to develop a reliable water supply consistent with the WFA, the City is 
participating in the Sacramento River Water Reliability Study, which includes a feasibility study for a 
Sacramento River diversion.  The Sacramento River Water Reliability Study includes development of 
alternatives, an environmental evaluation, and consultation with federal and State agencies 
regarding potential impacts.  The USBR is the lead agency for federal review and Placer County 
Water Agency is the lead agency for local review. 

The WFA places flow restrictions on diversions from the American River when the flow is below 
“Hodge flows”; parties in the litigation cannot divert water from the American River unless Hodge 
flow conditions are met. Hodge flows measure at least 2,000 cfs from October 15 through February; 
3,000 cfs from March through June; and 1,750 cfs from July to October 14.  Based on CALSIM II 
analysis of the 1922 to 1994 climate data, 59 percent of years will experience Hodge flow conditions 
during the peak months of June through August.  As a signatory of WFA, the City will reduce direct 
diversion from the American River during Hodge flow conditions.  Table 5.5-6 shows the City’s 
diversion limits. 

During years when the projected unimpaired inflow to Folsom Reservoir is less than 400,000 acre-
feet (AF), the WFA limits diversion from the American River to 50,000 AFY.  The WFA has labeled 
the extremely low flow conditions as a “conference year” where signatories will meet to discuss 
water management strategies.  Most notably, the WFA does not restrict diversion of the American 
River entitlements from a Sacramento River diversion point; therefore, supplies in normal year and 
dry years are identical for the City in any given year.  However, annual surface water diversion 
amounts are limited by the diversion and treatment capacity from the Sacramento River.  Assuming 
a treatment capacity of 50,000 AFY at the Fairbain WTP and 180,000 AFY at the Sacramento WTP, 
the current drought limiting scenario still allows the production of 230,000 AFY. 
                                                 
39  Water Forum Agreement, 2000, page 29. 
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TABLE 5.5-6 

 
RESTRICTED AMERICAN RIVER DIVERSION RATES 

Diversion Limit1 
Month cfs AF 
January 120 7,400 
February 120 6,700 
March 120 7,400 
April 120 7,100 
May 120 7,400 
June 155 9,200 
July 155 9,500 
August 155 9,500 
September 120 7,100 
October 100 6,100 
November 100 6,000 
December 100 6,100 
Notes: 
1.  Restriction occurs when the bypassing flow is below the Hodge flow condition. 
Source: EIP Associates, 2006, a division of PBS&J. 

 

One of the alternatives being evaluated in the Sacramento River Water Reliability Study is for an 
additional WTP with a treatment capacity of 145 mgd (225 cfs) on the Sacramento River near 
Elverta Road, north of the Sacramento International Airport.  With the addition of the new 
Sacramento River WTP, the combined production of potable water at all three WTP’s will be 
505 mgd, or a total annual production capacity of 311,800 AFY.  This is 95 percent of the maximum 
USBR contract deliveries.  The potential completion date of a new Sacramento WTP is within eight 
years, before buildout of the City’s current General Plan in 2030. 

Current Water Use 
The City’s average water demand is 52.7 mgd for the American River and 63.9 mgd for the 
Sacramento River; the peak demand is 96 mgd and 113 mgd, respectively.40  The City wholesales 
water to California American Water and the County of Sacramento, which, in water year 2004 -2005, 
was roughly 7,700 AF.  The total water demand for the year 2004 was 143,784 AF (approximately 
128 mgd); therefore, based on 2005 entitlements of 205,000 AFY, the City has an excess supply of 
61,216 AFY of water.41 

Water Treatment, Storage, and Distribution 
Annually, the City of Sacramento provides more than 45 billion gallons of water for drinking, 
household use, fire suppression, landscaping, and commercial, and industrial use.  The Department 
of Utilities operates and maintains the City’s two water treatment plants, eight pump stations, 
10 storage reservoirs, 32 municipal wells, thousands of hydrants, and more than 1,400 miles of 
pipeline necessary to distribute water to homes and businesses throughout the City.42 

Water Treatment 
The City owns and operates two water diversion and treatment facilities: the Sacramento River WTP 
and the E.A. Fairbain WTP on the American River.  The Sacramento WTP is west of Interstate 5 and 
                                                 
40  City of Sacramento Utilities Department, Annual Report, Operational Statistics Fiscal Year 2004/2005. 
41  City of Sacramento Utilities Department, Annual Report, Operational Statistics Fiscal Year 2004/2005. 
42  City of Sacramento Utilities Department, Annual Report, Operational Statistics Fiscal Year 2004/2005. 
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south of Richards Boulevard, and was upgraded in 2003, this increased the plant’s capacity from 
110 mgd (123,260 AFY) to 160 mgd (179,288 AFY).  The Fairbain WTP, located on the south bank 
of the lower American River, was recently rehabilitated and expanded, which doubled the plant’s 
capacity from 100 mgd (112,055 AFY) to 200 mgd (224,110 AFY).  The Fairbain WTP now has a 
treatment capacity equal to the maximum diversion rate of 310 cfs allowed in the WFA. If both plants 
operated at their maximum production, the combined output would be approximately 403,000 AFY.  
At ultimate build out and future expansions, the two treatment plants would produce 545 mgd or 
610,670 AFY.43 

Water Storage 
Water storage is required to meet water demand for periods when peak hour demand exceeds 
maximum daily supply rates.  These high demand periods usually occur for four to six hours during 
hot summer days and for potentially longer periods during large fire events.  The City of Sacramento 
has nine above-ground storage reservoirs (each with a capacity of three mg) for a total capacity of 
27 mg.  The City also has one underground reservoir with a capacity of 15 mg.44  The reservoirs are 
at different locations throughout the City's water distribution system.  In addition, 34.5 mg of on-site 
storage exists at the water treatment plants (14.5 mg at the Sacramento WTP and 20 mg at the 
Fairbain WTP).  Therefore, the total water storage capacity in the City is 76.5 mg.  This capacity 
represents approximately 64 percent of the City's 2004/2005 average daily water demand of 120 mg, 
or approximately one-third of the 2004/2005 average maximum day demand of 215 mg.45 

Water Supply Infrastructure Near the Project Site 
An existing six-inch water line services the project site from the northeast corner of the property.  
The project would either use this existing service and reduce down to a three-inch line for domestic 
water or establish a new three-inch connection to provide water service.  Fire protection water 
service would either use the existing service or establish a new connection as required by the City of 
Sacramento.   

REGULATORY SETTING 
Federal 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 
The EPA established primary drinking water standards in the Clean Water Act (CWA) Section 304 
and states are required to ensure that potable water for the public meets these standards.  
Standards for 81 individual constituents have been established under the Safe Drinking Water Act, 
as amended in 1986.  The U.S. EPA may add additional constituents in the future. 

State 
The California Department of Health Services (DHS), SWRCB, and the Department of Water 
Resources (DWR) would have input into the provision of water for the project site.  In compliance 
with State Water Code Sections 10910(a) and 10910(c)(1), the water supplier for the proposed 
project is required to prepare a WSA for the water service request as part of the CEQA EIR process.  
The SWRCB regulates the water quality functions of the State and manages the State’s Water 
Code.  State primary and secondary drinking water standards are promulgated in California Code of 

                                                 
43  City of Sacramento, General Plan Update, 1987, page 7-2. 
44  City of Sacramento, Parkebridge Draft EIR, August 2005, Page 5.7-4. 
45  City of Sacramento Utilities Department, Annual Report, Operational Statistics Fiscal Year 2004/2005. 
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Regulations (CCR) Title 22 Sections 64431-64501.  Secondary drinking water standards incorporate 
non-health risk factors including taste, odor, and appearance. 

Water Rights and Entitlements 
Since 1914, the SWRCB administers and controls all water rights permits in California.  Under this 
process, an application is filed and the SWRCB issues a permit for surface water diversion, including 
the approved POU for that water.  California water law typically applies only to surface water 
resources, although according to the SWRCB, “California law also recognizes and protects rights to 
extract and use waters percolating beneath the surface of the land.”46 

Urban Water Management Planning Act  
California Water Code Section 10610 (et seq.) requires that all public water systems providing water 
for municipal purposes to more than 3,000 customers, or supplying more than 3,000 AFY, must 
prepare an Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP).  The DWR provides guidance to urban water 
suppliers in the preparation and implementation of UWMPs.  UWMPs must be updated at least 
every five years on or before December 31, in years ending in five and zero.  The City prepared an 
UWMP in 2000 and the 2005 Draft UWMP will be available in 2006.   

Senate Bill 610 - Water Supply Assessments 
Senate Bill (SB) 610 was adopted in 2001 and reflects the growing awareness of the need to 
incorporate water supply and demand analysis at the earliest possible stage in the land use planning 
process.  SB 610 amends the statutes of the Urban Water Management Planning Act, as well as the 
California Water Code Section 10910 et seq.  The foundation document for compliance with SB 610 
is the UWMP, which provides an important source of information for cities and counties as they 
update their general plans.  Likewise, planning documents such as general plans and specific plans 
form the basis for the demand information contained in an UWMP, as well as WSAs required under 
SB 610. 

Water Code Section 10910 (c)(4) states “If the city or county is required to comply with this part 
pursuant to subdivision (b), the water assessment for the project shall include a discussion with 
regard to whether the total projected water supplies, determined to be available by the city or county 
for the project during normal, single dry and multiple dry water years during a 20-year projection, will 
meet the projected water demand associated with the proposed project, in addition to existing and 
planned future uses, including agricultural and manufacturing uses.” 

Water supply planning under SB 610 and SB 221 (see below) requires reviewing and identifying 
adequate available water supplies necessary to meet the demand generated by a project, as well as 
the cumulative demand for the general region over the next 20 years, under a broad range of water 
conditions.  This information is typically found in the current UWMP for the project area.  The SB 610 
requires the identification of the public water supplier; the City has been identified in the WSA as the 
public water supplier to the 500 Capitol Mall project. 

In addition, SB 610 requires the preparation of a WSA if a project meets the definition of a “Project” 
under Water Code Section 10912 (a).  The code defines a “Project” if it meets any of the following 
criteria:  

• A proposed residential development of more than 500 dwelling units; 

                                                 
46 State Water Resources Control Board, Statutory Water Rights Law, 1999. 
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• A proposed shopping center or business establishment employing more than 1,000 persons 
or having more than 500,000 square feet (sf) of floor space;  

• A commercial building employing more than 1,000 persons or having more than 250,000 sf 
of floor space;  

• A hotel or motel with more than 500 rooms;  

• A proposed industrial, manufacturing, or processing plant, or industrial park, planned to 
house more than 1,000 persons, occupying more than 40 acres of land, or having more than 
650,000 sf of floor area; 

• A mixed-use project that includes one or more of these elements; or 

• A project creating the equivalent demand of 500 residential units. 

Alternately, if a public water system has less than 5,000 service connections, the definition of a 
“Project” includes any proposed residential, business, commercial, hotel or motel, or industrial 
development that would account for an increase of 10 percent or more in the number of service 
connections for the public water system.  The proposed project includes more than 500 dwelling 
units, and, therefore, qualifies as a “Project” under Section 10912 (a) of the Water Code.  Thus, a 
WSA was prepared, as required by these criteria under SB 610 (included as Appendix G). 

Water Code Section 10910 (d)(1) states: “The assessment required by this section shall include an 
identification of any existing water supply entitlements, water rights, or water service contracts 
relevant to the identified water supply for the proposed project, and a description of the quantities of 
water received in prior years by the public water system, or the city or county if either is required to 
comply with this part pursuant to subdivision (b), under the existing water supply entitlements, water 
rights or water service contracts.” 

Section 10910 (d)(2) of the Water Code further defines requirements of WSAs, including: (A) 
documentation showing proof of water supply entitlements, water rights, or existing water service; 
(B) copies of a capital outlay program for financing the delivery of a water supply that has been 
adopted by the public water system; (C) copies of federal, state, or local permits for construction of 
necessary infrastructure associated with delivery of the water supply; and (D) copies of any 
necessary regulatory approvals that are required to convey or deliver the water supply. 

The City prepared the Draft WSA in April 2006 for the proposed project using technical information 
included in the City’s UWMP which satisfies the documentation requirements of SB 610, CEQA 
10583.5, and Water Code sections 10631, 10910, and 10912.  The WSA concludes that the project 
site is within the service area of the City, and the City would provide domestic water to all 
development in the City’s General Plan. 

Senate Bill 221- Written Verification of Water Supply 
Government Code Section 66473.7(a)(1) requires an affirmative written verification of sufficient 
water supply.  Senate Bill 221 is designed as a “fail-safe” mechanism to ensure that collaboration on 
finding the needed water supplies to serve a new large subdivision occurs early in the planning 
process.  This verification must also include documentation of historical water deliveries for the 
previous 20 years, as well as a description of reasonably foreseeable impacts of the proposed 
subdivision on the availability of water resources of the region.  Government Code section 66473.7 
(b)(1) states “The legislative body of a city or county or the advisory agency, to the extent that it is 
authorized by local ordinance to approve, conditionally approve, or disapprove the tentative map, 
shall include as a condition in any tentative map that includes a subdivision a requirement that a 
sufficient water supply shall be available.  Proof of the availability of a sufficient water supply shall be 
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requested by the subdivision applicant or local agency, at the discretion of the local agency, and 
shall be based on written verification from the applicable public water system within 90 days of a 
request.”  In other words, as a result of the information contained in the written verification, the city or 
county may attach conditions to assure there is an adequate water supply available to serve the 
proposed project as part of the tentative map approval process.  SB221 verification will be required 
for the proposed project.  

Drinking Water Quality 
The California Department of Health Services (DHS) is responsible for implementing the federal 
Safe Drinking Water Act of 1974 and its updates, as well as California statutes and regulations 
related to drinking water.  As part of their efforts, the DHS inspects and provides regulatory oversight 
for public water systems within California.  In addition, in the Sacramento area the Central Valley 
RWQCB has the responsibility for protecting the beneficial uses of the State’s waters, including 
groundwater, and these include municipal drinking water supply, as well as various other uses. 

Public water system operators are required to regularly monitor their drinking water sources for 
microbiological, chemical, and radiological contaminants to show that drinking water supplies meet 
the regulatory requirements listed in Title 22 of the California Code of Regulations as primary 
maximum contaminant levels (MCLs).  Primary standards are developed to protect public health and 
are legally enforceable.  Among these contaminants are approximately 80 specific inorganic and 
organic contaminants and six radiological contaminants that reflect the natural environment, as well 
as human activities.  Examples of potential primary inorganic contaminants are aluminum and 
arsenic, while radiological contaminants can include uranium and radium. 

Public water system operators are also required to monitor for a number of other contaminants and 
characteristics that deal with the aesthetic properties of drinking water.  These are known as 
secondary MCLs.  Secondary standards are generally associated with qualities such as taste, odor, 
and appearance, but these are generally non-enforceable guidelines.  However, in California 
secondary standards are legally enforceable for all new drinking water systems and new sources 
developed by existing public water suppliers.47  The public water system operators are also required 
to analyze samples for unregulated contaminants, and to report other contaminants that may be 
detected during sampling.  

The California Department of Toxic Substances (DTSC) is the primary agency charged with 
protecting groundwater resources through their Hazardous Waste Management Program and Site 
Mitigation Programs.  A critical element of both programs is maintaining environmental quality and 
economic vitality through the protection of groundwater resources.  This is accomplished through: 
hazardous waste facility permitting and design; oversight of hazardous waste handling; removal and 
disposal; oversight of remediation of hazardous cleanup of illegal drug labs; cleanup of abandoned 
hazardous waste sites; oversight of the closure of military bases; and pollution prevention. 

Local 
Water Forum Agreement  
The WFA established the guiding principles for water management in the Sacramento area and 
adjacent foothill region.  The collaborative effort represents business, agricultural, environmental, 
citizen, water management, and local government interests in Sacramento County, and water 
interests in Placer County and western El Dorado County.  The agreement proposes the American 
River, the Sacramento River, and groundwater as sources of future water supply.  The agreement 

                                                 
47 California Department of Water Resources, California’s Groundwater, Bulletin 118, 2003. 
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provides a comprehensive package of linked actions that will achieve the two co-equal objectives: 
(1) to provide a reliable and safe water supply for the region’s economic health and planned 
development through to the year 2030, and (2) to preserve the fishery, wildlife, recreational, and 
aesthetic values of the Lower American River.48  From these coequal goals, the Water Forum 
signatories determined seven major elements that must be implemented during the next thirty years 
if the agreement is to be successful.  These seven major elements include: 

1. Increased surface water diversions (as noted above, these would occur primarily on the American 
River);  

2. Actions to meet customers’ needs while reducing diversion impacts on the lower American in drier 
years.  This element is to ensure that sufficient water supplies will be available to customers in dry 
years as well as wet years;  

3. Support for an improved pattern of fishery flow releases from Folsom Reservoir. This element 
supports needed assurances for continued implementation of a pattern of water releases from 
Folsom Reservoir that more closely matches the needs of anadromous fish; 

4. Lower American River Habitat Management Element.  This element combined with elements #2 and 
#3 is included to mitigate the impacts of diversions on the Lower American River in a reasonable 
and feasible manner; 

5. Water Conservation Element.  This element incorporates various conservation measures to help 
meet both of the co-equal goals listed above; 

6. Groundwater Management Element.  Establishes a framework to protect groundwater resources in 
Sacramento County and to ensure these resources are used in a sustainable manner.  Introduces 
the concept of “conjunctive use”, which entails monitoring the amount of water withdrawn from the 
groundwater basin and the planned use of surface water in conjunction with groundwater; and 

7. Water Forum Successor Effort.  This element outlines the way WFA members oversee, monitor, and 
report on implementation of the WFA. 

City of Sacramento 
City of Sacramento General Plan 
The City’s current General Plan policies related to water are provided below.  The City is presently 
updating its General Plan, which is anticipated to be completed in Spring 2007. 

Goal A Provide and improve water supply facilities to meet future growth of the City and assure 
continued supply of safe potable water.   

 
Policies 
1. Develop and adopt a comprehensive water policy for the City of Sacramento that is consistent with a 

long range adopted plan. 
2. Develop and implement a financing strategy that the City can use to construct needed water 

facilities. 
3. Work with property owners to develop financing arrangements in order to provide needed water 

facilities. 
4. Give high priority in the Capital Improvements Program to funding infrastructure in highly depressed 

and designated infill areas. 
5. Provide water service meeting or exceeding State and federal regulatory agency requirements. 

IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 
Methods of Analysis 
The analysis in this section focuses on the nature and magnitude of the change in levels of water 
use compared with existing and projected water demand within the project site and the City’s water 
service area.  To determine potential impacts, water demands were estimated from demand 
projection calculations and quantitative evaluation of data relative to the proposed project, along with 
existing land uses, approved projects, and proposed development.  The primary resources used for 

                                                 
48  Water Forum Agreement, 2000, page 29. 
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this analysis include the following technical documents: Draft Water Supply Assessment for the 
Proposed 500 Capitol Mall Project, EIP Associates (April 2006); Urban Water Management Plan 
Prepared for the City of Sacramento, Maddaus Consulting (2000); Sacramento River Water 
Reliability Study (March 2005). 

Water Demand Analysis 
Water Code Section 10910 (c)(3) states “If the projected water demand associated with the 
proposed project was not accounted for in the most recently adopted urban water management plan, 
or the public water system has no urban water management plan, the water supply assessment for 
the project shall include a discussion with regard to whether the public water system’s total projected 
water supplies available during normal, dry and multiple dry water years during a 20-year projection 
will meet the projected water demand associated with the proposed project, in addition to the public 
water system’s existing and planned future uses, including agricultural and manufacturing uses.”  
Table 5.5-7 shows a historical comparison of water demands based on population and treated water 
delivered by the City’s Utilities Department. 

 

TABLE 5.5-7 
 

CITY OF SACRAMENTO HISTORICAL WATER DELIVERIES 
Surface Water Groundwater Total Water Delivered 

Year Population1 

Annual Surface 
Water 

Delivered (AFY) 

Maximum Day 
Water 

Delivered 
(mgd) 

Maximum Day 
to Average 
Day Ratio 

Annual 
Groundwater 

Delivered 
(AFY) 

Total Annual 
Water 

Delivery 
(AFY) 

Average 
(mgd) 

1997/98 392,800  92,031  140.40 1.71 7,186  99,216  88.58 
1998/99 396,200  102,180  143.60 1.58 24,630  126,810  113.22 
1999/00 405,963  112,547  161.60 1.61 24,146  136,693  122.04 
2000/01 418,711  114,172  214.00 2.10 23,578  137,750  122.98 
2001/02 426,013  113,979  159.80 1.57 24,271  138,250  123.43 
2002/03 433,400  111,539  278.90 2.35 23,997  135,537  121.01 
2003/04 441,000  128,412  318.40 2.33 15,372  143,784  128.37 
2004/05 452,959 116,305 176.4 1.70 19,271 135,576 120.7 
Notes: 
1 .Operational Statistics 2004/2005. 
2, Other data from corresponding annual report. 
Source: City of Sacramento, Department of Utilities, Operational Statistics Report 2004/2005. 

 

The most accurate projection of demand can be developed using water demand factors based on 
land use sectors; for residential, this is measured in gallons per day per dwelling unit (gpd/du).  The 
expected water use of the proposed project was determined by analyzing similar land uses and 
assigning a demand factor for each proposed use.  The demand factors were formulated based on 
data from the 1994 Proposed Water Demand/Wastewater Generation Factors Report by Nolte 
Engineering and West Yost and Associates, City of Sacramento, General Plan Implementation 
Chapter, as well as current and historical uses at similar facilities, and personal communications with 
the City of Sacramento Department of Utilities.  A demand factor of 15 gpd per employee and 400 
square feet per employee were assumed.  Dividing 15 gpd per employee by 400 square feet 
determined the demand factor per square foot of building area, which is 0.0375 gpd/sf.  See 
Table 5.5-8 for further explanation.  As shown in Table 5.5-8, office uses for the proposed project are 
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estimated to create a demand 15,239 gpd or 17.06 AFY.  When combined with restaurant and retail 
uses, the project would create an average daily demand of 18,561 gpd or 20.78 AFY.49   

 
TABLE 5.5-8 

 
PROPOSED PROJECT WATER DEMAND 

Building/Facility 
Space Used 

(sf) Demand factor 

Total 
Annual Demand 

(gpd) 

Total 
Annual Demand 

(AFY) 
Office 406,384 0.0375 gpd/sf1 15,239 17.06 
Bar/Restaurant/Retail  27,124 0.35 gpd/sf2 3,322 3.72 
Parking Garage 534,900 0 0 0.00 
TOTALS 1,818,335   18,561 20.78 
Notes:   
1.  Office assumes 400 square feet per employee and 15 gallons per day per employee (15gpd/emp divided by 400 sf = demand factor 0.0375 

gpd/sf) Source:  American Water Works Association 1996. 
2.  Restaurant/Retail based on water service demand from Water Supply Assessment for Palo Alto Medical Foundation Draft EIR, 2005. 
Source:  American Water Works Association 1996; Water Supply Assessment for Palo Alto Medical Foundation Draft EIR, 2005; EIP Associates, a 
division of PBS&J. 

 

Standards of Significance 
For the purposes of this EIR, impacts on water resources are considered significant if the proposed 
project would: 

• Create an increase in water demand in excess of 10 million gallons per day; or 

• Result in inadequate treatment capacity or inadequate distribution infrastructure to supply the 
project. 

Project-Specific Impacts and Mitigation Measures 
5.5-10 The proposed project’s demand for water could exceed available sources of water 

supply sources.  This would be a less-than-significant impact. 

The proposed project land uses would generate an increased demand for water of 18,561 gpd or 
approximately 20.78 AFY, as shown in Table 5.5-8.  The WSA assumed that the proposed project 
would use water supplied through surface water rights and entitlements from the Sacramento and 
American Rivers.  These supplies would be delivered through existing City supply facilities and water 
infrastructure constructed for delivery onto the project site.  Overall water consumption for 2004 
totaled 143,764 AF, leaving the City with an excess of 56,736 AFY from the 2004 contracted supply.  
With a potential project demand of 20.78 AFY, the proposed project demand would represent 
approximately 0.01 percent of the City’s 2005 authorized supply of 205,000 AFY. Alternately, if the 
net gain in demand at the proposed project is added to the 2004 demand of 143,764, the total 
demand in the City would be 143,784 AFY, leaving a surplus of 61,216 AFY; this is well below the 
contracted amounts with the USBR.  In addition, the USBR contract continues to increase annually 
and culminates at 326,800 AFY in 2030.  Therefore, the surplus will continue to increase 
simultaneously with customer demands.  This analysis finds that the City of Sacramento has 
sufficient water allocation secured from their 1957 contracts with the USBR and other related permits 
to serve the proposed project.  Therefore, the proposed project would not exceed water supplies in 
the City, and this is considered a less-than-significant impact. 

                                                 
49  City of Sacramento, Draft Water Supply Assessment for the Proposed 500 Capitol Mall, June 2006, p. 3-1. 
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Mitigation Measure 
None required. 

5.5-11 The proposed project could increase water demand in excess of 10 million gallons per 
day (gpd).  This is a less-than-significant impact. 

The proposed project would increase water demand at the project site by 18,561 gpd; this is far 
below the City’s 10 million gallon per day threshold.  Therefore, this would be considered a less-
than-significant impact. 

Mitigation Measure 
None required. 

5.5-12 The proposed project’s demand for water could exceed the availability of treated 
water and the distribution systems, resulting in the need for new or expanded 
facilities.  This is a less-than-significant impact. 

The project’s water demand (18,561 gpd or 0.018561 mgd) would require treatment prior to delivery 
at the project site.  The Sacramento WTP and Fairbain WTP have a combined capacity of 360 mgd 
(403,398 AFY).  Based on Sacramento’s 2004/2005 water demand of 117 mgd (52.7 mgd from the 
American River, 63.9 mgd from the Sacramento River), the treatment plants have a combined 
excess capacity of 244 mgd.  The proposed project’s demand for water treatment would be 
0.008 percent of the excess capacity available at the treatment plants. Therefore, this impact would 
be considered less than significant. 

Mitigation Measure 
None required. 

Cumulative Impacts and Mitigation Measures 
The cumulative analysis for water supply, distribution, and storage considers the potential 
environmental effects of supplying water to the project in addition to regional water demands 
generated in Sacramento County under the provisions of WFA.  

5.5-13 The proposed project, in combination with buildout of the City of Sacramento General 
Plan, would increase water demand throughout the City that could exceed water 
supplies.  This is a less-than-significant cumulative impact. 

The proposed project would increase the demand for water in the City’s service area beyond the 
existing demand of approximately 143,000 AFY in 2004; this demand is well below the current 
USBR contracted limit of 200,500 AFY for that year.  In addition, the City’s authorized supply under 
both the WFA and USBR contract increases until 2030 when the City’s contracted amount will reach 
326,800 AFY.  The City-wide projected annual demand remains approximately 70 percent of the 
USBR contracted annual diversion when using a constant 2.0 percent per year growth rate to 
achieve the 2030 projected demand of 240,080 AFY, as shown in Table 5.5-9.  The City-wide water 
demand would have to nearly triple the 2004 demand in order to exceed the available supply.  The 
City is in the process of updating its General Plan, and it is highly unlikely that the updated General 
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Plan would include a doubling of the population over current buildout.  The population projections for 
Sacramento County estimate that the county would grow less than ten percent every five years.50   

 
TABLE 5.5-9 

 
SUPPLY AND DEMAND COMPARISON DURING NORMAL YEARS (AFY) 

 2005 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 
Surface Water Supply  

American River 123,200 145,700 170,200 196,200 222,200 245,000 
Sacramento River 81,800 81,800 81,800 81,800 81,800 81,800 

TOTAL SURFACE 
WATER SUPPLY1 205,000 227,500 252,000 278,000 304,000 326,800 
Demand 146,647 161,567 178,336 196,842 217,265 239,805 
Net Project Demand2 -- 15.58 15.58 15.58 15.58 15.58 
TOTAL DEMAND 146,647 161,583 178,352 196,858 217,281 239,821 
SURPLUS 58,353 65,917 73,648 81,142 86,719 86,979 
Notes: 
1.  Total surface water supply is based on USBR contracted delivery. 
2.  Net project demand is proposed demand minus historic building demand.  Project demand is 20.78, Historic demand on-site is 5.2 AFY.  See 
Water Supply Assessment, Appendix G, for further explanation of net project demand.  
Source:  EIP Associates, 2006, a division of PBS&J. 

 

The City has limited diversions to 50,000 AFY during Hodge flow conditions in the American River, 
but is not limited to divert American River entitlements from the Sacramento River, resulting in no 
reduction in contracted delivery for single or multiple dry years.  This analysis reinforces the previous 
statements that cumulative development within the service area of the City of Sacramento would not 
exceed water supplies or entitlements provided to the City through the USBR contract or WFA.  
Therefore, this impact is considered less-than-significant. 

Mitigation Measure 
None required. 

5.5-14 The proposed project, in combination with buildout of the City of Sacramento General 
Plan, would contribute to increased water demands throughout the City that could 
exceed treatment or pumping capabilities within the City’s service area.  This is a less-
than-significant cumulative impact. 

Although much of the Central City Business District is already developed, it is likely that the land 
uses within the City’s service area would intensify in the future as development pressure throughout 
the metropolitan area increases.  The intensification of uses and buildout of the General Plan could 
result in the need for upgrades in the City’s water distribution and/or treatment systems. 

The most appropriate approach to address the diversion and treatment limitations is to analyze 
maximum day demand.  The dry year treatment production estimate of 230,000 AFY is based upon 
a diversion 50,000 AFY from the American River at the Fairbain WTP and 180,000 AFY at the 
Sacramento WTP.  In order for the Sacramento WTP to achieve 180,000 AFY, the plant would have 
to consistently treat 160 mgd.  However, because the plant only treats water as demand requires, 
during low demand times, such as during winter months, the plant would produce less than the 
160 mgd capacity.  Currently, the City does not store surplus water beyond that necessary for 

                                                 
50  State of California, Interim County Population Projections, Estimated July 1, 2000 and Projections for 2005, 

2010, 2015, and 2020, June 2001.  
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operational and emergency needs; consequently, the Sacramento WTP does not produce its annual 
capacity of 180,000 AFY.  Average day demand is not expected to exceed 160 mgd until after 2015; 
therefore, the Sacramento WTP would operate below annual maximum production capacity until 
after 2015.  Subsequently, reliable supplies to City customers would be ensured through the City’s 
current treatment and infrastructure.  However, based on the WSA findings, there is a potential 
maximum day surface water deficit occurring after 2015, if a new diversion facility and WTP are not 
constructed on the Sacramento River.  The City is aware of this shortfall, and is a partner on the 
Sacramento River Water Reliability Study, which is investigating alternatives for an additional 
diversion on the Sacramento River.  The environmental documentation for the alternatives analysis 
is scheduled to be completed in 2007,51 essentially providing eight years for the design and 
construction of a selected project before any potential maximum demand shortfall.  Specifically, the 
City claims that the new WTP would be operational within six to ten years.52  This alternative of a 
145 mgd diversion and WTP included in the Sacramento River Water Reliability Study would ensure 
the delivery of the entitled water for the City, as well as all wholesale and wheeling agreements in 
2015 beyond 2030.  Therefore, this is considered a less-than-significant cumulative impact on 
water treatment and deliveries. 

Mitigation Measure 
None required. 

                                                 
51  Stevens, David, MWH, Initial Alternatives Report.  Final diversion, March 2005.  Sacramento River Reliability 

Study.  Updated by personal communication April 18, 2006. 
52  Sherry, Dan, City of Sacramento Utilities Department, Comment on Draft WSA for Towers on Capitol Mall, 

June 25, 2005. 
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5.6  TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION 
 
 
 
INTRODUCTION 
This Transportation and Circulation section discusses existing, baseline, and cumulative 
transportation and circulation conditions associated with the 500 Capitol Mall Project.  The analysis 
includes consideration of automobile traffic impacts on roadway capacity, transit impacts, bicycle 
impacts, pedestrian impacts, and parking impacts.  Quantitative analyses of a.m. and p.m. peak hour 
conditions have been conducted for the following scenarios: 

• Existing Conditions 

• Baseline 

• Baseline plus Project 

• Near-Term (2013) 

• Near-Term (2013) plus Projects 

• Long-Term (2030) 

• Long-Term (2030) plus Projects 

Table 5.6-1 describes the traffic analysis scenarios.  The four cumulative scenarios involving Near-
Term and Long-Term conditions have been analyzed in the Sacramento Downtown Traffic Study.  
The project will be sharing in the cost of mitigation of cumulative impacts identified in the study. 

 
TABLE 5.6-1 

 
DESCRIPTION OF TRAFFIC ANALYSIS SCENARIOS 

Scenario Description of Scenario 
Existing Conditions 
Existing  Existing conditions in the study area without any additional development. 
Baseline Conditions 
Baseline Existing conditions plus traffic associated with Crocker Art Museum Expansion, 

301 Capitol Mall, 601 Capitol Mall, Metro Place Office / Residential, 15th and L Streets 
Hotel, CalPERS Headquarters Expansion, Sutter Medical Center, Trinity Cathedral, CADA 
East End Gateway Residential, and Capitol West End projects. 

Baseline Plus Project Baseline conditions plus 500 Capitol Mall traffic. 
Cumulative Conditions 
Cumulative Near-Term 
(Year 2013) 

Year 2013 conditions in the study area without any changes to the project site. 

Cumulative Near-Term 
(Year 2013) Plus Projects 

Year 2013 conditions in the study area plus traffic associated with 800 K Street, 
831 L Street, Westfield Shoppingtown Downtown Plaza Expansion, 500 Capitol Mall, The 
Metropolitan, Cathedral Square, Epic Tower, 701 L Street, and The Library Lofts projects. 

Cumulative Long-Term 
(Year 2030) 

Year 2030 conditions in the study area without any changes to the project site. 

Cumulative Long-Term 
(Year 2030) Plus Projects 

Year 2030 conditions in the study area plus traffic associated with 800 K Street, 
831 L Street, Westfield Shoppingtown Downtown Plaza Expansion, 500 Capitol Mall, The 
Metropolitan, Cathedral Square, Epic Tower, 701 L Street, and The Library Lofts projects. 

Source: DKS Associates, 2006. 
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Sources Reviewed 
The preparation of the Transportation and Circulation section included review of various sources of 
information.  These sources include, but are not limited to, the following: 

• City of Sacramento General Plan 

• Central City Community Plan 

• 2010 Bikeway Master Plan 

• Metropolitan Transportation Plan 

• Sacramento Regional Transit Master Plan 

• 2000 Highway Capacity Manual 

• Trip Generation, Seventh Edition 

• Parking Generation, Third Edition 

• Sacramento Central City Two-Way Conversion Studies 

• Sacramento Downtown Traffic Study 

Technical data used for the preparation of this section is included as Appendix H; intersection 
analyses are available for review at the City of Sacramento Development Services Department.  The 
Downtown Traffic Study prepared by Dowling Associates is included as Appendix I.   

Comments on the Notice of Preparation (NOP) addressed several transportation subject areas, 
including study scope, traffic operations, parking, transit services, pedestrian access, and alternative 
modes.   

Commentors requested that the study address impacts on traffic circulation, parking, and alternative 
modes of access.  It was recommended that parking provided on site not exceed the project’s 
demand.  Localized traffic operations changes were requested, including on-street parking, 
pedestrian crossings, transit shelters, and traffic regulations.  Participation in a TMA and transit pass 
subsidies were encouraged.  Project funding contributions for transit projects and the state highway 
system were requested.   

PROPOSED PROJECT 
As illustrated in Figure 5.6-1, the project is located on the southeast corner of Capitol Mall and 
5th Street.  The site has frontage on Capitol Mall, 5th Street, and N Street.  Figure 5.6-2 illustrates the 
proposed site plan.  

Major transportation elements of the proposed project include: 

• 794 parking spaces in a parking garage integrated with the building.  Seventy six spaces 
would be located in a separate basement garage, with the remaining spaces in ten 
aboveground levels.   

• Access to the parking garage from N Street. 

• Loading dock access from 5th Street. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 
The roadway, transit, bicycle, and pedestrian components of the transportation system are described 
below.  Figure 5.6-1 illustrates the roadway system within the study area. 

Regional Roadways 
Regional vehicular access to Downtown Sacramento is provided primarily by the freeway system 
that serves the central areas of Sacramento.  Interstate 5 (I-5) is a north-south facility located just 
west of Downtown. Access from Downtown to I-5 is provided via I, L and P Streets, and access from 
I-5 to Downtown is provided via J and Q Streets.  To the south, I-5 provides access to southern 
portions of the City and County, as well as other Central Valley communities.  To the north, I-5 
provides access to I-80, northern portions of the City and County, Sacramento International Airport, 
and other Central Valley communities. 

The east-west U.S. Route 50 (U.S. 50) lies approximately 1.5 miles south of Downtown.  Access to 
U.S. 50 from Downtown is provided via 9th and 15th Streets to the 11th and 16th Street on-ramps. 
Access from U.S. 50 to Downtown is provided from the 16th and 10th Street off-ramps.  To the east, 
U.S. 50 serves eastern portions of the City and County and extends into El Dorado County.  To the 
west, U.S. 50 extends via the Pioneer Bridge to West Sacramento and Yolo County. 

Business Loop Interstate 80 (Business 80), also known as State Route 51 between U.S. 50 and 
Auburn Avenue, lies approximately 2 miles east of Downtown.  Although access between Downtown 
and Business 80 is available at several locations along the east edge of Central City, more direct 
access to Business 80 is provided via State Route 160 (SR 160) via 12th and 16th Streets.  SR 160 
provides access to North Sacramento, northeastern portions of the City and County, South Natomas 
via Northgate Boulevard, and I-80 extending into Placer County.  

Local Roadways 
Downtown Sacramento is served by a grid street system.  North-south streets have numbered street 
names and east-west streets have lettered street names.  Near Downtown, many streets operate as 
one-way facilities.  In general, the one-way streets carry three travel lanes, with parking permitted 
along both curbs.  Two-way streets generally have one lane in each direction with parking on both 
sides of the street.  To accommodate critical traffic volumes and turning movements in selected 
locations, parking has been prohibited to provide additional lanes. Most major intersections in 
Downtown are signal-controlled. 

Important east-west streets for Downtown access include H, J, N, Q, and X Streets, which are one-
way eastbound, and I, L, P, and W Streets, which are one-way westbound.  Capitol Mall is a two-
way east-west facility that extends from the Tower Bridge to the State Capitol at 10th Street.  Capitol 
Mall has two to three lanes in each direction between the Tower Bridge and 9th Street, separated by 
a grass median.  Between 9th and 10th Streets, the roadway includes a mid-block traffic circle. 

Important north-south streets for Downtown access include 3rd, 7th, 9th, 12th, and 15th Streets, which 
are one-way southbound (except for a portion of 3rd street between L and J Street) and 5th, 8th, 10th, 
and 16th Streets, which are one-way northbound (except for a portion of 5th Street between J and 
L Streets). 

Adjacent to the project site, Capitol Mall is a median-divided roadway with two eastbound and three 
westbound lanes.  Fifth Street is one-way northbound with five lanes – two left turn lanes to Capitol 
Mall westbound, two through lanes, and one shared through –right turn lane.  N Street is one way 
eastbound with three through travel lanes. 



 
 

5 .6  TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION 
 

 
 5.6-6 500 Capitol Mall 
P:\Projects - WP Only\51121.00 500 Cap Mall\DEIR\5.6 Transportation.doc  Draft Environmental Impact Report 

Existing Roadway Operating Conditions 
Study Area 
For traffic analysis purposes, a set of intersections and freeway system elements was selected 
based upon the anticipated volume of project traffic, the distributional patterns of project traffic, and 
known locations of operational difficulty.  As illustrated in Figure 5.6-3, the study area includes the 
following fifty-four intersections: 

1. 3rd Street / J Street 

2. 3rd Street / L Street 

3. 3rd Street / Capitol Mall 

4. 3rd Street / N Street 

5. 3rd Street / P Street 

6. 3rd Street / Q Street 

7. 5th Street / I Street  

8. 5th Street / J Street 

9. 5th Street / L Street 

10. 5th Street / Capitol Mall 

11. 5th Street / N Street 

12. 5th Street / P Street 

13. 5th Street / Q Street 

14. 7th Street / I Street 

15. 7th Street / J Street 

16. 7th Street / L Street 

17. 8th Street / I Street 

18. 8th Street / J Street 

19. 8th Street / L Street 

20. 9th Street / I Street 

21. 9th Street / J Street 

22. 9th Street / L Street 

23. 9th Street / P Street 

24. 9th Street / Q Street 

25. 10th Street / I Street 

26. 10th Street / J Street 

27. 10th Street / L Street 

28. 10th Street / P Street 

29. 10th Street / Q Street 

30. 12th Street / H Street 
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31. 12th Street / I Street 

32. 12th Street / J Street 

33. 12th Street / L Street 

34. 15th Street / H Street 

35. 15th Street / J Street 

36. 15th Street / L Street 

37. 15th Street / P Street 

38. 15th Street / Q Street 

39. 15th Street / W Street 

40. 15th Street / X Street 

41. 16th Street / H Street 

42. 16th Street / I Street 

43. 16th Street / J Street 

44. 16th Street / L Street 

45. 16th Street / P Street 

46. 16th Street / Q Street 

47. 16th Street / W Street 

48. 16th Street / X Street 

49. 29th Street / J Street 

50. 30th Street / J Street 

51. 6th Street / Capitol Mall 

52. 7th Street / Capitol Mall 

53. 6th Street / N Street (driveway) 

54. 7th Street / N Street 

The following mainline sections on the freeway system are included in the study area: 

• I-5 Northbound 

o South of U.S. 50 on-ramp 

o North of U.S. 50 on-ramp 

o South of L Street on-ramp 

o South of I Street on-ramp 

o South of Richards Boulevard off-ramp 

• I-5 Southbound 

o North of Richards Boulevard on-ramp 

o North of J Street off-ramp 
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o North of I Street on-ramp 

o North of U.S. 50 off-ramp 

• U.S. 50 Eastbound 

o West of I-5 on-ramp 

o West of 15th Street off-ramp 

o West of 10th Street on-ramp 

o West of 16th Street on-ramp 

• U.S. 50 Westbound 

o East of SR 99 on-ramp 

o East of 10th Street off-ramp 

o East of 15th Street on-ramp 

o East of I-5 off-ramp 

The following merge / diverge / weaving areas on the freeway system are included in the study area: 

• I-5 Northbound  

o U.S. 50 on-ramp 

o P Street to J Street weave 

o L Street on-ramp 

o I Street on-ramp 

o Richards Boulevard off-ramp 

• I-5 Southbound  

o Richards Boulevard on-ramp 

o J Street off-ramp 

o I Street to Q Street weave 

o U.S. 50 off-ramp 

• U.S. 50 Eastbound 

o I-5 on-ramp 

o 15th Street off-ramp 

o 10th Street on-ramp 

o 16th Street to Business 80 / SR 99 weave 

• U.S. 50 Westbound 

o Business 80 to 16th Street weave 

o 10th Street off-ramp 

o 15th Street on-ramp 
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o I-5 off-ramp 

The following freeway ramp queuing areas are included in the study area: 

• I-5 Northbound  

o Q Street off-ramp 

o J Street off-ramp 

• I-5 Southbound J Street off-ramp 

• U.S. 50 Eastbound 15th Street off-ramp 

• U.S. 50 Westbound 

o 16th Street off-ramp 

o 10th Street off-ramp 

Traffic counts were collected at each of the study area intersections and freeway ramps during the 
a.m. and p.m. peak commuter periods between September 2004 and March 2006.  Recent freeway 
mainline and ramp count data was obtained from Caltrans. 

Figure 5.6-4 illustrates existing intersection geometry (approach lanes and traffic control), as well as 
existing a.m. and p.m. peak hour traffic counts. 

Methodology 
Field reconnaissance was undertaken to ascertain the traffic control characteristics of each of the 
study area intersections and freeway system elements.  Determination of roadway operating 
conditions is based upon comparison of known or projected traffic volumes during peak hours to 
roadway capacity.  In an urban setting, roadway capacity is generally governed by intersection 
characteristics, and intersection delay is used to determine “levels of service.”  Levels of service 
describe roadway operating conditions.  Level of service is a qualitative measure of the effect of a 
number of factors, including speed and travel time, traffic interruptions, freedom to maneuver, safety, 
driving comfort and convenience, delay, and operating costs.  Levels of service are designated "A" 
through "F" from best to worst, which cover the entire range of traffic operations that might occur.  
Levels of Service (LOS) "A" through "E" generally represent traffic volumes at less than roadway 
capacity, while LOS "F" represents over capacity and / or forced flow conditions.  

The City of Sacramento General Plan includes a goal of maintaining LOS “C” throughout the 
roadway network.  Because of the constraints of existing development in the City, and because of 
other environmental concerns, this goal cannot always be met.  Caltrans utilizes a LOS “E” standard 
for the Sacramento urban freeway system.  

Intersection Analysis 
Intersection analyses were conducted using a methodology outlined in the Transportation Research 
Board’s Special Report 209, Highway Capacity Manual, 2000.  The methodology used is known as 
“operational analysis.”  This procedure calculates an average control delay per vehicle at an 
intersection, and assigns a level of service designation based upon the delay.  The method also 
provides a calculation of the volume-to-capacity (v/c) ratio of the critical movements at signalized 
intersections.  Tables 5.6-2 and 5.6-3 present the level of service criteria for signalized and 
unsignalized intersections, respectively. 
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TABLE 5.6-2 
 

LEVEL OF SERVICE CRITERIA – SIGNALIZED INTERSECTIONS 
Level of 
Service (LOS) 

Control Delay Per 
Vehicle (seconds) Description 

A < 10.0 Very low control delay.  Occurs when progression is extremely favorable and 
most vehicles arrive during the green phase.  Most vehicles do not stop at all.  
Short cycle lengths may also contribute to low delay. 

B > 10.0 and < 20.0 Generally occurs with good progression, short cycle lengths, or both.  More 
vehicles stop than with LOS “A,” causing higher levels of average delay. 

C > 20.0 and < 35.0 These higher delays may result from fair progression, longer cycle lengths, or 
both.  Individual cycle failures may begin to appear at this level.  The number of 
vehicles stopping is significant at this level, though many still pass through the 
intersection without stopping. 

D > 35.0 and < 55.0 The influence of congestion becomes more noticeable.  Longer delays may 
result from some combination of unfavorable progression, long cycle lengths, or 
high v/c ratios.  Many vehicles stop, and the proportion of vehicles not stopping 
declines.  Individual cycle failures are noticeable. 

E > 55.0 and < 80.0 These high delay values generally indicate poor progression, long cycle lengths, 
and high v/c ratios.  Individual cycle failures are frequent occurrences. 

F > 80.0 This level, considered to be unacceptable to most drivers, often occurs with 
oversaturation, that is, when arrival flow rates exceed the capacity of the 
intersection.  It may also occur at high v/c ratios below 1.0 with many individual 
cycle failures.  Poor progression and long cycle lengths may also be major 
contributing causes to such delay levels. 

Source: Highway Capacity Manual, Transportation Research Board, Special Report No. 209, Washington, D.C., 2000. 

 
 

TABLE 5.6-3 
 

LEVEL OF SERVICE CRITERIA – UNSIGNALIZED INTERSECTIONS 
Level of Service (LOS) Total Delay Per Vehicle (seconds) 
A < 10 
B > 10 and < 15 
C > 15 and < 25 
D > 25 and < 35 
E > 35 and < 50 
F > 50 
Source: Highway Capacity Manual, Transportation Research Board, Special Report No. 209, Washington, D.C., 2000. 

 

Freeway Analysis 
Freeway mainline segments were analyzed utilizing a methodology outlined in the Transportation 
Research Board’s Special Report 209, Highway Capacity Manual (2000).  Maximum service flow 
rates of 2,200 vehicles per lane per hour for typical freeway lanes and 1,600 vehicles per lane per 
hour for auxiliary lanes were utilized, based upon data collected by Caltrans in the Sacramento 
urban area.  Tables 5.6-4 through 5.6-6 present the level of service criteria for freeway mainline, 
ramp junction, and weaving segments, respectively. 

Analysis Results 
Intersections 
Table 5.6-7 summarizes the existing a.m. and p.m. peak hour operating conditions at the study area 
intersections.  At unsignalized intersections, the average intersection level of service is utilized to 
determine conformity with the City’s goal.  Individual movements may operate at worse levels of 
service.  All study intersections currently operate at or above the City’s level of service “C” goal 
except for the 3rd Street / J Street intersection, which operates at LOS D during the a.m. peak hour. 
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TABLE 5.6-4 

 
LEVEL OF SERVICE CRITERIA – FREEWAY MAINLINE 

Level of Service (LOS) Maximum Volume-to-Capacity Ratio 
Maximum Density 

(passenger vehicles per mile per lane) 
A 0.32 11 
B 0.53 18 
C 0.74 26 
D 0.90 35 
E 1.00 45 
F Varies Varies 
Source: Highway Capacity Manual, Transportation Research Board, Special Report No. 209, Washington, D.C., 2000. 

 
 

TABLE 5.6-5 
 

LEVEL OF SERVICE CRITERIA – FREEWAY RAMP JUNCTIONS 
Level of Service (LOS) Maximum Density (Passenger Cars Per Mile Per Lane) 
A 10 
B 20 
C 28 
D 35 
E Greater than 35 
F Demand flows exceed capacity. 
Source: Highway Capacity Manual, Transportation Research Board, Special Report No. 209, Washington, D.C., 2000. 

 
 

TABLE 5.6-6 
 

LEVEL OF SERVICE CRITERIA – FREEWAY WEAVING SEGMENTS 
Level of Service (LOS) Maximum Density (Passenger Cars Per Mile Per Lane) 
A 10 
B 20 
C 28 
D 35 
E 43 
F Greater than 43 
Source: Highway Capacity Manual, Transportation Research Board, Special Report No. 209, Washington, D.C., 2000. 
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TABLE 5.6-7 
 

EXISTING INTERSECTION OPERATING CONDITIONS 
A.M. Peak Hour P.M. Peak Hour 

Intersection LOS Delay (seconds) LOS Delay (seconds) 
1. 3rd St / J St D 44.4 B 15.7 
2. 3rd St / L St B 13.2 B 15.4 
3. 3rd St / Capitol Mall B 19.0 B 18.1 
4. 3rd St / N St C 21.1 B 19.0 
5. 3rd St / P St A 8.9 B 14.1 
6. 3rd St / Q St A 9.7 B 10.3 
7. 5th St / I St B 11.0 B 14.6 
8. 5th St / J St C 20.5 B 11.4 
9. 5th St / L St B 13.8 C 21.7 
10. 5th St / Capitol Mall C 20.2 B 18.0 
11. 5th St / N St B 13.2 B 13.2 
12. 5th St / P St B 10.3 B 12.0 
13. 5th St / Q St A 9.5 A 9.9 
14. 7th St / I St A 9.8 B 18.2 
15. 7th St / J St B 16.5 B 12.4 
16. 7th St / L St B 11.2 B 14.5 
17. 8th St / I St B 10.3 B 17.5 
18. 8th St / J St B 16.1 B 12.1 
19. 8th St / L St B 11.5 B 15.2 
20. 9th St / I St B 12.7 C 20.7 
21. 9th St / J St B 18.1 B 12.4 
22. 9th St / L St A 9.6 B 11.5 
23. 9th St / P St A 9.0 B 10.8 
24. 9th St / Q St B 10.6 B 10.9 
25. 10th St / I St B 14.4 C 21.2 
26. 10th St / J St C 21.3 B 16.6 
27. 10th St / L St B 12.0 B 13.5 
28. 10th St / P St B 11.4 A 8.6 
29. 10th St / Q St B 10.9 A 8.5 
30. 12th St / H St B 16.5 B 13.3 
31. 12th St / I St A 6.3 A 7.3 
32. 12th St / J St B 16.1 B 14.3 
33. 12th St / L St B 12.6 B 14.0 
34. 15th St / H St A 9.7 B 11.9 
35. 15th St / J St B 11.1 B 19.9 
36. 15th St / L St B 10.9 B 11.2 
37. 15th St / P St B 11.2 B 11.0 
38. 15th St / Q St B 10.0 B 11.1 
39. 15th St / W St B 12.3 B 14.4 
40. 15th St / X St C 22.5 C 29.5 
41. 16th St / H St B 11.3 B 17.3 
42. 16th St / I St B 10.3 B 11.5 
43. 16th St / J St B 11.6 B 13.2 
44. 16th St / L St B 10.8 B 11.8 
45. 16th St / P St B 11.3 B 10.8 
46. 16th St / Q St B 11.6 A 9.9 
47. 16th St / W St C 23.5 C 23.7 
48. 16th St / X St B 13.7 B 15.8 
49. 29th St / J St C 28.6 C 22.0 
50. 30th St / J St B 12.2 B 14.0 
51. 6th St / Capitol Mall B 12.6 B 19.3 
52. 7th St / Capitol Mall C 21.0 C 20.9 
53. 6th St / N St A 9.9 A 9.7 
54. 7th St / N St B 11.5 B 10.6 
Source: DKS Associates, 2006. 

 



 
 

5 .6  TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION 
 

 
 5.6-17 500 Capitol Mall 
P:\Projects - WP Only\51121.00 500 Cap Mall\DEIR\5.6 Transportation.doc  Draft Environmental Impact Report 

Freeway System 
Tables 5.6-8 through 5.6-10 summarize the existing a.m. and p.m. peak hour operating conditions 
on the freeway system.  Some segments of the freeway system do not operate within Caltrans’ 
LOS “E” goal.  Due to downstream congestion, I-5 northbound and southbound exhibits LOS “F” 
conditions in the study area in the p.m. peak hour.  The interchange of I-5 and U.S. 50 experiences 
congestion during both a.m. and p.m. peak hours.  Queuing from the intersection of 3rd and J Streets 
extends onto the northbound freeway mainline during the a.m. peak hour. 

TABLE 5.6-8 
 

EXISTING PEAK HOUR FREEWAY MAINLINE OPERATING CONDITIONS 

Volume 
Volume / 

Capacity Ratio LOS Facility / 
Direction Location AM PM AM PM AM PM 

South of US 50 on-ramp 3,417 2,872 0.54 0.46 C F1 
North of US 50 on-ramp 7,119 5,235 0.85 0.62 D F1 
South of L Street on-ramp 5,279 3,841 0.84 0.61 D F1 
South of I Street on-ramp 5,471 4,598 0.65 0.55 C F1 

Northbound I-5 

South of Richards Blvd off-ramp 5,806 6,011 0.58 0.60 C F1 
North of Richards Blvd on-ramp 7,628 5,797 0.91 0.69 E C 
North of J Street on-ramp 8,104 6,568 0.96 0.78 E D 
North of I Street on-ramp 6,437 6,295 0.77 0.75 D F1 

Southbound I-5 

North of US 50 off-ramp 5,978 6,149 0.63 0.65 C F1 
West of I-5 on-ramp 3,176 1,434 0.38 0.17 B A 
West of 15th Street off-ramp 8,183 6,334 0.68 0.52 C B 
West of 10th Street  on-ramp 7,534 5,658 0.72 0.54 C C 

Eastbound US 50 

West of 16th Street on-ramp 8,319 6,403 0.69 0.53 C B 
East of Hwy 51/US 99 on-ramp 3,637 3,250 0.36 0.33 B B 
East of 10th Street off-ramp 6,483 6,058 0.62 0.58 C C 
East of 15th Street on-ramp 5,555 5,709 0.53 0.54 B C 

Westbound US 50 

East of I-5 off ramp 6,029 6,375 0.48 0.51 B B 
1. LOS “F” conditions due to queuing from downstream bottleneck. 
Source: Sacramento Downtown Traffic Study, Dowling Associates, 2006. 

 
TABLE 5.6-9 

 
EXISTING PEAK HOUR FREEWAY INTERCHANGE OPERATING CONDITIONS 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 
Facility / 
Direction Location LOS 

Density1 
(Flow) Volume LOS 

Density1 
(Flow) Volume 

US 50 on-ramp F 41.52 3,269 D 28.76 1,997 
P Street to J Street weave C 23.09 7,306 C 18.62 5,920 
L Street on-ramp C (209) 192 C (826) 757 
I Street on-ramp B 11.61 335 B 18.69 1,413 

Northbound 
I-5 

Richards Boulevard off-ramp B 19.05 659 C 21.82 349 
Richards Boulevard on-ramp C (519) 476 C (841) 771 
J Street off-ramp B 19.37 1,667 B 15.70 273 
I Street to Q Street weave B 18.56 6,725 C 23.27 7,342 

Southbound 
I-5 

US 50 off-ramp F 14.29 3,809 F 14.70 4,301 
I-5 on-ramp F 44.94 5,007 F 40.99 4,900 
15th Street off-ramp D 32.34 649 C 24.88 676 
10th Street on-ramp B 18.89 785 B 15.23 745 

Eastbound 
US 50 

16th Street to Business 80 / SR99 weave D 31.68 8,975 C 25.64 6,743 
Business 80 to 16th Street weave B 15.88 4,880 B 16.33 4,883 
10th Street off-ramp C 26.83 928 C 22.01 349 
15th Street on-ramp C 27.81 474 D 30.04 666 

Westbound 
US 50 

I-5 off-ramp F (4,203) 3,853 B (3,574) 3,276 
1. Density in units of passenger vehicles per lane per mile.  Units in parentheses indicate ramp flow rate in passenger car equivalents. 
Source: Sacramento Downtown Traffic Study, Dowling Associates, 2006. 
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TABLE 5.6-10 

 
EXISTING PEAK HOUR FREEWAY RAMP QUEUING 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

Location 

Storage 
Capacity 

(feet) Queue (feet) 
Adequate 
Capacity Queue (feet) 

Adequate 
Capacity 

I-5 NB Q Street off-ramp 3,500 700 Yes 150 Yes 
I-5 NB J Street off-ramp 1,750 3,450 No 825 Yes 
I-5 SB J Street off-ramp 3,600 3,000 Yes 600 Yes 
US 50 EB 15th Street off-ramp 1,600 600 Yes 650 Yes 
US 50 WB 16th Street off-ramp 1,625 975 Yes 900 Yes 
Source: Sacramento Downtown Traffic Study, Dowling Associates, 2006. 

 
 
Bicycle System 
A Sacramento City / County Bicycle Task Force developed a 2010 Bikeway Master Plan for the 
region.  The Master Plan is a policy document that was prepared to coordinate and develop a 
bikeway system that will benefit and serve the recreational and transportation needs of the public.  
Officially designated bicycle facilities are classified as follows: 

Class I: Off-street bike trails or paths which are physically separated from streets or roads 
used by motorized vehicles. 

Class II: On street bike lanes with signs, striped lane markings, and pavement legends. 

Class III: On-street bike routes marked by signs and shared with motor vehicles and 
pedestrians.  Optional four-inch edge lines painted on the pavement. 

Class IV: Figure 5.6-5 illustrates existing and planned bikeways in the study area.  In the 
immediate site vicinity, an off-street bikeway exists along the south side on N 
Street.  On-street bikeways are proposed along Capitol Mall. 

Transit System 
Regional Transit (RT) operates 80 bus routes and 26.9 miles of light rail covering a 418 square-mile 
service area.  Buses and light rail run 365 days a year using 76 light rail vehicles, 258 buses 
powered by compressed natural gas (CNG) and 17 shuttle vans.  Buses operate daily from 
5:00 a.m. to 11:30 p.m. every 15 to 60 minutes, depending on the route.  Light rail trains operate 
from 4:30 a.m. to 1:00 a.m. daily with service every 15 minutes during the day and every 30 minutes 
in the evening.  Figure 5.6-6 illustrates transit services in the study area. 

The nearest light rail stations are located at 7th Street north of Capitol Mall (southbound) and on 
8th Street south of Capitol Mall (northbound).  Capital Shuttle Bus Routes 140 and 141 operate along 
N Street adjacent to the site, and Route 38 operates along 5th Street adjacent to the site.  Many 
other RT bus routes operate within a few blocks of the site, particularly along L Street, 7th Street, and 
8th Street. 

The Amador Regional Transit System (ARTS) operates commuter service from Amador County to 
Downtown Sacramento.  The Amador Sacramento Express route operates along L Street near the 
project site.  One trip operates to Downtown Sacramento in the a.m., and one trip operates from 
Downtown Sacramento in the p.m.  
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Capitol Corridor rail service operates between Colfax and the San Francisco Bay Area / San Jose, 
with a Sacramento stop at the Amtrak Station at 5th and I Streets.  Several trains and connecting 
buses operate in both eastbound and westbound directions during peak commuter periods. 

El Dorado Transit operates commuter service between El Dorado County and Downtown 
Sacramento, with ten trips to Downtown Sacramento in the a.m. and eleven trips from Downtown 
Sacramento in the p.m.  Nearby stops are located at 5th and P Streets, and at 8th and N Streets. 

Elk Grove Transit (e-tran) operates commuter service between the City of Elk Grove and Downtown 
Sacramento.  Buses operate along 7th and 8th Streets near the project site.  Seven routes serve 
Downtown Sacramento. 

Placer County Transit operates the Placer County Commuter Express between Placer County and 
Downtown Sacramento.  Two inbound trips to Downtown Sacramento operate in the a.m. and two 
outbound trips from Sacramento operate in the p.m.  A nearby stop is located at 5th and P Streets. 

The City of Roseville (Roseville Transit) operates seven commuter routes to Downtown Sacramento.  
A nearby stop is located at 5th and P Streets. 

The San Joaquin Regional Transit District operates commuter service between Stockton and 
Downtown Sacramento.  Two inbound buses to Downtown Sacramento operate during the a.m., and 
two outbound buses from Downtown Sacramento operate during the p.m.  Yolobus operates many 
bus routes between Yolo County (including West Sacramento, Davis, and Woodland) and Downtown 
Sacramento.  Yolobus also provides service between Downtown Sacramento and Sacramento 
International Airport.  Many of the Yolobus routes operate along Capitol Mall and L Street. 

Yuba-Sutter Transit operates commuter service between Yuba and Sutter Counties (including 
Marysville and Yuba City) and Downtown Sacramento.  Four routes operate in the a.m. to Downtown 
Sacramento, and four routes operate in the p.m. from Downtown Sacramento.  In addition, three 
midday round trips are provided.  A nearby stop is located at 5th and P Streets. 

Pedestrian System 
Throughout the study area, sidewalks are provided on both sides of the majority of City streets.  
Pedestrian signals are included at most signalized intersections.  Many pedestrians are observed in 
the study area, accessing residences, offices, businesses, and transit services. 

Parking 
Off-Street 
The proposed office building will include a parking structure designed to accommodate 794 vehicles. 

On-Street 
Within approximately one-block of the project, there are approximately 179 on-street parking spaces.  
Based on data collected during 2005 for the Central City Parking Master Plan, 139 of these spaces 
(78 percent) were occupied on a typical midday period.  The project is not expected to substantially 
increase or decrease the number of on-street parking spaces. 

Baseline Roadway Operating Conditions 
Several major development projects have been approved or proposed in the site vicinity.  These 
projects will add traffic to the roadway network in the study area.  In addition, changes to the study 
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area roadway system are also anticipated to be implemented shortly.  The Baseline projects, 
illustrated in Figure 5.6-7, include: 

• Crocker Art Museum Expansion 

• 301 Capitol Mall 

• 601 Capitol Mall 

• Metro Place Office / Residential 

• 15th and L Streets Hotel 

• CalPERS Headquarters Expansion 

• Sutter Medical Center Expansion 

• Trinity Cathedral Expansion 

• CADA East End Gateway Residential 

• Capitol West End Project Central Plant Renovation 

• Conversion of 3rd Street to two-way operations between I and J Streets 

• Amtrak / Folsom Corridor Light Rail Extension – Amtrak Extension (Regional Transit) 

Figure 5.6-8 illustrates baseline intersection geometry (approach lanes and traffic control), as well as 
baseline a.m. and p.m. peak hour traffic volumes. 

Analysis Results 
Intersections 
Table 5.6-11 summarizes the baseline a.m. and p.m. peak hour operating conditions at the study 
area intersections.  At unsignalized intersections, the average intersection level of service is utilized 
to determine conformity with the City’s goal.  Individual movements may operate at worse levels of 
service.  After completion of the baseline projects, levels of service are expected to comply with the 
City’s LOS “C” traffic operations standard at all but the following three locations: 

• 3rd Street / J Street, where the intersection would operate at LOS E during the a.m. peak 
hour; 

• 3rd Street / L Street, where the intersection would operate at LOS D during the p.m. peak 
hour; and 

• 15th Street / J Street, where the intersection would operate at LOS D during the p.m. peak 
hour. 

Freeway System 
Tables 5.6-12 through 5.6-14 summarize the baseline a.m. and p.m. peak hour operating conditions 
on the freeway system.  Some segments of the freeway system will not operate within Caltrans’ 
LOS “E” goal.  Southbound I-5 north of J Street is expected to operate at LOS “F” during the a.m. 
peak hour.  Due to downstream congestion, I-5 northbound and southbound exhibits LOS “F” 
conditions in the study area in the p.m. peak hour.  The interchange of I-5 and U.S. 50 experiences 
congestion during both a.m. and p.m. peak hours.  Queuing from the intersection of 3rd and J Streets 
extends onto the northbound and southbound freeway mainline during the a.m. peak hour. 





3rd St/J St 3rd St/L St 3rd St/Capitol Mall 3rd St/N St 3rd St/P St

3rd St/Q St 5th St/I St 5th St/J St 5th St/L St 5th St/Capitol Mall

5th St/N St 5th St/P St 5th St/Q St 7th St/I St 7th St/J St

7th St/L St 8th St/I St 8th St/J St 8th St/L St 9th St/I St

9th St/J St 9th St/L St 9th St/P St 9th St/Q St 10th St/I St
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TABLE 5.6-11 
 

BASELINE INTERSECTION OPERATING CONDITIONS 
A.M. Peak Hour P.M. Peak Hour 

Intersection LOS Delay (seconds) LOS Delay (seconds) 
1. 3rd St / J St E 59.9 B 18.2 
2. 3rd St / L St B 18.6 D 43.8 
3. 3rd St / Capitol Mall C 21.2 C 23.2 
4. 3rd St / N St C 20.9 B 19.6 
5. 3rd St / P St A 9.2 C 27.6 
6. 3rd St / Q St B 11.6 A 9.7 
7. 5th St / I St A 11.1 C 20.6 
8. 5th St / J St C 21.7 B 11.6 
9. 5th St / L St B 14.0 C 24.3 
10. 5th St / Capitol Mall B 19.2 B 19.0 
11. 5th St / N St B 13.4 B 13.8 
12. 5th St / P St B 10.7 B 16.1 
13. 5th St / Q St B 11.1 A 9.8 
14. 7th St / I St A 10.0 B 18.6 
15. 7th St / J St B 17.8 B 13.6 
16. 7th St / L St B 11.5 B 15.4 
17. 8th St / I St B 10.3 B 18.4 
18. 8th St / J St B 18.0 B 14.6 
19. 8th St / L St B 12.3 B 16.4 
20. 9th St / I St B 13.0 C 20.8 
21. 9th St / J St C 21.0 B 17.0 
22. 9th St / L St B 10.4 B 12.0 
23. 9th St / P St A 9.5 B 11.4 
24. 9th St / Q St B 11.5 B 11.6 
25. 10th St / I St B 14.9 C 21.9 
26. 10th St / J St C 22.0 C 21.0 
27. 10th St / L St B 12.7 B 14.8 
28. 10th St / P St B 11.8 A 8.9 
29. 10th St / Q St B 11.0 A 8.8 
30. 12th St / H St B 18.1 B 13.7 
31. 12th St / I St A 6.6 A 7.6 
32. 12th St / J St B 18.8 C 21.2 
33. 12th St / L St B 13.2 B 14.6 
34. 15th St / H St A 9.7 B 11.9 
35. 15th St / J St B 11.6 D 49.2 
36. 15th St / L St B 11.5 B 11.7 
37. 15th St / P St B 11.4 B 11.3 
38. 15th St / Q St B 10.1 B 11.4 
39. 15th St / W St B 12.4 B 14.5 
40. 15th St / X St C 22.5 C 32.1 
41. 16th St / H St B 11.5 C 21.6 
42. 16th St / I St B 10.4 B 11.7 
43. 16th St / J St B 11.7 B 13.5 
44. 16th St / L St B 11.0 B 11.9 
45. 16th St / P St B 11.8 B 10.9 
46. 16th St / Q St B 11.9 B 10.2 
47. 16th St / W St C 24.0 C 24.1 
48. 16th St / X St B 13.8 B 16.3 
49. 29th St / J St C 34.1 C 22.8 
50. 30th St / J St B 12.6 B 14.8 
51. 6th St / Capitol Mall B 14.5 C 22.4 
52. 7th St / Capitol Mall C 24.3 C 22.6 
53. 6th St / N St A 9.9 B 11.0 
54. 7th St / N St B 11.3 B 13.7 
Source: DKS Associates, 2006. 
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TABLE 5.6-12 
 

BASELINE PEAK HOUR FREEWAY MAINLINE OPERATING CONDITIONS 

Volume 
Volume / 

Capacity Ratio LOS 
Facility / Direction Location AM PM AM PM AM PM 

South of US 50 on-ramp 3,539 2,959 0.56 0.47 C F1 
North of US 50 on-ramp 7,249 5,346 0.86 0.64 D F1 
South of L Street on-ramp 5,330 4,960 0.85 0.79 D F1 
South of I Street on-ramp 5,522 5,717 0.66 0.68 C F1 

Northbound I-5 

South of Richards Blvd off-ramp 5,881 7,196 0.59 0.72 C F1 
North of Richards Blvd on-ramp 8,124 6,086 0.97 0.72 E C 
North of J Street on-ramp 8,600 6,857 1.02 0.82 F D 
North of I Street on-ramp 6,607 6,281 0.79 0.75 D F1 

Southbound I-5 

North of US 50 off-ramp 5,846 6,036 0.62 0.64 C F1 
West of I-5 on-ramp 3,197 1,446 0.38 0.17 B A 
West of 15th Street off-ramp 8,278 6,441 0.68 0.53 C C 
West of 10th Street  on-ramp 7,629 5,765 0.73 0.55 C C 

Eastbound US 50 

West of 16th Street on-ramp 8,465 6,795 0.70 0.56 C C 
East of Hwy 51/US 99 on-ramp 4,065 3,447 0.41 0.34 B B 
East of 10th Street off-ramp 6,854 6,281 0.65 0.60 C C 
East of 15th Street on-ramp 5,645 5,857 0.54 0.56 C C 

Westbound US 50 

East of I-5 off ramp 6,124 6,530 0.49 0.52 B B 
1. LOS “F” conditions due to queuing from downstream bottleneck. 
Source: Sacramento Downtown Traffic Study, Dowling Associates, 2006. 

 
 

TABLE 5.6-13 
 

BASELINE PEAK HOUR FREEWAY INTERCHANGE OPERATING CONDITIONS 
AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

Facility / 
Direction Location LOS 

Density1 
(Flow) Volume LOS 

Density1 
(Flow) Volume 

US 50 on-ramp F 42.16 3,277 D 29.37 2,021 
P Street to J Street weave C 24.15 7,487 C 21.11 6,345 
L Street on-ramp C (209) 192 C (826) 757 
I Street on-ramp B 11.90 359 C 21.22 1,479 

Northbound 
I-5 

Richards Boulevard off-ramp B 19.31 659 C 26.69 349 
Richards Boulevard on-ramp C (519) 476 C (841) 771 
J Street off-ramp C 20.56 1,993 B 16.39 576 
I Street to Q Street weave B 19.74 6,904 C 23.76 7,356 

Southbound 
I-5 

US 50 off-ramp F 13.97 3,809 F 14.43 4,301 
I-5 on-ramp F 45.58 5,081 F 41.77 4,995 
15th Street off-ramp D 32.74 649 C 25.32 676 
10th Street on-ramp B 19.47 836 B 17.70 1,030 

Eastbound 
US 50 

16th Street to Business 80 / SR99 weave D 32.77 9,153 D 28.24 7,206 
Business 80 to 16th Street weave B 17.52 5,343 B 17.37 5,147 
10th Street off-ramp D 29.86 1,209 C 23.33 424 
15th Street on-ramp D 28.25 479 D 30.75 673 

Westbound 
US 50 

I-5 off-ramp F (4,292) 3,934 B (3,713) 3,404 
1. Density in units of passenger vehicles per lane per mile.  Units in parentheses indicate ramp flow rate in passenger car equivalents. 
Source: Sacramento Downtown Traffic Study, Dowling Associates, 2006. 
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TABLE 5.6-14 
 

BASELINE PEAK HOUR FREEWAY RAMP QUEUING 
AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

Location 

Storage 
Capacity 

(feet) Queue (feet) 
Adequate 
Capacity Queue (feet) 

Adequate 
Capacity 

I-5 NB Q Street off-ramp 3,500 1,000 Yes 250 Yes 
I-5 NB J Street off-ramp 1,750 3,975 No 1,050 Yes 
I-5 SB J Street off-ramp 3,600 3,800 No 800 Yes 
US 50 EB 15th Street off-ramp 1,600 600 Yes 650 Yes 
US 50 WB 16th Street off-ramp 1,625 1,125 Yes 975 Yes 
Source: Sacramento Downtown Traffic Study, Dowling Associates, 2006. 

 

REGULATORY SETTING 
Roadway operations are regulated by agencies with jurisdiction of the particular roadway.  Study 
area roadways are under the jurisdiction of the City of Sacramento (City surface streets) and 
Caltrans (freeway system). 

The City of Sacramento’s General Plan includes three overall goals related to transportation: 

• Create a safe, efficient surface transportation network for the movement of people and 
goods. 

• Provide all citizens in all communities of the City with access to a transportation network that 
serves both the City and region, either by personal vehicle or transit.  Make a special effort to 
maximize alternatives to single-occupant vehicle use, such as public transit. 

• Maintain a desirable quality of life, including good air quality, while supporting planned land 
use and population growth. 

The General Plan also includes the following goals related to transportation planning: 

• Establish and implement a comprehensive regional transportation plan that identifies needs, 
integrates the existing transportation network with planned growth, and proposes new 
facilities. 

• Consider air quality along with traffic flow efficiency when making decisions about 
transportation. 

The General Plan includes the following goals related to streets and roads: 

• Create a street system that would ensure the safe and efficient movement of people and 
goods within and through communities and to other areas in the City and region. 

• Maintain the quality of the City’s street system. 

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

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



 
 

5 .6  TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION 
 

 
 5.6-30 500 Capitol Mall 
P:\Projects - WP Only\51121.00 500 Cap Mall\DEIR\5.6 Transportation.doc  Draft Environmental Impact Report 

The General Plan includes the following additional goals for non-vehicular transportation: 

• Pedestrians: Increase the use of the pedestrian mode as a mode of choice for all areas of 
the City. 

• Bikeways: Develop bicycling as a major transportation and recreational mode. 

The City of Sacramento’s Center City Community Plan contains the following transportation goal: 

• Encourage the development of an overall balance system of transportation which 
emphasizes public transit, protects residential neighborhoods, promotes alternatives to the 
single occupant automobile commuter, and which provides for safe, convenient and efficient 
movement of people and goods in and through the Central City. 

The Community Plan also includes the following sub-goals: 

• Establish a major street system which will route vehicular traffic to the activity areas of the 
Central City without directing such traffic through residential neighborhoods. 

• Improve vehicular circulation and reduce traffic congestion in the Central Business District 
area, without causing negative impacts on streets within residential areas. 

• Support programs aimed at significantly increasing transit riders. 

• Provide adequate off-street parking to meet the needs of shoppers, visitors and residents. 

• Restrain the projected increase in parking spaces needed for long-term employee parking by 
promoting pubic transit improvements, carpool programs, employer sponsored bus passes 
and other alternatives to the single occupant car usage. 

• Assist in providing Park ‘n Ride facilities in suburban areas linked to the Central City by 
express public transit. 

• Reduce the adverse impact of commuter parking on residential streets. 

• Develop a safe commuter bikeway system within the Central City with connections to major 
facilities in and outside the Central City area. 

• Provide for safe pedestrian movement in the Central City circulation system through 
increased enforcement of pedestrian right-of-way laws and reducing traffic speed and 
volumes through appropriate means on residential streets. 

• Retain necessary railroad trackage needed to serve industrial uses.  Convert unneeded 
railroad rights-of-way to transit and / or other appropriate land uses which will facilitate transit 
use. 

• Develop a truck route system that will accommodate the needs of the business community 
and minimize the impact of truck movements on traffic and residential neighborhoods. 

• Utilize public policies to encourage public transit usage and carpooling, including publicly and 
privately paid transit passes. 

• Use appropriate measures to require new developments to assist in transit improvements in 
lieu of major investments in parking facilities. 
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IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 
Methods of Analysis 
Analysis of the “Baseline Plus Project” scenario consists of estimating the traffic “generated” by the 
proposed project, and assigning that traffic to the roadway network.  The resultant a.m. and p.m. 
peak hour traffic volumes on the City street system and freeway network are utilized to determine 
roadway operating conditions.  The resultant conditions are compared to baseline conditions in 
accordance with standards of significance to determine the significance of project traffic impacts. 

Trip Generation 
Trip generation of the proposed project is based upon information compiled by the Institute of 
Transportation Engineers (Trip Generation, Seventh Edition, 2003 and Trip Generation Handbook, 
2004).  The methodology is taken from the Sacramento Downtown Traffic Study (Dowling 
Associates, 2006).  Table 5.6-15 shows the number of trips that would be generated by the 
proposed project.  In summary, the proposed project would generate 5,156 new external vehicle 
trips on an average day. Of the external trips, 578 external trips would occur during the weekday 
morning peak hour and 649 external trips during the weekday evening peak hour.  

 
TABLE 5.6-15 

 
VEHICULAR TRIP GENERATION 

Trips Generated 
A.M. Peak Hour P.M. Peak Hour 

Land Use Weekday Entering Exiting Total Entering Exiting Total 
Office (General Office Building) 
 467,942 square feet 4,377 568 77 645 103 500 603 
Retail (Shopping Center)  
 27,124 square feet 2,908 44 28 72 127 138 265 
Total Project Trips 7,285 612 105 717 230 638 868 
 Transit Adjustments -550 -64 -10 -74 -14 -59 -73 
 Walk, Bike, and Other Non-

Auto Travel Adjustments -460 -21 -5 -26 -18 -30 -48 
 Internal Trips Within This 

Project -176 -1 -1 -3 -6 -6 -12 
 Trips to / from Other 

Proposed Projects -943 -18 -18 -36 -43 -43 -87 
New External Trips 5,156 507 70 578 149 500 649 
Source: DKS Associates, 2006. 

 

The external trips were derived by adjusting the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) trip 
generation estimates. ITE trip generation estimates are based on empirical data collected at 
suburban locations throughout the United States. Adjustments to the ITE trip generation estimates 
were made to account for higher transit ridership, higher levels of walking and bicycle use, and the 
interaction of land uses in the Downtown area. Adjustments for the higher use of transit and walk, 
bike, and other non-auto travel were based on information contained in the Pre-Census Travel 
Behavior Report: Analysis of the 2000 SACOG Household Travel Survey (DKS Associates, 2001).  

After the adjustments were made for transit, walk, bike, and other non-auto travel, an adjustment 
was made to account for internal trips between different types of land uses within each project site. 
The internal trip adjustments were performed using procedures recommended by the Institute of 
Transportation Engineers for multi-use developments (Trip Generation Handbook). Internal trips are 



 
 

5 .6  TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION 
 

 
 5.6-32 500 Capitol Mall 
P:\Projects - WP Only\51121.00 500 Cap Mall\DEIR\5.6 Transportation.doc  Draft Environmental Impact Report 

trips that would occur between different land uses on the same site without accessing the external 
street system.  

Finally, adjustments were made to account for trips likely to be made by non-motorized travel modes 
among the new projects proposed for Downtown.  The ITE method for determining internal trips was 
used and considered all the proposed downtown projects as one project (because of the ease of 
walking between the new projects).  Only the trips generated over and above the internal trips for 
each individual project were considered appropriate for this adjustment. 

No pass-by trips were assumed for Downtown retail uses because it is not convenient to drive by, 
park, and stop to shop, as would be the case in suburban locations. Most of these types of trips 
would be served by non-motorized travel modes – walking or biking.  

Trip Distribution and Assignment 
The distribution of trips associated with the project site was derived from the SACMET travel 
demand model, observations of travel patterns near the site, and knowledge of the proposed access 
locations associated with the project.  Figure 5.6-9 illustrates the trip distribution percentages for the 
project. 

Standards of Significance 
The standards of significance in this analysis are based upon the current practice of the appropriate 
regulatory agencies, as described below.   

Intersections 
In the City of Sacramento, impacts to traffic (intersections) are considered significant if: 

• the traffic generated by a project degrades peak period level of service from A, B, or C 
(without project) to D, E, or F (with project); or 

• the LOS (without project) is D, E, or F, and project generated traffic increases the peak 
period average vehicle delay by five seconds or more. 

Freeway System 
Caltrans considers the following to be significant impacts: 

• Off-ramps with vehicle queues that extend into the ramp’s deceleration area or onto the 
freeway. 

• Project-generated traffic results in increases that cause any ramp’s merge / diverge level of 
service to be worse than the freeway’s level of service. 

• Project-generated traffic results in increases that cause the freeway level of service to 
deteriorate beyond level of service “E.” 

• The project adds traffic to a freeway facility already operating at LOS “F.” 

Bikeways  
A significant bikeway impact would occur if: 

• the project would hinder or eliminate an existing designated bikeway, or if the project 
interferes with implementation of a proposed bikeway; or 
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• the project were to result in unsafe conditions for bicyclists, including unsafe 
bicycle/pedestrian or bicycle/motor vehicle conflicts.   

Pedestrian Facilities 
A significant pedestrian circulation impact would occur if: 

• the project were to result in unsafe conditions for pedestrians, including unsafe increase 
pedestrian / bicycle or pedestrian / motor vehicle conflicts.   

Transit System 
A significant impact to the transit system would occur if: 

• project generated ridership, when added to existing or future ridership, would exceed 
available or planned system capacity.  Capacity is defined as the total number of passengers 
the system of busses and light rail vehicles can carry during the peak hours of operation.   

Parking 
A significant impact to parking would occur if: 

• the proposed project parking supply would be less than the estimated parking demand. 

Project-Specific Impacts and Mitigation Measures  
5.6-1 Intersections – The project would increase traffic volumes at study area intersections.  

This is considered a significant impact. 

The project would increase traffic volumes in the study area.  Figure 5.6-10 illustrates the a.m. and 
p.m. peak hour intersection volumes and geometry for the Baseline Plus Project scenario.  
Table 5.6-16 summarizes the resultant conditions.  The changes in intersection operating conditions 
with the addition of project-generated traffic exceed the standards of significance for impacts to 
intersections at the following locations: 

1. 3rd Street / J Street – In the a.m. peak hour, the intersection operates at LOS “E” with an 
increase in average delay of 6.4 seconds. 

2. 3rd Street / L Street – In the p.m. peak hour, the intersection operates at LOS “D” with an 
increase in average delay of 11.1 seconds. 

5. 3rd Street / P Street – In the p.m. peak hour, traffic generated by the project degrades the 
intersection operating condition from LOS “C” to LOS “D.” 

35. 15th Street / J Street – In the p.m. peak hour, the intersection operates at LOS “E” with an 
increase in average delay of 10.4 seconds. 

Therefore, the impacts are considered significant. 
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TABLE 5.6-16 
 

BASELINE PLUS PROJECT INTERSECTION OPERATING CONDITIONS 
A.M. Peak Hour P.M. Peak Hour 

Intersection LOS Delay (seconds) LOS Delay (seconds) 
1. 3rd St / J St E 66.3 B 18.6 
2. 3rd St / L St B 18.8 D 54.9 
3. 3rd St / Capitol Mall C 21.4 C 23.7 
4. 3rd St / N St C 22.0 B 19.8 
5. 3rd St / P St A 9.2 D 36.6 
6. 3rd St / Q St B 12.1 A 9.6 
7. 5th St / I St A 11.1 C 20.6 
8. 5th St / J St C 21.7 B 11.6 
9. 5th St / L St B 14.8 C 29.4 
10. 5th St / Capitol Mall B 19.2 B 19.4 
11. 5th St / N St B 14.5 B 14.1 
12. 5th St / P St B 11.4 B 19.0 
13. 5th St / Q St B 11.4 A 9.8 
14. 7th St / I St A 10.2 B 18.7 
15. 7th St / J St B 18.3 B 13.6 
16. 7th St / L St B 11.6 B 16.7 
17. 8th St / I St B 10.3 B 18.5 
18. 8th St / J St B 18.1 B 17.0 
19. 8th St / L St B 12.4 B 16.1 
20. 9th St / I St B 13.1 C 20.8 
21. 9th St / J St C 21.1 B 18.6 
22. 9th St / L St B 10.5 B 12.0 
23. 9th St / P St A 9.6 B 11.6 
24. 9th St / Q St B 11.5 B 12.0 
25. 10th St / I St B 15.0 C 22.0 
26. 10th St / J St C 22.1 C 23.3 
27. 10th St / L St B 12.9 B 15.0 
28. 10th St / P St B 12.1 A 9.0 
29. 10th St / Q St B 11.1 A 8.9 
30. 12th St / H St B 18.1 B 13.7 
31. 12th St / I St A 6.6 A 7.6 
32. 12th St / J St B 19.2 C 26.4 
33. 12th St / L St B 13.4 B 14.6 
34. 15th St / H St A 9.7 B 11.9 
35. 15th St / J St B 11.6 E 59.6 
36. 15th St / L St B 11.8 B 11.7 
37. 15th St / P St B 11.4 B 11.3 
38. 15th St / Q St B 10.1 B 11.4 
39. 15th St / W St B 12.4 B 14.5 
40. 15th St / X St C 22.5 C 32.1 
41. 16th St / H St B 11.5 C 25.2 
42. 16th St / I St B 10.4 B 11.9 
43. 16th St / J St B 11.7 B 13.6 
44. 16th St / L St B 11.0 B 11.9 
45. 16th St / P St B 11.8 B 10.9 
46. 16th St / Q St B 11.9 B 10.2 
47. 16th St / W St C 24.0 C 24.1 
48. 16th St / X St B 13.8 B 16.3 
49. 29th St / J St C 34.1 C 22.8 
50. 30th St / J St B 12.6 B 14.8 
51. 6th St / Capitol Mall B 14.6 C 22.9 
52. 7th St / Capitol Mall C 24.4 C 23.2 
53. 6th St / N St B 10.1 B 11.0 
54. 7th St / N St B 11.7 B 13.7 
Source: DKS Associates, 2006. 
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Mitigation Measures 
5.6-1 (a) Intersection of 3rd Street / J Street – Modify the traffic signal phase splits during the a.m. 

peak period by increasing the phase time for the southbound I-5 off-ramp approach 
(eastbound) to 40 seconds, maintaining the 50 second phase time for the northbound I-5 
off-ramp, and decreasing the north and southbound 3rd Street phase time to 10 seconds.  
The applicant for the proposed project shall pay a fair share to recover the costs for the 
City’s Traffic Operation Center monitoring and retiming of this intersection.  

This mitigation measure would reduce average vehicle delay by 14.7 seconds during the a.m. peak 
hour and would reduce the baseline plus project impact to less than significant. 

 (b) Intersection of 3rd Street/ L Street - Modify the westbound approach to provide one left-
turn lane, two through lanes, (to the northbound I-5 on-ramp), and one right-turn lane.  
The applicant shall pay fair share toward the City project to improve and re-stripe the 
intersection. 

This mitigation measure would reduce average vehicle delay by 25.2 seconds during the p.m. peak 
hour and would reduce the baseline plus project impact to less than significant. 

 (c) Intersection of 3rd Street / P Street – Modify the traffic signal phase splits during the p.m. 
peak period by increasing the signal phase time to 32 seconds for the westbound 
P Street approach and decreasing the southbound 3rd Street approach to 18 seconds.  
The applicant for the proposed project shall pay a fair share to recover the costs for the 
City’s Traffic Operation Center monitoring and retiming of this intersection.  

This mitigation measure would reduce average vehicle delay by 7.7 seconds during the p.m. peak 
hour and would reduce the baseline plus project impact to less than significant. 

 (d) Intersection of 15th Street / J Street – Modify  the traffic signal phase splits during the 
p.m. peak period by increasing the phase time for the eastbound J Street approach to 
30 seconds, and decreasing the southbound 15th Street signal phase time to 20 seconds.  
The applicant for the proposed project shall pay a fair share to recover the costs for the 
City’s Traffic Operation Center monitoring and retiming of this intersection.  

This mitigation measure would reduce average vehicle delay by 18.5 seconds during the p.m. peak 
hour and would reduce the baseline plus project impact to less than significant. 

5.6-2 Freeway Mainline – The project would increase traffic volumes on the freeway 
mainline.  This is considered a significant impact. 

The project would increase traffic volumes on the freeway mainline.  Table 5.6-17 summarizes the 
resultant conditions.  The changes in freeway system operating conditions with the addition of 
project-generated traffic exceed the standards of significance for impacts to the freeway system, 
since traffic is added to freeway segments already operating at LOS “F.”  These sections include 
portions of Southbound I-5 during the a.m. peak hour and portions of Northbound I-5 during the p.m. 
peak hour.  This would be a significant impact. 

The City does require as part of Title 17, Division VI, Chapter 17.184 of the Sacramento Municipal 
Code that the project comply with the elements of the Transportation System Management (TSM) 
program.  The purpose of the TSM program is to establish TSM requirements for employers and 
developers with the City in order to meet the thirty-five (35) percent trip reduction goal.  These  
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TABLE 5.6-17 
 

BASELINE PLUS PROJECT PEAK HOUR FREEWAY MAINLINE OPERATING CONDITIONS 

Volume 
Volume / 

Capacity Ratio LOS 
Facility / Direction Location AM PM AM PM AM PM 

South of US 50 on-ramp 3,539 2,959 0.56 0.47 C F1 
North of US 50 on-ramp 7,249 5,346 0.86 0.64 D F1 
South of L Street on-ramp 5,330 4,960 0.85 0.79 D F1 
South of I Street on-ramp 5,533 5,717 0.66 0.69 C F1 

Northbound I-5 

South of Richards Blvd off-ramp 5,892 7,271 0.59 0.73 C F1 
North of Richards Blvd on-ramp 8,200 6,108 0.98 0.73 E C 
North of J Street on-ramp 8,676 6,879 1.03 0.82 F D 
North of I Street on-ramp 6,607 6,281 0.79 0.75 D F1 

Southbound I-5 

North of US 50 off-ramp 5,846 6,036 0.62 0.64 C F1 
West of I-5 on-ramp 3,197 1,446 0.38 0.17 B A 
West of 15th Street off-ramp 8,286 6,496 0.68 0.54 C C 
West of 10th Street on-ramp 7,637 5,820 0.73 0.55 C C 

Eastbound US 50 

West of 16th Street on-ramp 8,479 6,895 0.70 0.57 C C 
East of Hwy 51/US 99 on-ramp 4,121 3,463 0.41 0.35 B B 
East of 10th Street off-ramp 6,955 6,311 0.66 0.60 C C 
East of 15th Street on-ramp 5,701 5,873 0.54 0.56 C C 

Westbound US 50 

East of I-5 off ramp 6,180 6,546 0.49 0.52 B B 
1. LOS “F” conditions due to queuing from downstream bottleneck. 
Source: DKS Associates, 2006. 

 

requirements will promote alternative commute modes and encourage transit use in order to reduce 
traffic congestion, optimize use of the transportation system, and improve air quality. 

The Traffic Study found that the impacted freeway mainline segments currently operate at LOS "F" in 
the Baseline Condition during the PM Peak Hour without the Project, and would continue to operate 
at LOS "F" in both the "Near Term Cumulative Condition (2013)" and "Long Term Cumulative 
Condition (2030)" both without and with the Project.  Freeway mainline improvements are within the 
exclusive jurisdiction of Caltrans, which can and should propose and adopt appropriate improvement 
plans that would reduce freeway mainline impacts, pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 
21081 and CEQA Guideline Section 15091. 

The City consulted with Caltrans prior to the preparation of this Draft EIR concerning possible 
mitigation measures to address the proposed project’s impacts to the identified freeway mainline 
segments.  The discussion focused on (1) identifying any Caltrans approved or adopted capital 
improvement projects that would improve access to and from Sacramento’s downtown and improve 
the existing LOS F on the freeway mainline segments to LOS "E" or better in the Near Term (2013) 
and Long Term (2030), and (2) proportional share mitigation impact funding contributions to those 
projects as a means of addressing impacts to the highways from the proposed project and various 
other pending developments in the area. 

Caltrans indicated that they have developed general cost estimates for the following projects.  
Though these projects are designed to address regional transportation needs that extend far beyond 
the downtown area, Caltrans believes they would serve to mitigate impacts from pending downtown 
developments and are viable: 

• I-5 American River Bridge widening - two structures.  Add one standard lane and re-establish 
standard shoulders to each structure: $134 million. 

• I-5 HOV lanes - Garden Highway to I-80 HOV lanes with direct connectors: $300 million. 

• I-5 HOV lanes - U.S. 50 Interchange to Elk Grove Blvd: $200 million. 
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No preliminary improvement plans have been prepared for these proposed freeway improvements, 
and it is unclear what the cost estimates are based on or include.   

These proposed freeway improvement projects are included in Sacramento Area Council of 
Governments (SACOG) existing Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP) for preliminary engineering 
and environmental only.  The MTP is a long-range plan which is based on growth and travel demand 
projections coupled with financial projections. The MTP lists hundreds of locally and regionally 
important projects.  It is updated every three years, at which time projects can be added or deleted. 
SACOG uses the plan to help prioritize projects and guide regional transportation project funding 
decisions.  The projects included in the MTP have not gone through the environmental review 
process and are not guaranteed for funding or construction.  

Given the status of the improvement projects identified by Caltrans and the information available at 
this time, the City has concluded that there is currently insufficient information and certainty on which 
to base a feasible and viable mitigation measure to address the proposed project’s impacts on the 
identified freeway mainline segments.  The proposed freeway improvement projects are not currently 
approved and funded.  There is no fee or other funding mechanism currently in place for future 
funding.  Furthermore, the City cannot determine either the cost of the proposed freeway 
improvement projects or the proposed project’s fair share proportional contribution to the 
improvement projects with sufficient certainty to enable the City to develop a fee-based mitigation 
measure that would satisfy the legal requirements for fee-based mitigation under both CEQA (see 
CEQA Guidelines 15126.4) and constitutional principles that call for a nexus and rough 
proportionality between a project's impacts and the fee-based mitigation measure.  Finally, the 
prospects of the proposed freeway improvements ever being constructed remains uncertain due to 
funding priorities and on-going policy developments that may favor other approaches to addressing 
freeway congestion.  Collection of a mitigation fee under these circumstances at this time may well 
be an idle act.  

Widening the freeway mainline right of way would create adverse impacts by requiring the removal 
of historic buildings in the Old Sacramento District, and potentially the Crocker Art Museum, which 
are already situated adjacent to the existing freeway right of way; would potentially require 
modifications to the flood wall/levee that protects Downtown Sacramento; and would create further 
physical barriers between people living and working in Downtown Sacramento and the Sacramento 
River and the Old Sacramento District.  Such new impacts from widening the freeway would not be 
capable of mitigation to a less than significant level and would violate City policies concerning: the 
preservation of the Old Sacramento District; promoting ease of pedestrian access between 
Downtown Sacramento and the Sacramento River; promoting ease of pedestrian access between 
Downtown Sacramento and the Old Sacramento District; and protecting the integrity of 
Sacramento's flood control system. 

Consequently, the City has been unable to identify any feasible mitigation measures that could 
reduce or avoid the impact of the proposed project on the three I-5 freeway mainline segments to a 
less than significant level.  The California Environmental Quality Act (Pub. Resources Code, §21000 
et seq.) defines "feasible" for these purposes as capable of being accomplished in a successful 
manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, social, and 
technological factors (Pub. Resources Code, §21061.1).  Therefore, the impacts of the proposed 
project on the three I-5 freeway segments would remain significant and unavoidable. 

Mitigation Measures 
None available. 
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5.6-3 Freeway Interchanges – The project would increase traffic volumes at the freeway 
interchanges.  This is considered a significant impact. 

The project would increase traffic volumes at freeway interchanges.  Table 5.6-18 summarizes the 
resultant conditions.  The changes in freeway system operating conditions with the addition of 
project-generated traffic exceed the standards of significance for impacts to the freeway system, 
since traffic is added to freeway interchanges already operating at LOS “F.”  Impacts occur at the 
interchange of I-5 and U.S. 50 during the a.m. and p.m. peak hours.  This would be a significant 
impact. 

 
TABLE 5.6-18 

 
BASELINE PLUS PROJECT PEAK HOUR FREEWAY INTERCHANGE OPERATING 

CONDITIONS 
AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

Facility / 
Direction Location LOS

Density1 
(Flow) Volume LOS 

Density1 
(Flow) Volume 

US 50 on-ramp F 42.16 3,277 D 29.37 2,021 
P Street to J Street weave C 24.15 7,487 C 21.11 6,345 
L Street on-ramp C (221) 203 C (908) 832 
I Street on-ramp B 11.92 359 C 21.35 1,479 

Northbound 
I-5 

Richards Boulevard off-ramp B 19.34 659 C 27.00 349 
Richards Boulevard on-ramp C (519) 476 C (841) 771 
J Street off-ramp C 20.74 2,069 B 16.44 598 
I Street to Q Street weave B 19.74 6,904 C 23.76 7,356 

Southbound 
I-5 

US 50 off-ramp F 13.97 3,809 F 14.43 4,301 
I-5 on-ramp F 45.64 5,089 F 42.22 5,050 
15th Street off-ramp D 32.77 649 C 25.55 676 
10th Street on-ramp B 19.53 842 B 18.17 1,075 

Eastbound 
US 50 

16th Street to Business 80 / SR99 weave D 32.84 9,167 D 28.69 7,301 
Business 80 to 16th Street weave B 17.68 5,399 B 17.42 5,163 
10th Street off-ramp D 30.52 1,255 C 23.52 437 
15th Street on-ramp D 28.50 479 D 30.82 673 

Westbound 
US 50 

I-5 off-ramp F (4,352) 3,990 B (3,731) 3,420 
1. Density in units of passenger vehicles per lane per mile.  Units in parentheses indicate ramp flow rate in passenger car equivalents. 
Source: DKS Associates, 2006. 

 
No feasible mitigation measures were identified that would reduce the impact of the project on the 
one freeway interchange.  Widening the freeway would reduce the impact but was not considered 
feasible.  Therefore, the impacts of the proposed project on the one freeway interchange would 
remain significant and unavoidable. 

Mitigation Measures 
None available. 

5.6-4 Freeway Ramp Queuing – The project would increase the length of freeway ramp 
queues.  This is considered a significant impact. 

The project would increase freeway ramp queues.  Table 5.6-19 summarizes the resultant 
conditions.  The changes in freeway system operating conditions with the addition of project-
generated traffic exceed the standards of significance for impacts to the freeway system, since the 
project traffic increases the length of queuing at a location where queues are anticipated to exceed 
available storage without the project.  An impact occurs on the Southbound I-5 exit ramp to J Street 
during the a.m. peak hour.  The impact is considered significant. 
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TABLE 5.6-19 

 
BASELINE PLUS PROJECT PEAK HOUR FREEWAY RAMP QUEUING 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

Location 

Storage 
Capacity 

(feet) Queue (feet) 
Adequate 
Capacity Queue (feet) 

Adequate 
Capacity 

I-5 NB Q Street off-ramp 3,500 1,000 Yes 250 Yes 
I-5 NB J Street off-ramp 1,750 3,975 No 1050 Yes 
I-5 SB J Street off-ramp 3,600 4,100 No 800 Yes 
US 50 EB 15th Street off-ramp 1,600 600 Yes 650 Yes 
US 50 WB 16th Street off-ramp 1,625 1,125 Yes 975 Yes 
Source: DKS Associates, 2006. 

 

Mitigation Measure 
This change in traffic signal timing required in Mitigation Measure 5.6-1(a) would reduce the queue 
length to 3,400 feet, which is less than the available storage of 3,600 feet, and would reduce the 
baseline plus project impact to less than significant. 

5.6-4 Implement Mitigation Measure 5.6-1(a).   

5.6-5 Bikeways – The project would result in the addition of employees, patrons, and 
visitors to the site, some of whom would travel by bicycle.  This is considered a less-
than-significant impact. 

The proposed project would result in the addition of employees, patrons, and visitors to the site, 
some of whom would travel by bicycle.  The proposed project would not result in any substantial 
changes to the existing or future bikeway system.  The proposed project is not anticipated to hinder 
or eliminate an existing designated bikeway, or interfere with implementation of a proposed bikeway.  
The project is not anticipated to result in unsafe conditions for bicyclists, including unsafe 
bicycle / pedestrian or bicycle / motor vehicle conflicts.  Bicycle impacts are considered less than 
significant. 

Mitigation Measures 
None required. 

5.6-6 Pedestrian Facilities – The project would result in the addition of employees, patrons, 
and visitors to the site.  This is considered a less-than-significant impact. 

The proposed project would result in the addition of employees, patrons, and visitors to the site.  The 
project is not anticipated to result in unsafe conditions for pedestrians, including unsafe 
bicycle / pedestrian or pedestrian / motor vehicle conflicts.  Pedestrian impacts are considered less 
than significant.  

Mitigation Measures 
None required. 



 
 

5 .6  TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION 
 

 
 5.6-44 500 Capitol Mall 
P:\Projects - WP Only\51121.00 500 Cap Mall\DEIR\5.6 Transportation.doc  Draft Environmental Impact Report 

5.6-7 Transit Services – The project would increase demand for transit services.  This is 
considered a less-than-significant impact. 

The project would increase demand for transit services. The proposed project would result in the 
addition of employees, patrons, and visitors to the site, some of whom would travel by transit.  
Although particular transit vehicles operate at or near capacity during the peak commuter periods, a 
review of existing transit operations and plans for future transit services indicate that there is ample 
capacity on the Regional Transit system to support the anticipated increase in trips.  The project is 
estimated to generate 623 daily transit trips, 83 transit trips during the a.m. peak hour, and 82 transit 
trips during the p.m. peak hour.  The impact of the proposed project on the transit system is 
less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures 
None required. 

5.6-8 Parking – The project would increase demand for parking.  This is considered a less-
than-significant impact. 

The project is located within the Central Business District.  The parking regulations (Chapter 
17.64.060) for the Central Business District require off-street parking of at least one space per 600 
square feet for office development.  The regulations also specify a maximum of one space per 500 
square feet for office development.  No parking is required in the Central Business for retail uses.  
The ongoing Central City Parking Master Plan has verified the adequacy of the zoning ordinance 
requirements for office development in the Central City.  Based on 467,942 square feet of office 
development, the project is required to provide 780 to 936 parking spaces.  The project is proposing 
794 spaces.  The impact of the proposed project on parking is less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures 
None required. 

Construction Impacts 
5.6-9 Construction – The construction of the project may include the temporary closure of 

numerous transportation facilities, including portions of City streets, sidewalks, 
bikeways, on-street parking, off-street parking, and transit facilities.  This is 
considered a significant impact. 

Construction will include disruptions to the transportation network near the site, including the 
possibility of temporary lane closures, street closures, sidewalk closures, and bikeway closures.  
Existing on-street parking will be disrupted during construction, and replacement spaces may not be 
available.  Pedestrian and transit access may be disrupted.  Heavy vehicles will access the site and 
will need to be staged for construction.  These activities will result in degraded roadway operations.  
The addition of construction personnel will result in the temporary need for additional parking.  
Therefore, the impacts are considered significant. 

Mitigation Measure  
Implementation of Mitigation Measure 5.6-9 would reduce this impact to less than significant.  

5.6-9 Prior to beginning of construction, a construction traffic management plan shall be prepared 
by the applicant to the satisfaction of the City traffic engineer, Regional Transit, and any 
other affected agency. 
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Project Local Circulation Impacts 
In addition to the analysis of project impacts in conjunction with the City’s standards of significance 
for CEQA review, an analysis of site access and vehicular circulation was conducted.  This analysis 
focuses on the project’s parking entrances.  Queuing analyses were conducted to determine 
whether typical peak hour operations of these areas would cause queuing onto adjacent sidewalks 
or onto the City street system. 

The parking access design, shown in Figure 5.6-2, provides five lanes.  Beginning on the east, the 
lanes are designated as follows: 

• Entry lane to basement parking level 

• Entry lane to above ground parking levels 

• Reversible lane to / from above ground parking levels 

• Exit lane from above ground parking levels 

• Exit lane from basement parking level 

The critical time period for entry to the parking garage is during the a.m. peak hour, as it is during 
this period that the largest volume of entering traffic is anticipated.  It is estimated that 507 vehicles 
will enter the garage during this time period.  The current access design provides storage for only 
one vehicle (at each of three entry gates) without queuing onto the sidewalk.  It is recommended that 
queuing space for at least two vehicles be provided for the two gates providing access to above 
ground parking.  With space for two vehicles at each gate, the design can accommodate the 
anticipated volume at a 95 percent probability without queuing onto the sidewalk. 

The critical time period for exiting from the parking garage is during the p.m. peak hour, as it is 
during this period that the largest volume of exiting traffic is anticipated.  It is estimated that 
500 vehicles will exit the garage during this period.  The current egress design provides three exit 
lanes.  The longest queues are anticipated in the two lanes exiting the above ground parking. During 
the p.m. peak hour, the average queue expected is about two vehicles; that is, one vehicle is 
expected at each exit gate.  The 95th percentile queue is eight vehicles; that is, one vehicle is 
expected at each exit gate with six vehicles (in total) queued in the exit lanes approaching the gates.  
No changes in design are required for the exiting lanes. 

The project loading dock is located along 5th Street approximately midway between Capitol Mall and 
N Street.  As is typical for a loading dock in a dense urban environment, large trucks would be 
required to back into the loading dock from 5th Street.  Due to the potential effects on traffic, it is 
recommended that use of the loading dock be restricted during the p.m. peak commuter period. 

CUMULATIVE CONDITIONS  
The Sacramento Downtown Traffic Study (Study) was prepared to assist the City staff in the 
assessment of transportation impacts for projects planned in Downtown Sacramento.  The Study is 
intended to provide a common basis for project-specific studies that will be conducted for each of 
nine projects, including the proposed project, in compliance with the California Environmental Quality 
Act (CEQA).  The following projects were included in the Study: 

• 800 K Street  

• 831 L Street  

• Westfield Shoppingtown Downtown Plaza Expansion 
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• 500 Capitol Mall 

• Cathedral Square (11th & J) 

• The Metropolitan (10th Street and J Street) 

• Epic Tower (12th Street and I Street) 

• 701 L Street 

• The Library Lofts (8th Street and I Street) 

The Study evaluated existing conditions, baseline conditions expected to occur after development of 
Downtown projects already approved, and the cumulative impacts of the above nine proposed 
projects, in combination with other growth expected to occur in the region.  The Study evaluated two 
cumulative horizon years: a near-term 2013 horizon and a long-term 2030 horizon.  The Downtown 
study included the cumulative impacts of the proposed 500 Capitol Mall project, as well as several 
other approved and pending projects as listed above. 

This section summarizes the cumulative impacts and mitigation measures identified in the 
Downtown Study.  The cost of implementing these mitigation measures will be shared among all the 
projects.   

Near-Term (2013) Impacts and Mitigation Measures 
5.6-10 Impacts to study intersection under Near Term Plus Project Condition.  This is a 

significant cumulative impact. 

The proposed project, in combination with other proposed downtown projects, would add traffic to 
study intersections and cause significant impacts for near-term cumulative conditions at the following 
intersections: 

(a) 3rd Street / J Street, where the level of service without the proposed projects would be LOS 
F during the a.m. peak hour and project generated traffic would increase the average vehicle 
delay by 34.7 seconds.  This is considered a significant impact. 

 
(b) 3rd Street / L Street, where the level of service without the proposed projects would be LOS 

E during the p.m. peak hour and project generated traffic would increase the average vehicle 
delay by 43.9 seconds.  This is considered a significant impact. 

 
(c) 3rd Street / N Street, where the traffic generated by the project would degrade the level of 

service from LOS C to LOS D during the a.m. peak hour. This is considered a significant 
impact. 

 
(d) 3rd Street / P Street, where the traffic generated by the project would degrade the level of 

service from LOS C to LOS D during the p.m. peak hour. This is considered a significant 
impact. 

 
(e) 5th Street / L Street, where the traffic generated by the project would degrade the level of 

service from LOS C to LOS E during the p.m. peak hour. This is considered a significant 
impact. 

 
(f) 7th Street / L Street, where the traffic generated by the project would degrade the level of 

service from LOS B to LOS D during the p.m. peak hour. This is considered a significant 
impact. 
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(g) 8th Street / L Street, where the traffic generated by the project would degrade the level of 

service from LOS B to LOS D during the p.m. peak hour. This is considered a significant 
impact. 

 
(h) 9th Street / J Street, where the traffic generated by the project would degrade the level of 

service from LOS B to LOS E during the p.m. peak hour. This is considered a significant 
impact. 

 
(i) 10th Street / J Street, where the traffic generated by the project would degrade the level of 

service from LOS C to LOS E during the p.m. peak hour. This is considered a significant 
impact. 

 
(j) 12th Street / J Street, where the traffic generated by the project would degrade the level of 

service from LOS C to LOS E during the p.m. peak hour. This is considered a significant 
impact. 

 
(k) 15th Street / J Street, where the level of service without the proposed projects would be LOS 

D during the p.m. peak hour and project generated traffic would increase the average vehicle 
delay by 54.4 seconds.  This is considered a significant impact. 

 
(l) 15th Street / X Street, where the level of service without the proposed projects would be 

LOS E during the p.m. peak hour and project generated traffic would increase the average 
vehicle delay by 21.5 seconds. This is considered a significant impact. 

 
(m) 16th Street / H Street, where the traffic generated by the project would degrade the level of 

service from LOS C to LOS D during the p.m. peak hour. This is considered a significant 
impact. 

 
Mitigation Measures 
5.6-10 (a) At the 3rd Street / J Street intersection, modify the traffic signal phase splits during the 

a.m. peak period by increasing the phase time for the southbound I-5 off-ramp approach 
(eastbound) to 40 seconds, maintaining the 50 second phase time for the northbound I-5 
off-ramp, and decreasing the north and southbound 3rd Street phase time to 10 seconds. 
The project applicant shall pay a fair share to recover the costs of the City's Traffic 
Operation Center monitoring and retiming of this intersection. 

This mitigation measure would reduce average vehicle delay by 33 seconds during the a.m. peak 
hour and would reduce the near-term cumulative impact to a less-than-significant level. 

 (b) At the 3rd Street / L Street intersection, modify the westbound approach to provide one 
left-turn lane, two through lanes (to the northbound I-5 on-ramp), and one right-turn lane. 
The project applicant shall pay a fair share to recover the costs of the City's Traffic 
Operation Center monitoring and retiming of this intersection. 

This mitigation measure would reduce average vehicle delay by 40 seconds during the p.m. peak 
hour and maintain LOS C operations during the a.m. peak hour. The mitigation measure would 
reduce the near-term cumulative impact to a less-than-significant level. 

 (c) At the 3rd Street / N Street intersection, modify the traffic signal phase splits during the 
a.m. peak period by increasing the southbound 3rd Street signal phase time to 
34 seconds, decreasing the eastbound N Street approach to 15 seconds, and 



 
 

5 .6  TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION 
 

 
 5.6-48 500 Capitol Mall 
P:\Projects - WP Only\51121.00 500 Cap Mall\DEIR\5.6 Transportation.doc  Draft Environmental Impact Report 

maintaining the phase time for the eastbound Tower Bridge approach at 21 seconds. 
The project applicant shall pay a fair share to recover the costs of the City's Traffic 
Operation Center monitoring and retiming of this intersection. 

This mitigation measure would improve traffic operations to LOS C during the a.m. peak hour and 
would reduce the near-term cumulative impact to a less-than-significant level. 

 (d) At the 3rd Street / P Street intersection, modify the traffic signal phase splits during the 
p.m. peak period by increasing the signal phase time to 32 seconds for the westbound 
P Street approach and decreasing the southbound 3rd Street approach to 18 seconds. 
The project applicant shall pay a fair share to recover the costs of the City's Traffic 
Operation Center monitoring and retiming of this intersection. 

This mitigation measure would improve traffic operations to LOS C during the p.m. peak hour and 
would reduce the near-term cumulative impact to a less-than-significant level. 

 (e) At the 5th Street / L Street intersection, modify the traffic signal phase splits during the 
p.m. peak period by increasing the signal phase time to 28 seconds for the westbound 
L Street approach and decreasing the northbound and southbound 5th Street approaches 
to 42 seconds. The project applicant shall pay a fair share to recover the costs of the 
City's Traffic Operation Center monitoring and retiming of this intersection. 

This mitigation measure would improve traffic operations to LOS C during the p.m. peak hour and 
would reduce the near-term cumulative impact to a less-than-significant level. 

 (f) At the 7th Street / L Street intersection, modify the traffic signal phase splits during the 
p.m. peak period by increasing the signal phase time to 22 seconds for the westbound 
L Street approach and decreasing the northbound and southbound 5th Street approaches 
to 28 seconds. The project applicant shall pay a fair share to recover the costs of the 
City's Traffic Operation Center monitoring and retiming of this intersection. 

This mitigation measure would improve traffic operations to LOS C during the p.m. peak hour and 
would reduce the near-term cumulative impact to a less-than-significant level.   

 (g) At the 8th Street / L Street intersection, modify the traffic signal phase splits during the 
p.m. peak period by increasing the signal phase time to 25 seconds for the westbound 
L Street approach and decreasing the northbound 8th Street signal phase time to 25 
seconds. The project applicant shall pay a fair share to recover the costs of the City's 
Traffic Operation Center monitoring and retiming of this intersection. 

This mitigation measure would improve traffic operations to LOS B during the p.m. peak hour and 
would reduce the near-term cumulative impact to a less-than-significant level. 

 (h) At the 9th Street / J Street intersection, modify the traffic signal phase splits during the 
p.m. peak period by increasing the signal phase time to 28 seconds for the eastbound 
J Street approach and decreasing the southbound 9th Street signal phase time to 
22 seconds. The project applicant shall pay a fair share to recover the costs of the City's 
Traffic Operation Center monitoring and retiming of this intersection. 

This mitigation measure would improve traffic operations to LOS C during the p.m. peak hour and 
would reduce the near-term cumulative impact to a less-than-significant level. 
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 (i) At the 10th Street / J Street intersection, modify the traffic signal phase splits during the 
p.m. peak period by increasing the signal phase time to 28 seconds for the eastbound J 
Street approach and decreasing the northbound 10th Street signal phase time to 22 
seconds. The project applicant shall pay a fair share to recover the costs of the City's 
Traffic Operation Center monitoring and retiming of this intersection. 

This mitigation measure would improve traffic operations to LOS C during the p.m. peak hour and 
would reduce the near-term cumulative impact to a less-than-significant level. 

 (j) At the 12th Street / J Street intersection, , modify the traffic signal phase splits during the 
p.m. peak period by increasing the signal phase time to 22 seconds for the eastbound J 
Street approach and decreasing the 12th Street signal phase time to 28 seconds. The 
project applicant shall pay a fair share to recover the costs of the City's Traffic Operation 
Center monitoring and retiming of this intersection. 

This mitigation measure would improve traffic operations to LOS C during the p.m. peak hour and 
would reduce the near-term cumulative impact to a less-than-significant level. 

(k) At the 15th Street / J Street intersection, modify the traffic signal phase splits during the 
p.m. peak period by increasing the phase time for the eastbound J Street approach to 30 
seconds, and decreasing the southbound 15th Street signal phase time to 20 seconds. 
The project applicant shall pay a fair share to recover the costs of the City's Traffic 
Operation Center monitoring and retiming of this intersection. 

This mitigation measure would reduce average vehicle delay by 61.4 seconds during the p.m. peak 
hour and would reduce the near-term cumulative impact to a less-than-significant level. 

(l) At the 15th Street / X Street intersection, modify the traffic signal phase splits during the 
p.m. peak period by increasing the phase time for the southbound 15th Street approach 
to 28 seconds, decreasing the eastbound U.S. 50 off-ramp phase time to 28 seconds, 
and maintaining 17 seconds for the X Street approach. The project applicant shall pay a 
fair share to recover the costs of the City's Traffic Operation Center monitoring and 
retiming of this intersection. 

This mitigation measure would reduce average vehicle delay by 34.4 seconds during the p.m. peak 
hour and would reduce the near-term cumulative impact to a less-than-significant level. 

(m) At the 16th Street / H Street intersection, modify the traffic signal phase splits during the 
p.m. peak period by increasing the phase time for the northbound 15th Street approach to 
26 seconds, decreasing the phase times for the eastbound H Street left and through 
movements to 18 and 24 seconds, respectively, and maintaining 6 seconds for the 
westbound H Street right-turning movement. The project applicant shall pay a fair share 
to recover the costs of the City's Traffic Operation Center monitoring and retiming of this 
intersection. 

This mitigation measure would improve traffic operations to LOS C during the p.m. peak hour and 
would reduce the near-term cumulative impact to a less-than-significant level. 

5.6-11 Impacts to freeway mainline under Near Term Plus Project Condition.  This is 
considered a significant cumulative impact. 

The proposed project, in combination with other proposed downtown projects, would add traffic to 
freeway mainline segments but would not cause freeway levels of service to deteriorate beyond 
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LOS E.  The proposed project, in combination with other downtown projects, would add traffic to I-5 
freeway segments that would operate at LOS F even without the project.  This is considered a 
significant impact. 

Mitigation Measures 
No feasible mitigation measures were identified that would reduce the impact of the project on I-5 
freeway mainline segments. Widening the freeway would reduce the impact but was not considered 
feasible. The impacts of proposed projects on I-5 freeway segments would remain significant and 
unavoidable. 

5.6-12 Impacts to freeway merge / diverge / weave areas under Near Term Plus Project 
Condition.  This is considered a significant cumulative impact. 

The proposed project, in combination with other proposed downtown projects, would add traffic to 
freeway ramps and weaving areas but would not cause levels of service to deteriorate beyond 
LOS E on these facilities.  The projects would add traffic to I-5 and U.S. 50 freeway ramps that 
would operate at LOS F without the projects. This is considered a significant impact. 

Mitigation Measures 
No feasible mitigation measures were identified that would reduce the impact of the project on I-5 
and U.S. 50 freeway ramps.  Widening the freeway would reduce the impact but was not considered 
feasible.  The impacts of proposed projects on freeway ramps would remain significant and 
unavoidable. 

5.6-13 Impacts to freeway ramp queues under Near Term Plus Project Conditions.  This is 
considered a significant cumulative impact. 

The proposed project, in combination with other downtown projects, would add traffic to the 
northbound I-5 off ramp to J Street, which currently experiences queues during the a.m. peak hour 
that extend onto the freeway mainline.  In addition, the proposed project, in combination with the 
other downtown projects would cause queues for the southbound I-5 off ramp to J Street to extend 
onto the freeway mainline during the a.m. peak hour.  This is considered a significant impact. 

Mitigation Measures 
Mitigation measure (a) would reduce the queue for the southbound I-5 off ramp at J Street to 6,125 
feet during the a.m. peak hour, but this would not be enough to eliminate the near-term cumulative 
impact.  This mitigation measure would not affect the northbound I-5 off ramp queue at J Street, and 
no other feasible mitigation measures were identified that would reduce the impact of the projects at 
that location. Widening the freeway would reduce the impact but was not considered feasible. The 
impacts of the proposed projects on freeway ramp queues would remain significant and 
unavoidable. 

5.6-14 Impacts to the transit system under Near Term Plus Project Conditions.  This is 
considered a less-than-significant cumulative impact. 

The proposed project, in combination with other downtown projects, would increase demand for 
transit services. Peak period transit trips generated by the project are estimated to be approximately 
259 during the a.m. peak hour, and approximately 288 during the p.m. peak hour. Although 
particular light rail trains and buses operate at or near capacity during the peak commuter periods, 
there is ample capacity on the Regional Transit system to support this increase in trips.  Additional 
light rail service to Downtown is anticipated with the South Sacramento Corridor, Folsom Corridor 
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extension, and extension to the Amtrak Station.  These light rail projects are scheduled for 
completion by the opening date of the proposed Downtown projects.  Because the existing and 
future transit system capacity would be sufficient to accommodate the increased transit ridership, the 
impact would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures 
None required. 

5.6-15 Impacts to bikeways under Near Term Plus Project Conditions.  This is a less-than-
significant cumulative impact. 

The proposed project, in combination with other downtown projects, would result in the addition of 
employees, visitors, and other patrons to each site, some who would travel by bicycle.  The 
proposed project is not anticipated to hinder or eliminate an existing designated bikeway or interfere 
with implementation of a proposed bikeway.  The proposed project is not anticipated to result in 
unsafe conditions for bicyclists, including unsafe bicycle / pedestrian or bicycle / motor vehicle 
conflicts under Near Term Conditions.  Because the project’s contribution is not considerable bicycle 
impacts would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures 
None required. 

5.6-16 Impacts to pedestrian circulation under Near Term Plus Project Conditions.  This is 
considered a less-than-significant cumulative impact. 

The proposed project, in combination with other downtown projects, would result in the addition of 
employees, visitors, and other patrons to each site.  Considerable direct access would be by 
walking.  The proposed project is not anticipated to result in unsafe conditions for pedestrians, 
including unsafe bicycle / pedestrian or pedestrian / motor vehicle conflicts under near term 
conditions.  Because the project’s contribution is not considerable, pedestrian impacts are 
considered less than significant.  

Mitigation Measures 
None required. 

Long-Term (2030) Impacts and Mitigation Measures 
5.6-17 Impacts to study intersection under Long Term Plus Project Conditions.  This is 

considered a significant cumulative impact. 

The proposed project, in combination with other downtown projects, would add traffic to study 
intersections and cause significant impacts for long-term cumulative conditions at the following 
intersections: 

(a) 3rd Street / J Street, where the level of service without the proposed project in 
combination with other downtown projects would be LOS F during the a.m. peak hour 
and project generated traffic would increase the average vehicle delay by 34.2 seconds; 
and where the level of service without the proposed project in combination with other 
downtown projects would be LOS D during the p.m. peak hour and project generated 
traffic would increase the average vehicle delay by 6.8 seconds.  This is considered a 
significant impact. 
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(b) 3rd Street / L Street, where the level of service without the proposed project in 
combination with other downtown projects would be LOS E during the p.m. peak hour 
and project generated traffic would increase the average vehicle delay by 44.1 seconds.  
This is considered a significant impact. 

(c) 3rd Street / N Street, where the traffic generated by the proposed project in combination 
with other downtown projects would degrade the level of service from LOS C to LOS D 
during the a.m. peak hour.  This is considered a significant impact. 

(d) 3rd Street / P Street, where the traffic generated by the proposed project in combination 
with other downtown projects would degrade the level of service from LOS C to LOS D 
during the p.m. peak hour.  This is considered a significant impact. 

(e) 5th Street / I Street, where the level of service without the proposed project in 
combination with other downtown projects would be LOS E during the p.m. peak hour 
and project generated traffic would increase the average vehicle delay by 6.1 seconds.  
This is considered a significant impact. 

(f) 5th Street / L Street, where the traffic generated by the proposed project in combination 
with other downtown projects would degrade the level of service from LOS C to LOS D 
during the p.m. peak hour.  This is considered a significant impact. 

(g) 7th Street / L Street, where the traffic generated by the proposed project in combination 
with other downtown projects would degrade the level of service from LOS B to LOS D 
during the p.m. peak hour.  This is considered a significant impact. 

(h) 8th Street / L Street, where the traffic generated by the proposed project in combination 
with other downtown projects would degrade the level of service from LOS B to LOS D 
during the p.m. peak hour.  This is considered a significant impact. 

(i) 9th Street / J Street, where the traffic generated by the proposed project in combination 
with other downtown projects would degrade the level of service from LOS B to LOS E 
during the p.m. peak hour.  This is considered a significant impact. 

(j) 10th Street / J Street, where the traffic generated by the proposed project in combination 
with other downtown projects would degrade the level of service from LOS C to LOS E 
during the p.m. peak hour.  This is considered a significant impact. 

(k) 12th Street / J Street, where the traffic generated by the proposed project in combination 
with other downtown projects would degrade the level of service from LOS C to LOS E 
during the p.m. peak hour.  This is considered a significant impact. 

(l) 15th Street / J Street, where the level of service without the proposed project in 
combination with other downtown projects would be LOS D during the p.m. peak hour 
and project generated traffic would increase the average vehicle delay by 52.9 seconds.  
This is considered a significant impact. 

(m) 15th Street / X Street, where the level of service without the proposed project in 
combination with other downtown projects would be LOS E during the p.m. peak hour 
and project generated traffic would increase the average vehicle delay by 20.8 seconds.  
This is considered a significant impact. 

(n) 16th Street / H Street, where the traffic generated by the proposed project in combination 
with other downtown projects would degrade the level of service from LOS C to LOS D 
during the p.m. peak hour.  This is considered a significant impact. 
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Mitigation Measures 
This mitigation measure would reduce average vehicle delay during the a.m. peak hour by 32.5 
seconds and would improve traffic operations during the p.m. peak hour to LOS C. This mitigation 
measure would reduce the long-term cumulative impact to a less-than-significant level. 

5.6-17(a) 3rd Street / J Street intersection, implement the near-term Mitigation Measure 
5.6-10(a) (modification of signal phase splits) and also re-stripe the lanes on the 
southbound I-5 off-ramp approach (eastbound) to provide one combination left-
through lane, one through lane, one combination through-right lane, and one 
exclusive right turn lane. The project applicant shall pay a fair share to recover the 
costs of the City's Traffic Operation Center monitoring and retiming of this 
intersection. 

This mitigation measure would reduce average vehicle delay by 43.5 seconds during the p.m. peak 
hour and provide LOS C traffic operations during the a.m. peak hour.  This mitigation measure would 
reduce the near-term cumulative impact to a less-than-significant level. 

 (b) 3rd Street / L Street intersection, implement the near-term Mitigation Measure 
5.6-10(b) (modification of the westbound approach lanes) and also modify the traffic 
signal phase splits during the p.m. peak period by increasing the southbound 3rd 
Street approach to 23 seconds, decreasing the westbound L Street signal phase time 
to 38 seconds, and decreasing the northbound 3rd Street left-turning movement to 
9 seconds. The project applicant shall pay a fair share to recover the costs of the 
City's Traffic Operation Center monitoring and retiming of this intersection. 

This mitigation measure would improve traffic operations to LOS C during the a.m. peak hour and 
would reduce the long-term cumulative impact to a less-than-significant level. 

 (c) 3rd Street / N Street intersection, implement the near-term Mitigation Measure 
5.5-10(c) (modification of signal phase splits). The project applicant shall pay a fair 
share to recover the costs of the City's Traffic Operation Center monitoring and 
retiming of this intersection. 

This mitigation measure would improve traffic operations to LOS C during the p.m. peak hour and 
would reduce the long-term cumulative impact to a less-than-significant level. 

 (d) 3rd Street / P Street intersection, implement the near-term Mitigation Measure 
5.6-10(d) (modification of signal phase splits).  The project applicant shall pay a fair 
share to recover the costs of the City's Traffic Operation Center monitoring and 
retiming of this intersection. 

This mitigation measure would improve traffic operations to LOS C during the p.m. peak hour and 
would reduce the long-term cumulative impact to a less-than-significant level. 

 (e) 5th Street / I Street intersection, modify the traffic signal phase splits during the 
p.m. peak period by increasing the signal phase time to 30 seconds for the 
northbound and southbound 5th Street approaches and decreasing the westbound 
I Street approach to 70 seconds.  The project applicant shall pay a fair share to 
recover the costs of the City's Traffic Operation Center monitoring and retiming of 
this intersection. 
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This mitigation measure would improve traffic operations to LOS C during the p.m. peak hour and 
would reduce the long-term cumulative impact to a less-than-significant level. 

 (f) 5th Street / L Street intersection, implement the near-term Mitigation Measure 
5.6-10(e) (modification of signal phase splits).  The project applicant shall pay a fair 
share to recover the costs of the City's Traffic Operation Center monitoring and 
retiming of this intersection. 

This mitigation measure would improve traffic operations to LOS C during the p.m. peak hour and 
would reduce the long-term cumulative impact to a less-than-significant level. 

 (g) 7th Street / L Street intersection, implement the near-term Mitigation Measure 
5.6-10(f) (modification of signal phase splits).  The project applicant shall pay a fair 
share to recover the costs of the City's Traffic Operation Center monitoring and 
retiming of this intersection. 

This mitigation measure would improve traffic operations to LOS B during the p.m. peak hour and 
would reduce the long-term cumulative impact to a less-than-significant level. 

 (h) 8th Street / L Street intersection, implement the near-term Mitigation Measure 
5.6-10(g) (modification of signal phase splits).  The project applicant shall pay a fair 
share to recover the costs of the City's Traffic Operation Center monitoring and 
retiming of this intersection. 

This mitigation measure would improve traffic operations to LOS C during the p.m. peak hour and 
would reduce the long-term cumulative impact to a less-than-significant level. 

 (i) 9th Street / J Street intersection, implement the near-term Mitigation Measure 
5.6-10(h) (modification of signal phase splits).  The project applicant shall pay a fair 
share to recover the costs of the City's Traffic Operation Center monitoring and 
retiming of this intersection. 

This mitigation measure would improve traffic operations to LOS C during the p.m. peak hour and 
would reduce the long-term cumulative impact to a less-than-significant level. 

 (j) 10th Street / J Street intersection, implement the near-term Mitigation Measure 
5.6-10(i) (modification of signal phase splits).  The project applicant shall pay a fair 
share to recover the costs of the City's Traffic Operation Center monitoring and 
retiming of this intersection. 

This mitigation measure would improve traffic operations to LOS C during the p.m. peak hour and 
would reduce the long-term cumulative impact to a less-than-significant level. 

 (k) 12th Street / J Street intersection, modify the traffic signal phase splits during the 
p.m. peak period by increasing the eastbound J Street approach to 23 seconds and 
decreasing the southbound 12th Street and northbound right-turn movement signal 
phase time to 27 seconds.  The project applicant shall pay a fair share to recover the 
costs of the City's Traffic Operation Center monitoring and retiming of this 
intersection. 

This mitigation measure would reduce average delay by 59.2 seconds during the p.m. peak hour 
and would reduce the long-term cumulative impact to a less-than-significant level. 
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 (l) 15th Street / J Street intersection, implement the near-term Mitigation Measure 
5.6-10(k) (modification of signal phase splits).  The project applicant shall pay a fair 
share to recover the costs of the City's Traffic Operation Center monitoring and 
retiming of this intersection. 

This mitigation measure would reduce average vehicle delay by 32.8 seconds during the p.m. peak 
hour and would reduce the long-term cumulative impact to a less-than-significant level. 

 (m) 15th Street / X Street intersection, implement the near-term Mitigation Measure 
5.6-10(l) (modification of signal phase splits).  The project applicant shall pay a fair 
share to recover the costs of the City's Traffic Operation Center monitoring and 
retiming of this intersection. 

This mitigation measure would improve traffic operations to LOS C during the p.m. peak hour and 
would reduce the long-term cumulative impact to a less-than-significant level. 

(n) 16th Street / H Street intersection, implement the near-term Mitigation Measure 
5.6-10(m) (modification of signal phase splits).  The project applicant shall pay a fair 
share to recover the costs of the City's Traffic Operation Center monitoring and 
retiming of this intersection. 

5.6-18 Impacts to freeway mainline under Long Term Plus Project Conditions.  This is a 
significant cumulative impact. 

The proposed project, in combination with other downtown projects, would add traffic to freeway 
mainline segments but would not cause freeway levels of service to deteriorate beyond LOS E.  The 
proposed project in combination with the other downtown projects would add traffic to I-5 freeway 
segments that would operate at LOS F even without the projects.  This is considered a significant 
impact. 

Mitigation Measures 
No feasible mitigation measures were identified that would reduce the impact of the project on I-5 
freeway mainline segments.  Widening the freeway would reduce the impact but was not considered 
feasible.  The impacts of proposed projects on I-5 freeway segments would remain significant and 
unavoidable. 

None available. 

5.6-19 Impacts to freeway merge / diverge / weave areas under Long Term Plus Project 
Conditions.  This is a significant cumulative impact. 

The proposed project, in combination with other downtown projects, would add traffic to freeway 
ramps and weaving areas but would not cause levels of service to deteriorate beyond LOS E on 
these facilities.  The proposed project in combination with other downtown projects would add traffic 
to I-5 and U.S. 50 freeway ramps that would operate at LOS F without the projects.  This is 
considered a significant impact. 

Mitigation Measures 
No feasible mitigation measures were identified that would reduce the impact of the project on I-5 
and U.S. 50 freeway ramps. Widening the freeway would reduce the impact but was not considered 
feasible. The impacts of proposed projects on freeway ramps would remain significant and 
unavoidable. 
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5.6-20  Impacts to freeway ramp queues under Long Term Plus Project Conditions.  This is a 
significant cumulative impact. 

The proposed project, in combination with other downtown projects, would add traffic to the 
northbound I-5 off ramp to J Street during both the a.m. and p.m. peak hours, when the queue would 
exceed the ramp’s storage capacity without the proposed projects.  Similarly, the proposed 
Downtown projects would add traffic to the southbound I-5 off ramp to J Street during the a.m. peak 
hour, when the queue would exceed the ramp’s storage capacity without the proposed projects.  
This is considered a significant impact. 

Mitigation Measures 
Mitigation for the 3rd Street/J Street intersection would reduce the queue for the northbound I-5 off 
ramp queue at J Street during the p.m. peak hour to 1,725 lane feet and would reduce the long-term 
cumulative impact during this time period to a less-than-significant level.  This mitigation measure 
would not significantly affect this northbound I-5 off ramp queue at J Street during the a.m. peak 
hour.  The mitigation measure would reduce the queue for the southbound I-5 off ramp at J Street to 
6,100 feet during the a.m. peak hour, but this would not be enough reduction to eliminate the long-
range cumulative impact. Widening the freeway would reduce the impact but was not considered 
feasible. Therefore, the project’s cumulative contribution is considerable and the impact would 
remain significant and unavoidable. 

Mitigation Measures 
None available. 
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6.0  ALTERNATIVES 
 
 
 
INTRODUCTION 
The purpose of this chapter is to identify and describe the alternatives to the proposed project. 
Project alternatives are developed to reduce or eliminate the significant or potentially significant 
adverse environmental effects identified as a result of the proposed project, while still meeting most 
if not all of the basic project objectives. 

California Environmental Quality Act Requirements 
An EIR must evaluate a reasonable range of alternatives to the proposed project, or to the location 
of the proposed project, that could feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project but 
would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project, and evaluate the 
comparative merits of the alternatives (CEQA Guidelines, section 15126.6).  An EIR need not 
evaluate the environmental effects of alternatives in the same level of detail as the proposed project, 
but must include enough information to allow meaningful evaluation, analysis, and comparison with 
the proposed project.  CEQA provides the following guidelines for discussing alternatives to a 
proposed project: 

The specific alternative of the “no project” shall also be evaluated along with its impacts....If the 
environmentally superior alternative is the “no project” alternative, the EIR shall also identify an 
environmentally superior alternative among the other alternatives (CEQA Guidelines, section 
15126.6 subd.(e)(2)). 

The discussion of alternatives shall focus on alternatives to the project or its location which are 
capable of avoiding or substantially lessening any significant effects of the project, even if these 
alternatives would impede to some degree the attainment of the proposed objectives, or would be 
more costly (CEQA Guidelines, section 15126.6 subd.(b)). 

If an alternative would cause one or more significant effects in addition to those that would be 
caused by the project as proposed, the significant effects of the alternative shall be discussed, but 
in less detail than the significant effects of the project as proposed (CEQA Guidelines, section 
15126.6 subd.(d)). 

The range of alternatives required in an EIR is governed by a “rule of reason” that requires the EIR 
to set forth only those alternatives necessary to permit a reasoned choice....The range of feasible 
alternatives shall be selected and discussed in a manner to foster meaningful public participation 
and informed decision making....An EIR need not consider an alternative whose effect cannot be 
reasonably ascertained and whose implementation is remote and speculative (CEQA Guidelines, 
section 15126.6 subd.(f)). 

The requirement that an EIR evaluate alternatives to the proposed project or alternatives that 
address the location of the proposed project is a broad one; the primary intent of the alternatives 
analysis is to disclose other ways that the objectives of the project could be attained while reducing 
the magnitude of, or avoiding, the environmental impacts of the proposed project.  Alternatives that 
are included and evaluated in the EIR must be feasible alternatives.  However, the Public Resources 
Code and the CEQA Guidelines direct that the EIR need “set forth only those alternatives necessary 
to permit a reasoned choice.”  The CEQA Guidelines provide a definition for “a range of reasonable 
alternatives” and, thus, limit the number and type of alternatives that need to be evaluated in a given 
EIR. According to the CEQA Guidelines (Section 15126.6(b)): 
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The alternatives shall be limited to ones that would avoid or substantially lessen any of the 
significant effects of the project. Of those alternatives, the EIR need examine in detail only the ones 
that the lead agency determines could feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project. 

First and foremost, alternatives in an EIR must be feasible. In the context of CEQA, “feasible” is 
defined as: 

…capable of being accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period of time, taking 
into account economic, environmental, legal, social and technological factors. 

Further, the following factors may be taken into consideration in the assessment of the feasibility of 
alternatives: site suitability, economic viability, availability of infrastructure, general plan consistency, 
other plans or regulatory limitations, jurisdictional boundaries, and the ability of the proponent to 
attain site control (Section 15126.6(f)(1)).  Finally, an EIR is not required to analyze alternatives 
when the effects of the alternative “cannot be reasonably ascertained and whose implementation is 
remote and speculative (Section 15126.b(f)(3)).” 

The selection of alternatives takes into account the project objectives provided in Chapter 2 (Project 
Description).  The project objectives include: 

• Develop an architecturally significant, premier highrise office building adjacent to Capitol Mall 
in the City of Sacramento. 

• Provide for office, retail, and potential restaurant uses consistent with existing land use 
designations on the project site. 

• Promote the development of high quality office opportunities within the Capitol Mall corridor 
of the City of Sacramento. 

• Foster economic and employment opportunities within the City of Sacramento’s Central 
Business District through the utilization of a currently underutilized property. 

• Provide necessary circulation and infrastructure improvements associated with development 
of the site. 

• Promote site design and building orientation that is compatible with adjacent uses and the 
Capitol Mall Corridor. 

Equally important to attaining the project objectives is the reduction of some or all significant 
impacts, particularly those that could not be mitigated to a level below the threshold of significance.  
The project-specific and cumulative significant and unavoidable impacts of the proposed project, 
after mitigation, are: 

Project-Specific Significant and Unavoidable Impacts 
5.2-4 Operation of the proposed project would contribute to emissions of ozone precursors.   

5.4-1 Construction of the proposed project would temporarily produce noise.   

5.4-2 Construction activity would temporarily produce ground-borne vibration. 

5.6-2 The project would increase traffic volumes on the freeway mainline.   

5.6-3 The project would increase traffic volumes at the freeway interchanges.   
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Cumulative Significant and Unavoidable Impacts  
5.6-11 Impacts to freeway mainline under Near Term Plus Project Condition. 

5.6-12 Impacts to freeway merge / diverge / weave areas under Near Term Plus Project Condition.   

5.6-13 Impacts to freeway ramp queues under Near Term Plus Project Conditions. 

5.6-18 Impacts to freeway mainline under Long Term Plus Project Conditions.   

5.6-19 Impacts to freeway merge / diverge / weave areas under Long Term Plus Project Conditions. 

5.6-20  Impacts to freeway ramp queues under Long Term Plus Project Conditions. 

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED AND DISMISSED FROM FURTHER CONSIDERATION 
Consistent with CEQA, primary consideration was given to alternatives that would reduce significant 
impacts while still meeting most of the project objectives.  Those alternatives that would have 
impacts identical to or more severe than the proposed project, or that would not meet most of the 
project objectives, were rejected from further consideration.  The alternatives included in this chapter 
were derived after the establishment of significance thresholds for those issue areas with significant 
and unavoidable post-construction impacts, which are construction and operational air emissions, 
construction and operational noise, and traffic impacts.  Alternatives that would exceed the 
significance thresholds for the aforementioned issue areas would not substantially lessen any 
significant environmental impacts identified in Chapter 5 of the EIR and were rejected from further 
analysis.  Although any number of alternatives could be designed that could result in the reduction or 
elimination of project impacts, a total of three representative alternatives, each intended to reduce or 
eliminate one or more of the significant impacts identified for the proposed project, are evaluated in 
this Draft EIR.   

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED IN THIS EIR 
• No Project/ No Development Alternative, which assumes that the proposed project would 

not occur and there would be no new development of the site. This alternative assumes the 
existing building on the site would remain. 

• Reduced Intensity Development Alternative, which would include the construction of a 
smaller building on the project site with approximately 310,000 sf of office use and 27,000 sf 
of retail. 

• Off-Site Alternative, in which the proposed land uses are developed at another location in 
the Central Business District.   

Each of the alternatives is described in more detail, below, followed by an assessment of the 
alternative’s impacts relative to the proposed project. The focus of this analysis is the difference 
between the alternative and the proposed project, with an emphasis on addressing the significant 
impacts identified under the proposed project.  For each issue area, the analysis indicates which 
mitigation measures would be required of the alternative and which significant and unavoidable 
impacts would be avoided. In some cases, the analysis could indicate additional mitigation 
measures, if any, that may be required for the alternative being discussed, and what significant and 
unavoidable impacts would be more or less severe.  Unless otherwise indicated, the level of 
significance and required mitigation would be the same for the alternative as for the proposed project 
and no further statement of the level of significance is made.  Table 6-1 provides a summary 
comparison of the severity of impacts for each alternative by topic. 
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TABLE 6-1 

 
ALTERNATIVE IMPACT COMPARISON 

Issue Area 
Proposed 

Project 
No Project/No 
Development Reduced Intensity  Off-Site  

Aesthetics LS NI Equal Equal 
Air Quality SU NI Reduced Equal 
Cultural LS NI Equal Equal 
Noise SU NI Reduced Equal 
Public Utilities and Services  LS NI Reduced Equal 
Transportation and Circulation SU NI Reduced Equal 
Notes: 
SU= Significant and Unavoidable 
LS= Less than Significant 
Reduced = Level of significance is reduced compared to the proposed project, but not necessarily to a less-than-significant level. 
Source: EIP Associates, a division of PBS&J, 2006. 

 

No Project/No Development Alternative 
Under CEQA, the No Project Alternative must consider the effects of forgoing the project.  The 
purpose of analyzing the No Project Alternative is to allow decision-makers to compare the impacts 
of the proposed project versus no project.  The No Project Alternative describes the environmental 
conditions that exist at the time that the environmental analysis is commenced (CEQA Guidelines, 
section 15126.6(e)(2)). 

Under the No Project Alternative, the existing structure on the site would remain and the site would 
not be redeveloped.  Although the existing building is currently unoccupied, it is assumed that the 
building could be occupied with office uses in the future.  Because the existing building would not be 
removed, there would be no change in the visual character of the area.  The occupants of the site 
would generate increased traffic and parking demand when compared to existing conditions 
(unoccupied), but not on the same scale as the proposed project.  It is unlikely that the traffic 
generated under this alternative would result in significant traffic impacts.  Air emissions and noise 
generated by construction of the proposed project would be eliminated under this alternative (if 
renovations are done to the existing building there would be some noise and air emissions, but 
substantially less than the proposed project).  Operational air and noise impacts would be 
substantially reduced compared to the proposed project, because traffic associated with the existing 
building would be less than the proposed project. Because there would be no demolition or 
excavation associated with the No Project Alternative, there would be no potential for impacts on 
cultural resources. Drainage on the site would not change from current conditions, so flows to the 
Basin 52 system would not change.  If the building is occupied, wastewater generation would be 
greater than under current conditions and could contribute to overflows in the Combined Sewer 
System, but the magnitude of the flows from the existing building would be substantially less than 
under the proposed project. 

Mitigation That Would No Longer Be Required 
None of the mitigation measures identified in this EIR would be required under the No Project/No 
Development Alternative. 

Significant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would No Longer Occur 
It is likely that none of the significant and unavoidable impacts identified in this EIR would occur 
under the No Project/No Development Alternative. 
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Relationship of the No Project/No Development Alternative to the Project 
Objectives 
The No Project/No Development Alternative would not achieve any of the project objectives. The No 
Project/No Development Alternative would not promote the development of high quality office 
opportunities within the Capitol Mall corridor of the City of Sacramento.  The existing building is not a 
mixed-use development and lacks the size and scale to provide the office, retail, and restaurant 
amenities provided under the proposed project.  The No Project/No Development Alternative would 
provide some office space in the Central Business District, but would not foster economic and 
employment opportunities within the City of Sacramento’s Central Business District through 
utilization of a currently underutilized property. 

Reduced Intensity Alternative 
The Reduced Intensity Alternative would include development of a high-rise building with 
approximately 310,000 sf of office use and 27,000 sf of retail, resulting in the construction of a 
building approximately 75 percent of the square footage of the proposed project.  Assuming 
approximately 23,000 sf for each upper floor, this alternative could eliminate 5 floors from the 
proposed project.  This would reduce the height of the building by approximately 75 feet, for a total 
height of approximately 320 feet.  It is assumed that the design of the building would remain the 
same as the proposed project.   

There were no significant impacts related to aesthetics identified for the proposed project.  Like the 
proposed project, there would not be any impacts related to aesthetics for the Reduced Intensity 
Alternative.  This alternative would include a shorter building (20 stories compared to 25 stories 
under the proposed project), which would be less prominent on the city’s skyline, the effect of which 
would be viewed differently by different people.  It would not however, result in a significant impact. 

Both construction and operational air quality impacts would be reduced under this alternative due to 
a slightly shorter construction period and less intense use, hence fewer auto trips associated both 
with construction worker trips and operational (employee) trips, resulting in fewer auto emissions.  
The construction impacts would likely not be reduced substantially from that of the proposed project, 
because the site preparation, such as demolition and excavation would be the same.  Because the 
building would not be as large, the duration of construction would be shorter, but the types of 
equipment used would be the same and daily emissions would likely be similar.  Operational 
emissions, a large portion of which would be traffic generated by employees, would be less than the 
proposed project because there would be fewer employees.  As discussed in section 5.2, Air Quality, 
the proposed project would generate approximately 85.5 pounds per day of oxides of nitrogen (NOx) 
prior to mitigation, which exceeds the threshold of 65 pounds per day.  URBEMIS modeling shows 
that the Reduced Intensity Alternative would generate 65 pounds per day prior to mitigation.  
Mitigation measures applied to the proposed project would reduce project emissions, but not to a 
less-than-significant level.  Because the Reduced Intensity Alternative is at the threshold, a minor 
reduction in emissions would achieve a level below the threshold.  Therefore, with implementation of 
the mitigation measures, or portions of them, the impact related to NOx would be reduced to a less- 
than-significant level under this alternative.  

The Reduced Intensity Alternative would be developed on the same site as the proposed project and 
would require the same site preparation, such as demolition and excavation.  Therefore, the 
potential for impacts on cultural resources would be the same as the proposed project, which was 
found to be less than significant. 

A significant and unavoidable impact was identified for the proposed project for construction noise 
and vibration and operational noise.  Construction of a high-rise building requires the use of heavy 
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equipment, which generates noise, some of which is substantial.  Therefore, construction of even a 
reduced-size project would still produce construction noise and vibration.  As stated above, although 
the building would not be as large and the duration of construction would be shorter, the types of 
equipment used would be the same and noise levels on any given day would likely be similar.  
Consequently, construction noise and vibration impacts would remain significant and unavoidable 
under this alternative, although slightly less severe than the proposed project.  Operational noise 
increases under the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be approximately 1.2 dB, which would not 
be considered a significant impact.  The operational noise impact of the Reduced Intensity 
Alternative would be less severe than the proposed project and would also be less than significant.   

The Reduced Intensity Alternative would contribute wastewater to the City’s Combined Sewer 
System, but because there would be less development, the wastewater generated would be less 
than the proposed project.  Nonetheless, payment of the City’s Combined Sewer Development fee 
would still be required to ensure that the system would be upgraded to accommodate development.  
This would be a less than significant impact the same as the project.  The Reduced Intensity 
Alternative’s water demand would also be less than the proposed project, and also less than 
significant, the same as the project. 

Traffic impacts identified for the project that could not be reduced to a less-than-significant level 
included traffic increases on freeway mainlines and interchanges.  Because these facilities are 
already impacted, any increase in traffic was determined to be significant.  Therefore, there is no 
development alternative that would reduce impacts on freeway mainlines and interchanges to a less-
than-significant level.  The Reduced Intensity Alternative would add fewer cars to these impacted 
facilities, but the impact would remain significant, although slightly less severe than that identified for 
the proposed project. 

Mitigation That Would No Longer Be Required 
All of the mitigation measures applied to the proposed project would be required as a part of the 
Reduced Intensity Alternative, although the 15 percent reduction called for in Mitigation Measure 
5.2-4 would not be required for this alternative.  The operational air impact of the Reduced Intensity 
Alternative would be reduced to a less-than-significant level with any reduction in emissions, since it 
is at the threshold without mitigation. 

Significant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would No Longer Occur 
With implementation of Mitigation Measure 5.2-4 (or with any reduction in emissions), the Reduced 
Intensity Alternative would result in a less-than-significant impact from operational air emissions.   

Relationship of the Reduced Intensity Alternative to the Project Objectives 
The Reduced Intensity Alternative would achieve the proposed project objectives of an 
architecturally significant high-rise office building adjacent to Capitol Mall and would include office, 
retail, and potential restaurant uses within the Capitol Mall corridor; however, the Reduced Intensity 
Alternative would be a shorter building than the proposed project, which is approximately the same 
height as the existing Wells Fargo Center.  This alternative, therefore, would be less prominent then 
the project as proposed.  The Reduced Intensity Alternative would foster economic and employment 
opportunities within the City of Sacramento’s Central Business District, although to a lesser extent 
than the proposed project.  It is assumed that the Reduced Intensity Alternative would also provide 
necessary circulation and infrastructure improvements associated with development of the site.  
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Off-Site Alternative 
For the Off-Site Alternative, it is assumed that the proposed project could be developed at another 
location in order to best meet the goals and objectives of the proposed project and to minimize or 
reduce any of the significant impacts identified as part of the project.  One of the project objectives is 
to provide a premier high-rise office building adjacent to Capitol Mall.  There are no viable sites 
along Capitol Mall with the exception of the block bounded by L Street to the north, 6th Street to the 
west, Capitol Mall (621 Capitol Mall) to the south, and 7th Street to the east. However, this site has 
been approved for an office high-rise and is currently being developed.  Due to the high-intensity 
nature of the proposed project, it is assumed that the Off-Site Alternative would need to occur within 
the Central Business District (CBD), since a project of this size and intensity would not be 
appropriate in lower-scale areas of the City.  There are several sites within the CBD that could be 
considered “under-utilized”, or at least are currently developed less intensively than is proposed 
under the proposed project.  However, the determination as to whether a particular site is under-
utilized is dependent upon market conditions of the existing use and the proposed use, the analysis 
of which is beyond the scope of this EIR.  For this reason, a single off-site location was not analyzed.   

Development of the project at any site within the CBD would include the same uses as the proposed 
project and many of same impacts related to aesthetics, construction and operational air emissions, 
construction and operational noise, public utilities, and transportation would still occur.  An 
alternative location within the CBD would generally displace, but not necessarily eliminate, the 
impacts identified for the proposed project because the CDB is already developed. Different sites, 
due to particular characteristics of the site, proximity to sensitive uses, or other factors, could result 
in more or less intense impacts than the proposed project, which could include impacts that were not 
identified for the proposed project.  However, these impacts would generally be localized (such as 
affecting an intersection immediately adjacent to an alternative site), since all project effects would 
contribute to those already existing and those that would occur in the future within the CBD (such as 
adding traffic to the CBD, which already experiences some traffic effects). 

Air emissions from construction of the project on an alternative site would be identical to that of the 
proposed project.  However, depending on whether there is an existing building on the alternative 
site and the size of the existing building if present, effects of demolition could differ or may not be 
required.  Overall emissions associated with building demolition could be less than the proposed 
project if there is no existing building on the alternative site or if the existing building is small than on 
the project site.  Assuming some demolition, noise impacts would be similar during the demolition 
phase, although operational impacts would be the same as the proposed project.  If the alternative 
site includes nearby residential uses, residents would likely be affected by construction noise, as 
would residents of the buildings to the south of the proposed project. 

While the Off-Site Alternative would generate the same peak hour trips as the proposed project, their 
distribution on City streets would be different.  Therefore, it is likely that some road segments and 
intersections could be affected by project traffic, although the affected intersections would differ from 
those identified for the proposed project.  Impacts at affected intersections may be reduced to a less-
than-significant level with mitigation similar to that identified for the proposed project (i.e., changing 
the timing on signal lights or re-striping).  It is also likely that a similar number of trips would occur at 
the impacted I-5 on- and off-ramps, so the impact would remain significant and unavoidable.  
Therefore, it is anticipated that traffic impacts associated with this alternative would be similar to the 
proposed project.  

Additional drainage and runoff impacts associated with the proposed project would be similar under 
the Off-Site Alternative.  It is assumed the alternative site would likely include some sort of 
development, so development of the alternative site would not substantially increase runoff when 
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compared to existing conditions, similar to the proposed project.  If the site is served by Basin 52, it 
is not anticipated this alternative would contribute to capacity problems in the Basin 52 system, the 
same as the project.  The alternate location could contribute the same flows to the City’s Combined 
Sewer System as the proposed project.  Therefore, payment of the City’s Combined Sewer 
Development fee would still be required to ensure that the system would be upgraded to 
accommodate development.  Similarly, with water demand, because the Off-Site Alternative would 
include the same amount of development as the proposed project, the water demand would be the 
same.  Therefore, the difference in the level of mitigation required under the proposed project and 
the Off-Site Alternative is negligible.  

Mitigation That Would No Longer Be Required 
It is likely that all of the mitigation measures applied to the proposed project or measures of similar 
intensity would be required as a part of the Off-Site Alternative, although traffic measures could differ 
somewhat because different intersections would be affected at another site.   

Significant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would No Longer Occur 
As previously mentioned, the Off-Site Alternative would include the same development as the 
proposed project; therefore, the significant and unavoidable impacts identified in the impacts 
analysis in Chapter 5 would remain.  The majority of the environmental impacts would remain the 
same under the Off-Site Alternative.   

Relationship of the Off-Site Alternative to the Project Objectives 
The Off-Site Alternative would generally achieve the project objectives of an architecturally 
significant high-rise office building and would include office, retail, and potential restaurant uses; 
however, it may not be feasible to achieve the objective of developing the use on a site within the 
Capitol Mall corridor.  The Off-Site Alternative would foster economic and employment opportunities 
within the City of Sacramento’s Central Business District and necessary circulation and infrastructure 
improvements associated with development of the site would be provided.  

Environmentally Superior Alternative 
The environmentally superior alternative is the No Project/No Development Alternative, due to the 
limited environmental impacts associated with this alternative.  However the No Project/No 
Development Alternative does not achieve any of the project’s objectives.  The Off-Site Alternative 
would achieve most of the project objectives; however, physical environmental effects under this 
alternative would be similar to the proposed project.  The Reduced Intensity Alternative would 
reduce environmental impacts associated with traffic, air, noise, and utilities, and reduce operational 
air quality and operational noise impacts to a less-than-significant level.  The Reduced Intensity 
Alternative would meet most of the objectives of the project, but the extent to which the Reduced 
Intensity Alternative would foster economic and employment opportunities within the City of 
Sacramento’s Central Business District would be approximately 25 percent less than the proposed 
project. Nonetheless, with the exception of the No Project/ No Development Alternative, the 
Reduced Intensity Alternative would be the environmentally superior alternative. 
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7.0  CEQA CONSIDERATIONS 
 
 
 
INTRODUCTION  
Section 15126 of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines requires that all 
aspects of a project must be considered when evaluating its impact on the environment, including 
planning, acquisition, development, and operation.  As part of this analysis, the EIR must also 
identify (1) significant environmental effects of the proposed project, (2) significant environmental 
effects that cannot be avoided if the proposed project is implemented, (3) significant irreversible 
environmental changes that would result from implementation of the proposed project, (4) growth-
inducing impacts of the proposed project. 

Significant Environmental Effects 
Chapter 3 of this EIR, Summary of Environmental Effects, and Sections 5.1 through 5.6 of this EIR 
provide a comprehensive identification of the proposed project’s environmental effects, including the 
level of significance both before and after mitigation. 

Significant and Unavoidable Impacts 
Section 15126.2(b) of the CEQA Guidelines requires that an EIR describe any significant impacts 
that cannot be avoided, even with the implementation of feasible mitigation measures.  The 
environmental effects of the proposed project on various aspects of the environment are discussed 
in detail in Chapter 5 of this EIR.  Project-specific and cumulative impacts that cannot be avoided if 
the project is approved as proposed include:  

Project-Specific Significant and Unavoidable Impacts  
5.2-4 Operation of the proposed project would contribute to emissions of ozone precursors.   

5.4-1 Construction of the proposed project would temporarily produce noise.   

5.4-2 Construction activity would temporarily produce ground-borne vibration. 

5.6-2 The project would increase traffic volumes on the freeway mainline.   

5.6-3 The project would increase traffic volumes at the freeway interchanges.   

Cumulative Significant and Unavoidable Impacts  
5.6-11 Impacts to freeway mainline under Near Term Plus Project Condition. 

5.6-12 Impacts to freeway merge / diverge / weave areas under Near Term Plus Project Condition.   

5.6-13 Impacts to freeway ramp queues under Near Term Plus Project Conditions. 

5.6-18 Impacts to freeway mainline under Long Term Plus Project Conditions.   

5.6-19 Impacts to freeway merge / diverge / weave areas under Long Term Plus Project Conditions. 

5.6-20  Impacts to freeway ramp queues under Long Term Plus Project Conditions.   
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Significant Irreversible Environmental Effects 
Section 15126.2(c) of the CEQA Guidelines requires a discussion of any significant irreversible 
environmental changes that would be caused by the proposed project.  Section 15126.2(c) states: 

Uses of nonrenewable resources during the initial and continued phases of the project may be 
irreversible, since a large commitment of such resources makes removal or nonuse thereafter 
unlikely.  Primary impacts and, particularly, secondary impacts (such as highway improvement 
which provides access to a previously inaccessible area) generally commit future generations to 
similar uses.  Also, irreversible damage can result from environmental accidents associated with 
the project.  Irretrievable commitments of resources should be evaluated to assure that such 
current consumption is justified. 

Generally, a project would result in significant irreversible environmental changes if: 

• The primary and secondary impacts would generally commit future generations to similar 
uses; 

• The project would involve uses in which irreversible damage could result from any potential 
environmental accidents associated with the project; 

• The project would involve a large commitment of nonrenewable resources; 

• The proposed consumption of resources is not justified (e.g., the project involves the 
wasteful use of energy). 

Development of the proposed project would result in the continued commitment of the project site to 
more intense urban development, thereby precluding any other uses for the lifespan of the project. 
Restoration of the site to a less developed condition would not be feasible given the degree of 
disturbance, the urbanization of the area, and the level of capital investment. 

The CEQA Guidelines also require a discussion of the potential for irreversible environmental 
damage caused by an accident associated with the project. While the project would result in the use, 
transport, storage, and disposal of hazardous wastes, as described in the Initial Study (see Appendix 
A, Hazards and Hazardous Materials), all activities would comply with applicable State and federal 
laws related to hazardous materials, which significantly reduces the likelihood and severity of 
accidents that could result in irreversible environmental damage. 

Implementation of the proposed project would result in the long-term commitment of resources to 
urban development.  The most notable significant irreversible impacts are alteration of the visual 
character of the site, increased generation of pollutants, and the short-term commitment of non-
renewable and/or slowly renewable natural and energy resources, such as mineral resources and 
water resources during construction activities.  Operations associated with future uses would also 
consume natural gas and electrical energy.  These unavoidable consequences of urban growth are 
described in the appropriate sections in Chapter 5 of this EIR and the Initial Study in Appendix A. 

Resources that would be permanently and continually consumed by project implementation include 
water, electricity, natural gas, and fossil fuels; however, the amount and rate of consumption of 
these resources would not result in the unnecessary, inefficient, or wasteful use of resources.  With 
respect to operational activities, compliance with all applicable building codes, as well as mitigation 
measures, planning policies, and standard conservation features, would ensure that natural 
resources are conserved to the maximum extent possible. It is also possible that new technologies 
or systems will emerge, or will become more cost-effective or user-friendly, to further reduce the 
reliance upon nonrenewable natural resources. Nonetheless, construction activities related to the 
proposed project would result in the irretrievable commitment of nonrenewable energy resources, 
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primarily in the form of fossil fuels (including fuel oil), natural gas, and gasoline for automobiles and 
construction equipment. 

As previously discussed, the proposed project would include up-to-date energy-saving equipment, 
lighting, windows, and other energy conservation measures.  Although specific features have not 
been determined at this time, lighting conservation would include installation of such features as 
occupancy sensors to automatically turn off lights when not in use, lighting reflectors, electronic 
ballasts, and energy-efficient lamps.  Glazing for the project would include insulated, low-E glass. 
Conservation efforts are also expected to involve improved HVAC systems with microprocessor-
controlled energy management systems. 

Growth Inducing Impacts 
As required by Section 15126.2(d) of the CEQA Guidelines, an EIR must discuss ways in which a 
proposed project could foster economic or population growth or the construction of additional 
housing, either directly or indirectly, in the surrounding environment.  Also, the EIR must discuss the 
characteristics of the project that could encourage and facilitate other activities that could 
significantly affect the environment, either individually or cumulatively. Growth can be induced in a 
number of ways, such as through the elimination of obstacles to growth, through the stimulation of 
economic activity within the region, or through the establishment of policies or other precedents that 
directly or indirectly encourage additional growth. 

In general, a project may foster spatial, economic, or population growth in a geographic area if the 
project removes an impediment to growth (e.g., the establishment of an essential public service, the 
provision of new access to an area; a change in zoning or general plan amendment approval); or 
economic expansion or growth occurs in an area in response to the project (e.g., changes in 
revenue base, employment expansion, etc). These circumstances are further described below: 

• Elimination of Obstacles to Growth: This refers to the extent to which a proposed project 
removes infrastructure limitations or provides infrastructure capacity, or removes regulatory 
constraints that could result in growth unforeseen at the time of project approval. 

• Economic Effects: This refers to the extent to which a proposed project could cause 
increased activity in the local or regional economy. Economic effects can include effects 
such as the “multiplier effect.” A “multiplier” is an economic term used to describe inter-
relationships among various sectors of the economy. The multiplier effect provides a 
quantitative description of the direct employment effect of a project, as well as indirect and 
induced employment growth. The multiplier effect acknowledges that the on-site employment 
and population growth of each project is not the complete picture of growth caused by the 
project. 

Elimination of Obstacles to Growth 
The elimination of physical obstacles to growth is considered a growth-inducing effect. The proposed 
project would be developed in a built-out, highly urbanized area in Downtown Sacramento; however, 
some physical constraints to growth currently exist in the vicinity of the project site. The primary 
growth obstacles in the project area include: 

• Limited capacity of the storm drainage system serving this portion of the City of Sacramento;  

• Limited capacity of the wastewater system serving this portion of the City of Sacramento; 
and 

• The immediate surrounding developed urban environment. 



 
 

7.0 CEQA CONSIDERATIONS 
 
 

 
 7-4 500 Capitol Mall 
P:\Projects - WP Only\51121.00 500 Cap Mall\DEIR\7.0 CEQA Consid.doc Draft Environmental Impact Report 

Both the storm drainage and wastewater systems serving the project site are at or beyond capacity 
during severe storm events.  Although the proposed project would contribute flows to these systems 
and would likely contribute funding to their expansion or other improvements, these improvements 
would be made regardless of whether the proposed project is constructed.  In addition, the proposed 
project would be developed on a previously developed site and would not require the removal of any 
residences.  

Economic Effects 
In addition to the employment generated by the proposed project, additional local employment can 
be generated through the multiplier effect.  The multiplier effect tends to be greater in regions with 
larger diverse economies due to a decrease in the requirement to import goods and services from 
outside the region.  

Two different types of additional employment are tracked through the multiplier effect.  Indirect 
employment includes those additional jobs that are generated through the expenditure patterns of 
direct employment associated with the project.  For example, workers in the office and retail portions 
of the proposed project would spend money in the local economy, and the expenditure of that money 
would result in additional jobs. Indirect jobs tend to be in relatively close proximity to the places of 
employment and residence. 

The multiplier effect also calculates induced employment. Induced employment follows the economic 
effect of employment beyond the expenditures of the employees within the proposed project area to 
include jobs created by the stream of goods and services necessary to support businesses within 
the proposed project.  For example, when a manufacturer buys or sells products, the employment 
associated with those inputs or outputs are considered induced employment.  

When an employee from the project goes out to lunch, the person who serves the project employee 
lunch holds a job that was indirectly caused by the proposed project.  When the server then goes out 
and spends money in the economy, the jobs generated by this third-tier effect are considered 
induced employment.  

The multiplier effect also considers the secondary effect of employee expenditures.  Thus, it includes 
the economic effect of the dollars spent by those employees who support the employees of the 
project. 

Increased future employment generated by employee spending ultimately results in physical 
development of space to accommodate those employees.  It is the characteristics of this physical 
space and its specific location that will determine the type and magnitude of environmental impacts 
of this additional economic activity.  Although the economic effect can be predicted, the actual 
environmental implications of this type of economic growth are too speculative to predict or evaluate, 
since they can be spread throughout the Sacramento metropolitan region and beyond. 

It should be noted that, while the proposed project would contribute to direct, indirect, and induced 
growth in the area, enhancing the vitality of the Central Business District is a goal of the City’s 
General Plan, the Central City Community Plan, and the zoning (C-3-SPD) for the site.  Contributing 
to the vitality of the community is also a goal of the proposed project.   

Impacts of Induced Growth 
While growth in the Central Business District of the City is an intended consequence of the proposed 
project, growth induced directly and indirectly by the proposed project could also affect the greater 
Sacramento area.  Potential impacts associated with induced growth in the area could include: traffic 
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congestion; air quality deterioration; loss of agricultural land and open space; loss of habitat and 
wildlife; impacts on utilities and services, such as fire and police protection, water, recycled water, 
wastewater, solid waste, energy, and natural gas; and increased demand for housing. 

Specifically, an increase in population-growth-induced housing demand in the greater Sacramento 
region could cause significant environmental effects as new residential development would require 
governmental services, such as schools, libraries, and parks.  Indirect and induced employment and 
population growth would further contribute to the loss of open space because it would encourage 
conversion to urban uses for housing and infrastructure. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The City of Sacramento (City) is the lead agency for the development of the proposed 500 Capital Mall 

project (proposed project); a commercial and residential project bounded by Capitol Mall, N, 5th and 6th 

streets.  The project site is within the Central Business District Special Planning District and within the 

Capitol View Protection Corridor.  The proposed project is a mixed-use, 24-story high-rise building with 

offices, retail and restaurant space, and a parking garage. 

As the public water system that supplies water to the proposed project area, the City is preparing this 

water supply assessment (WSA), as per the requirements of Senate Bill 610 (passed in 2002), and the 

California Water Code (primarily Sections 10910 through 10913).  There are three primary areas to be 

addressed in a water supply assessment: (1) all relevant water supply entitlements, water rights, and 

water contracts; (2) a description of the available water supplies; and (3) an analysis of the demand 

placed on those supplies, both by the project, and all existing and planned future uses in the area.    

The water supply for the proposed project comes from the City’s water rights and a 1957 contract with the 

United States Bureau of Reclamation (USBR).  Under the contract, the City is entitled to 326,800 acre-ft 

per year (AFY).  As a signatory of the Water Forum Agreement (WFA), the city has agreed to withdrawal 

limitations from the American River.  During the driest year scenario, the WFA limits annual withdrawal 

from the American River to 50,000 AFY.  The WFA does not limit withdrawal from the Sacramento River; 

therefore, entitled American River water may be diverted at the Sacramento River Water Treatment Plant 

(WTP) below the confluence of the American and Sacramento Rivers.  The resulting annual limitation is a 

function of the annual treatment plant capacity, resulting in a total supply of 230,000 AFY.  The total 

supply during the driest year scenario can meet the anticipated annual demand in 2025 and the 

anticipated annual demand at 2030 with existing groundwater infrastructure.   

The withdrawal rate from the American River is limited during low flow conditions.  Based on modeling of 

historical climatic data, low flow conditions occur during 59 percent of the years during the peak demand 

months.  During low flow conditions, the WFA limits the diversion rate from the American River to 155 
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cubic feet per second (cfs) during June through August when the peak demand occurs.  Assuming 

treatment at the reduced diversion rate from the American River and maximum treatment at the 

Sacramento River WTP, the total surface water supply is 260 million gallons per day (mgd).  The 

projected maximum day demand exceeds 260 mgd in 2010.  The additional 24 mgd available from the 

current groundwater sources would ensure maximum day demand is met up to 2014.  Additional demand 

from the proposed project will not significantly alter this timeline.  The City is already undertaking studies 

to evaluate an additional Sacramento River diversion and treatment facility.  With continued efforts to 

secure additional treatment capacity on the Sacramento River, the City has sufficient time to ensure 

reliable delivery of water for the proposed project and future demand past 2030.   

This WSA concludes that the City’s annual entitlements will meet the proposed project and projected 

future demand over the next 20 years, but due to diversion limitations agreed to in the WFA and the 

current infrastructure capabilities, an additional diversion structure and treatment plant on the Sacramento 

River or additional groundwater wells will be required to meet the maximum demand. 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

500 Capitol Mall (proposed project) is located on a 1.13-acre site on the western portion of the block 

between 5th and 6th streets and Capitol Mall and N streets in the Central Business District of downtown 

Sacramento.  The project site is within the Central Business District Special Planning District and is zoned 

for general commercial use.  The proposed project is within the Capitol View Protection Corridor.  The 

proposed project includes the development of a 24-story, 396-foot-tall high-rise building, consisting of 

office space, retail and restaurant space, and a parking garage. The building is 759,419 square feet. 

The City of Sacramento (City) is conducting an environmental review under the requirements of the 

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) for the proposed project.  This water supply assessment 

(WSA) will provide information for use in the CEQA analysis for this project.  The environmental review for 

the proposed project includes the need for an assessment of the available water supply to serve the 

project.  The requirements for such a WSA are described in the sections of the California Water Code 

(Water Code) amended by the enactment of Senate Bill 610 (SB 610) in 2002.  Approval of any tentative 

subdivision maps may also require a written verification of available water supplies under the sections of 

the Public Resources Code amended by the enactment of Senate Bill 221 (SB 221) in 2002. 

SB 610 and SB 221 provide a nexus between the regional land use planning process and the 

environmental review process.  These laws also reflect the growing awareness of the need to incorporate 

water supply and demand analysis at the earliest possible stage in the land use planning process.  The 

core of these laws is an assessment of whether available water supplies are sufficient to serve the 

demand generated by a project, as well as the reasonably foreseeable cumulative demand in the region 

over the next 20 years under a range of hydrologic conditions.   

This WSA provides information on the available water supply to serve the proposed project, based on the 

sections of the Water Code amended by SB 610.  In addition, this information can be used as part of the 

written verification of water supplies, as required under SB 221. 
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This document is divided into 4 sections: Introduction, Water Supply, Demand Analysis, and Conclusion.  

The Introduction describes the project and water supply planning under SB 610 and SB 221. 

1.1. Project Description 

500 Capital Mall is the proposed project. The proposed project is a mixed-use 24-story, 396-foot-tall high-

rise building, consisting of 467,942 gross square feet of office space, 27,124 gross square feet of retail 

and restaurant space, and 264,353 gross square feet of parking garage area (794 parking spaces).  The 

building is 759,419 square feet overall.  The proposed project is within the Capitol View Protection 

Corridor.   

FIGURE 1-1 and FIGURE 1-2 show the proposed project vicinity and location.  The project site would be 

bounded by Capitol Mall, N, 5th and 6th streets. 

 

FIGURE 1-1.  Project Vicinity Map –500 Capitol Mall 
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FIGURE 1-2  Proposed Project Site Map - 500 Capitol Mall 
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Climate 

The City of Sacramento and the surrounding region has an arid Mediterranean climate; the weather 

consists of long, dry summers and cool, rainy winters. Summer trends extend from May to October. 

Average temperatures in July are 93°F with lows in the mid 60s. The rainy season is from late November 

to mid-April; average precipitation is 18.5 inches annually; snow is uncommon and rare.  Winter daytime 

temperatures are generally in the mid-50s to low 40s, and overnight lows often dip below 30°F. 

Sacramento has experienced two declared droughts in the last three decades. The drought of 1975 – 

1977 accounted for only 7.5 inches of rain and the drought of 1987–1992 is considered the most severe 

drought in California's history1 (Priest, et al., 1993).  Conversely, in years following drought periods 

Sacramento was drenched with rainfall, for example in 1997 regional water levels rose to record highs 

which threatened levee breaks and flooded parts of the out-lying metropolitan area.  This extreme climatic 

variability is common throughout California. 

1.2. Water Supply Planning Under SB 610 and SB 221 

Senate Bill 610 and SB 221 were passed into law on January 1, 2002.  These laws reflect the need to 

incorporate water supply and demand analysis at the earliest possible stage in the planning process.  SB 

610 amended portions of the Water Code, including Section 10631, which contains the Urban Water 

Management Planning Act, as well as adding Sections 10910, 10911, 10912, 10913, and 10915, which 

describe the required elements of a WSA.  SB 221 amended Section 65867.5 and added Sections 

66455.3 and 66473.7 to the Government Code.  Upon signing these bills, Governor Gray Davis stated, 

“Most notably, these bills will coordinate local water supply and land use decisions to help provide 

California’s cities, farms and rural communities with adequate water supplies.  Additionally, these bills 

increase requirements and incentives for urban water suppliers to prepare and adopt comprehensive 

management plans on a timely basis.”2 

Senate Bill 610 is designed to build on the information that is typically contained in an Urban Water 

Management Plan (UWMP).  The amendments to Water Code Section 10631 were designed to make 

water supply assessments and UWMPs consistent.  A key difference between the WSA’s and UWMPs is 

that UWMPs are required to be revised every five years, in years ending with either zero or five, while 

                                                      

1 Priest, D.F. et al. 1993. California's 1987-92 Drought: A summary of six years of drought. State of California Department of Water 
Resources. 

2 Department of Water Resources, Guidebook for Implementation of SB 610 and SB 221 of 2001, 2003. 
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WSAs are required as part of the environmental review process for each individually qualifying project.  

As a result, the 20-year planning horizons for each type of document may cover slightly different planning 

periods than other WSAs or the current UWMP.  Additionally, not all water providers who must prepare a 

WSA under SB 610 are required to prepare an UWMP. 

Under SB 221, approval by a city or county of certain residential subdivisions, as defined by California 

Government Code Section 66473.7(a) (1), requires an affirmative written verification of sufficient water 

supply.  Senate Bill 221 is designed as a “fail-safe” mechanism to ensure that collaboration on finding the 

needed water supplies to serve a new large subdivision occurs early in the planning process.  This 

verification must also include documentation of historical water deliveries for the previous 20 years, as 

well as a description of reasonably foreseeable impacts of the proposed subdivision on the availability of 

water resources of the region.  As a result of the information contained in the written verification, the city 

or county may attach conditions to assure there is an adequate water supply available to serve the 

proposed project as part of the tentative map approval process. 

1.2.1. SB 610 Water Supply Assessment 

The SB 610 water supply assessment process involves answering the following questions: 

• Is the project subject to CEQA? 

• Is it a project under SB 610? 

• Is there a public water system? 

• Is there a current UWMP that accounts for the project demand? 

• Is groundwater a component of the supplies for the project? 

• Are there sufficient supplies available to serve the project over the next 20 years?  

1.2.1.1. “Is the Project Subject to CEQA?” 

The first step in the SB 610 process is determining whether the project is subject to CEQA.  SB 610 

amended Public Resources Code Section 21151.9 to read: “Whenever a city or county determines that a 

project, as defined in Section 10912 of the Water Code, is subject to this division [i.e., CEQA], it shall 

comply with part 2.10 (commencing with Section 10910) of Division 6 of the Water Code.”  The proposed 

project is currently under environmental review pursuant to the requirements of CEQA; therefore, the 



City of Sacramento  Water Supply Assessment 
  500 Capitol Mall 
  Page 1-6 
 

 
P:\Projects - WP Only\51121.00 500 Cap Mall\DEIR\Appendices\Appendix G.doc 

information contained in this assessment will be used to support the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) 

at the project-level analysis. 

1.2.1.2. “Is It a Project Under SB 610?” 

The second step in the SB 610 process is to determine if a project meets the definition of a “Project” 

under Water Code Section 10912 (a).  Under this section, a “Project” is defined as meeting any of the 

following criteria:  

• A proposed residential development of more than 500 dwelling units; 

• A proposed shopping center or business establishment employing more than 1,000 persons or 

having more than 500,000 square feet (ft2) of floor space;  

• A commercial building employing more than 1,000 persons or having more than 250,000 ft2 of 

floor space;  

• A hotel or motel with more than 500 rooms;  

• A proposed industrial, manufacturing, or processing plant, or industrial park, planned to house 

more than 1,000 persons, occupying more than 40 acres of land, or having more than 650,000 ft2 

of floor area; 

• A mixed-use project that includes one or more of these elements; or 

• A project creating the equivalent demand of 500 residential units.  

Alternately, if a public water system has less than 5,000 service connections, the definition of a “Project” 

also includes any proposed residential, business, commercial, hotel or motel, or industrial development 

that would account for an increase of 10 percent or more in the number of service connections for the 

public water system.  Because the proposed project is a mixed-use facility that includes one or more of 

the elements from the list, it meets the requirements as a “Project” under the Water Code. 

1.2.1.3. “Is There a Public Water System?” 

The third step in the SB 610 process is determining if there is a “public water system” to serve the project.  

Section 10912 (c) of the California Water Code (Water Code) states: “[A] public water system means a 

system for the provision of piped water to the public for human consumption that has 3,000 or more 

service connections.” 

The proposed project site is served by the City’s Utilities Department, which is a public water agency that 

served 131,745 connections in June 2004.  The City operates two water treatment plants (WTP).  The 
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Sacramento River WTP is located on the east bank of the Sacramento River, about a half mile 

downstream of the confluence of the Sacramento and American Rivers.  The E. A. Fairbairn WTP 

(formally American River WTP) is located adjacent to the American River between the H Street and Howe 

Avenue bridges, approximately 7 miles upstream of the confluence.  The City also has 32 municipal 

drinking water wells; of these 23 are currently active, and 9 are on standby3. 

1.2.1.4. “Is There a Current UWMP That Accounts for the Project Demand?” 

Step four in the SB 610 process involves determining if there is a current UWMP that considers the 

projected water demand for the project area.  The Water Code requires that all public water systems 

providing water for municipal purposes to more than 3,000 customers, or supplying more than 3,000 ac-ft 

per year (AFY), must prepare an UWMP, and this plan must be updated at least every five years on or 

before December 31, in years ending in five and zero. 

Water Code Section 10910 (c)(2) states, “If the projected water demand associated with the proposed 

project was accounted for in the most recently adopted urban water management plan, the public water 

system may incorporate the requested information from the urban water management plan in preparing 

the elements of the assessment required to comply with subdivisions (d), (e), (f), and (g) [i.e., the WSA].”  

The City’s most recent UWMP was released in 2000.  Although the proposed project was not included in 

the City’s 2000 UWMP, the existing facility on the project site was considered.  The proposed project is 

larger and water use is expected to be substantially greater. Presently, the City is working on an UWMP 

for release in 2006. 

1.2.1.5. “Is Groundwater a Component of the Supplies for the Project?” 

This section addresses the requirements of Water Code Section 10910 (f), paragraphs 1 through 5, which 

apply if groundwater is a source of supply for a proposed project.  The City maintains 32 wells for potable 

and non-potable use, 23 wells are actively used to supply drinking water4.  The current system can supply 

24 mgd and produce up to 26,800 AFY. 

The City is located in the 548-square mile North American (Subbasin) as described by the Department of 

Water Resources. The Subbasin’s boundaries are the Feather and Sacramento Rivers on the west, the 

Bear River to the north, south to the American River and east to the Sierra Nevada. The underlying 

geology or hydrostratigraphy of the basin consists of a variety of geologic formations that make up the 

                                                      

3  Dan Sherry, City of Sacramento, Utilities Department, Comment on Towers WSA, June 23, 2005  
4  Dan Sherry, City of Sacramento, Utilities Department, Comment on Towers WSA, June 23, 2005 
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water bearing units.  There are two aquifer systems: an upper unconfined system consisting of the Victor, 

Fair Oaks, and Laguna Formations, and a lower, semi-confined system in the Mehrten Formation. These 

geologic formations are composed of lenses and layers of inter-bedded sand, silt and clay with coarse-

grained stream channel deposits.5  The groundwater contained in the upper aquifer system of the Victor, 

Fair Oaks and Laguna Formations is of superior quality compared to that in the lower semi-confined 

system, mainly because the water in the Mehrten Formation is higher in iron and manganese, and 

requires more treatment. The upper unconfined system only requires chlorination treatment to be potable. 

The City is a member of the Sacramento Groundwater Authority. The Sacramento Groundwater Authority 

(SGA) is a joint powers authority created in 1998 by a coordinated effort between the Sacramento 

Metropolitan Water Authority and the Water Forum Agreement to manage the region’s North Area 

Groundwater Basin, a sub-region of the North American Subbasin.  The signatory participants are 

managing the basin in a cooperative fashion by allowing representatives from the local water purveyors, 

the agricultural community and other groundwater pumpers to serve on the Board of the SGA.  The goal 

of the SGA is the responsible management of the groundwater basin through a commitment to not 

exceed the sustainable yield of the basin, which is approximately 131,000 AFY according to the WFA.  

The SGA developed a Groundwater Management Plan (GMP) to ensure a safe, reliable water supply for 

the rapidly growing northern Sacramento County area6.  Within this program the SGA will continually 

assess the status of the groundwater basin and make appropriate management decisions to sustain the 

basin. 

The City and other SGA members, in accordance with the WFA, have implemented a conjunctive use 

program to responsibly manage and use the groundwater systems.  This conjunctive use program is part 

of the WFA thirty-year agenda.  The program accounts for the annual climatic variability of the region, 

whereby in normal or wet years of precipitation the water providers will divert more surface water and 

reduce or eliminate groundwater use, allowing the system to recharge. In dry years when the Lower 

American River flows must be maintained, groundwater will again be pumped and used to supplement 

the reduced diversions from the river systems. 

“In general, the intent of the WFA is to increase the use of groundwater in dry years and 

reduce surface water diversions. The decrease in available dry year diversions is a 

consequence of the WFA objective to provide instream flows in the lower American River 

for environmental purposes. In wet years, when more surface water is available, 

                                                      

5 Sacramento Groundwater Authority, Groundwater Management Plan, 2003, page 7. 

http://www.sgah2o.org/sga/programs/groundwater/. 
6 Sacramento Groundwater Authority, Groundwater Management Plan, 2003, page 1. 
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diversion will be increase and groundwater extraction will be reduced, thereby promoting 

recharge of the basin.”7 

1.2.1.6. “Are There Sufficient Supplies to Serve the Project Over the Next Twenty 

Years?” 

The next step in the SB 610 process is to prepare the actual assessment of the available water supplies, 

including the availability of these supplies in all water-year conditions over a 20-year planning horizon, 

and an assessment of how these supplies relate to project-specific and cumulative demands over that 

same 20-year period.  In this case, the period covers the years 2005 to 2025. 

Water Code Section 10910 (c)(4) states: “If the city or county is required to comply with this part pursuant 

to subdivision (b), the water assessment for the project shall include a discussion with regard to whether 

the total projected water supplies, determined to be available by the city or county for the project during 

normal, single dry and multiple dry water years during a 20-year projection, will meet the projected water 

demand associated with the proposed project, in addition to existing and planned future uses, including 

agricultural and manufacturing uses.” 

There are three primary areas to be addressed in a water supply assessment: 

• relevant water supply entitlements, water rights, and water contracts;  

• a description of the available water supplies;  

• analysis of the demand placed on those supplies, both by the project and on cumulative basis. 

Water entitlements are addressed in Section 2 and the analysis of the demand is discussed in Section 3.  

Section 4 contains results and conclusions. 

 

                                                      

7 Sacramento Groundwater Authority, Groundwater Management Plan, 2003, page 24. 
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2.0 WATER SUPPLY 

This section reviews the City’s water supply entitlements and water rights. 

Water Code Section 10910 (d)(1) states: “The assessment required by this section shall include an 

identification of any existing water supply entitlements, water rights, or water service contracts relevant to 

the identified water supply for the proposed project, and a description of the quantities of water received 

in prior years by the public water system, or the city or county if either is required to comply with this part 

pursuant to subdivision (b), under the existing water supply entitlements, water rights or water service 

contracts.” 

2.1. Water Rights and Contracts 

Water rights are a historically important means of securing water use in California.  These rights date 

back to the Gold Rush days of the 1850’s, whereby water claims were made by “first in time, first in 

rights”; this established a water user’s right to divert water from a specific point on a stream for a specific 

use.  Since 1914, the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) has been charged with 

administrating and regulating all water rights permits in California.  Under this process, an application is 

filed and the SWRCB issues a permit for surface water diversion, including the approved place of use 

(POU) for that water.  

The City claims pre-1914 rights to divert 75 cubic feet per second (cfs) and secured five additional 

appropriative water rights with various priorities ranging between October 1947 to September 1954.  

Sacramento River permit 00992 and American River permits 011358 and 011361 authorize the taking of 

water from the respective sources by direct diversion.  The other two permits, 011359 and 011360, 

authorize re-diversion and consumptive uses of stored and releases from the Upper American River 

Project.  Currently, the City has Application S014834 pending with the SWRCB for additional 50,581 AFY 

from the Sacramento River.  The City’s surface water permits require use of the diverted water within the 

authorized POU.  The project falls within the POU of all the permits. 

In 1957, the U. S. Bureau of Reclamation (USBR) and the City executed a contract that ensures 

maximum entitlements through the Central Valley Project (CVP).  At build-out in 2030, the USBR contract 
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provides the city a maximum annual diversion of 326,800 AFY.  This contract has no delivery limitations 

and is included in Appendix A.  The City is a signatory of 2000 WFA which explicitly does not impact the 

USBR annual diversions, but does reduce the diversion in the American River during dry years or if flows 

are below Hodge flow criteria.  The permits and USBR contractual diversions are listed in TABLE 2-1.  

The 2005 contract amount is 205,000 AFY.  The contract amount increases annually to a maximum of 

326,800 AFY in 2030 as show in FIGURE 2-1 and TABLE 2-2.   

TABLE 2-1  

Surface Water Entitlements 

Maximum Permitted Diversion 
Permit Authorized Diversion AFY cfs 

American River 245,000 675 
Sacramento River 81,800 225 

1957 USBR 2030 
Contractual 
Maximum c Total Combined Diversion 326,800 900 

American River 245,000 310a 
Sacramento River 81,800 290b 2000 WFA 

Maximum 
Total Combined Diversion 326,800 900 

a.  310 cfs is a maximum withdrawal rate, additional restrictions apply. 
b.  The Sacramento WTP, below the confluence of the American and Sacramento River, is an allowable withdrawal point for the 

permitted American River flows, allowing an increase in the diversion from the Sacramento River. 
c.  Based on permits 00922, 011358, 011359, 011360, and 11361. 
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FIGURE 2-1  USBR Maximum Contracted Annual Surface Water Diversion 

TABLE 2-2 
USBR Maximum Contracted Annual Surface Water Diversion (AFY) 
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Source 2005 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 

American River 123,200 145,700 170,200 196,200 222,200 245,000 

Sacramento River 81,800 81,800 81,800 81,800 81,800 81,800 

TOTAL 205,000 227,500 252,000 278,000 304,000 326,800 

Source: USBR 1957 Contract with City of Sacramento, Appendix A 

2.2. Reliability of Water Supplies 

An important aspect when discussing water supplies and reliability within Sacramento region is the Water 

Forum Agreement; this is an agreement between multiple stakeholders of the Sacramento metropolitan 

area and lower foothill regions.  After seven years of meetings, sub-committee negotiations and small 

group operations, the Water Forum members established a working agreement that provides water 

quality and reliability for all participants.  The WFA’s coequal goals were to (1) provide a reliable and safe 

water supply for the region’s economic health and planned development through to the year 2030, and (2) 

preserve the fishery, wildlife, recreational and aesthetic values of the Lower American River.8  From these 

coequal goals, the Water Forum signatories determined seven major elements that must be implemented 

during the next thirty years if the agreement is to be successful. The elements specific to water supply 

reliability include:  

• Increased Surface Water Diversions,  

• Actions to Meet Customers’ Needs While Reducing Diversion Impacts in Drier Years,  

• Water Conservation,  

• Groundwater Management and the Water Forum Successor Effort.   

Each of these elements plays a vital role in the Water Forum’s coequal objectives.  As a signatory of the 

WFA, the City’s Utilities department is actively participating in all seven elements.  Recently, the City 

increased water treatment capacity at the Sacramento River Water Treatment Plant and the E.A. 

Fairbairn WTP. 

The City is continuing to develop a water supply consistent with the WFA.  Public Law 106-554 authorized 

the Sacramento River Water Reliability Study, which includes a feasibility study for a second Sacramento 

River diversion.  The Sacramento River Water Reliability Study includes development of alternatives, an 

environmental evaluation, and consultation with federal and state agencies regarding potential impacts.  

                                                      

8 Water Forum Agreement 2000, page 29. 
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The USBR is the lead agency for federal review and Placer County Water Agency is the lead agency for 

local review.  

The WFA places flow restrictions on diversions from the American River when flow is below the “Hodge 

flows” as defined in Environmental Defense Fund et al. v. East Bay Municipal Utility District.  Parties in the 

litigation cannot divert water from the American River unless instream flows measure at least 2,000 cfs 

from October 15 through February; 3,000 cfs from March through June; and 1,750 cfs from July to 

October 14.  The diversion limits change seasonally and are listed in TABLE 2-3.  Based on CALSIM II 

analysis of the 1922 to 1994 climate data, 59 percent of the years will experience Hodge flow conditions 

during the peak months of June through August.  

TABLE 2-3  

Restricted American River Diversion Rates 

Diversion Limita 
Month cfs AF 

January 120 7,400  
February 120 6,700  
March 120 7,400  
April 120 7,100  
May 120 7,400  
June 155 9,200  
July 155 9,500  
August 155 9,500  
September 120 7,100  
October 100 6,100  
November 100 6,000  
December 100 6,100  
a.  Restriction occurs when the flow passing the WTP 

is below the Hodge flow condition. 

 

The Sacramento River WTP has a capacity of 160 mgd (250 cfs).  Fairbairn WTP has a treatment 

capacity of 200 mgd (310 cfs), equal to the maximum diversion rate allowed in the WFA.  If both plants 

operated at their maximum production, the combined theoretical output would be approximately 360 mgd. 

One of the alternatives being evaluated in the Sacramento River Water Reliability Study is for a 145 mgd 

(225 cfs) WTP on the Sacramento River near Elverta Road, north of the Sacramento International Airport.  

The potential completion date of a new Sacramento WTP is within the next six to ten years.  With the 

addition of the new Sacramento River WTP, the combined maximum production will be 505 mgd and the 
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low flow production will be 405 mgd.  Maximum day production before and after completion of a 145 mgd 

Sacramento WTP is shown in TABLE 2-4. 

TABLE 2-4 

MAXIMUM DAY PRODUCTION 

Source 

Capacity 
Above Hodge Flows 

(mgd) 

Capacity 
Below Hodge Flows 

(mgd) 

Fairbairn WTP 200 100 

Sacramento WTP 160 160 

Groundwater 24 24 

TOTAL without new WTP 384 284 

no groundwater 360 260 

New Sacramento WTP 145 
145 

TOTAL with new WTP 529 429 

no groundwater 505 405 
Source: EIP Associates, June 2005 adapted from City of Sacramento Water Forum 
Agreement, 2000 

 

During years when the projected unimpaired inflow to Folsom Reservoir is less than 400,000 acre-feet, 

the WFA limits diversion from the American River to 50,000 AFY.  The WFA has labeled the extremely 

low flow conditions as a “conference year” where signatories will meet to discuss water management 

strategies.  A conference year scenario has a 1.8 percent probability of occurring and did occur in 1924 

and 1977.  The WFA does not restrict diversion of the American River entitlements from a Sacramento 

River diversion point; therefore, normal year and dry year supplies are identical for the City as shown in 

TABLE 2-5.  However, annual surface water diversions below the USBR contracted amounts are limited 

by the diversion capacity from the Sacramento River. 

Assuming 50,000 AFY from the Fairbairn WTP and a maximum production from the Sacramento WTP of 

180,000 AFY, the current drought limiting scenario still allows for a theoretical maximum production of 

230,000 AFY.  (The additional 145 mgd Sacramento River WTP would increase the total annual 

production to 311,800 AFY.)  The theoretical maximum “conference year” production of 230,000 AFY 

over estimates the current drought year production, because the Sacramento WTP can not operate at 

maximum capacity of 160 mgd when the maximum demand is below maximum treatment capacity, as is 

the case in winter months.  Average day demand is not expected to exceed 160 mgd until after 2015; 

therefore, the Sacramento WTP will operate below annual maximum production capacity until after 2015.  

The most appropriate approach to addressing the diversion limitations is by analyzing maximum day 
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demand; consequently, reference to total annual production capacity is for discussion purposes and does 

not appropriately reflect daily system operations. 

TABLE 2-5 

2005 Annual Surface Water Supply (AFY) 

2006 to 2008 Dry Year Supplya 

Source 

2006 USBR 
Contracted 

Supply 
First Dry Year 

2006 

Second Dry 
Year 
2007 

Third Dry Year 
2008 

American River 127.7 50,000 50,000 50,000 

American River  
  diverted from the Sacramento River -- 77,700 82,200 86,700 

Sacramento River 81,800 81,800 81,800 81,800 

TOTALb 209,500 209,500 214,000 218,500 

a.  Current diversion capacity from the Sacramento River is 180,000 AFY, allowing a drought year production of 230,000 AFY. 
b.  Total increases during multiple years according to USBR contract. 
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3.0 WATER DEMAND ANALYSIS 

This section shows the calculated water demand for the proposed project as well as projected demand for 

the entire system and then compares the demand to the supply. 

3.1. Proposed Project Water Demand  

The expected water use of the proposed project was determined by analyzing each use of the building 

and assigning a demand factor for each use.  To determine the water demand factors of the proposed 

project, water use demand factors were formulated based on data from the 1994 Proposed Water 

Demand/Wastewater Generation Factors Report by Nolte Engineering and West Yost and Associates, as 

well as current and historical uses at similar facilities, and personal communications with the State 

Department of Water Resources, Southern Nevada Water Agency, Placer County Water Agency, Irvine 

Ranch Water District, and the City of Sacramento, Department of Utilities.  As shown in TABLE 3-1, the 

proposed project will potentially use 20.78 AFY or an annual average demand of 0.018 mgd (18,561gpd).  

The calculated demand represents the upper range of the potential demand. 

TABLE 3-1 

Proposed Project Water Demand 

Building/Facility 
Space Used  

(ft2) demand factor/unit 

Average  
Annual Demand 

(gpd) 

Total  
Annual Demand 

(AFY) 

Office 406,384 0.0375 gpd/ft2 a 15,239 17.06 

Bar/Restaurant/Retail  27,124 0.35 gpd/ft2 b 3,322 3.72 

Parking Garage 534,900 0 0 0.00 
TOTALS 1,818,335   18,561 20.78 

a.  Office 400 square feet per employee and 15 gallons per day per employee (American Water Works Association, 1996) 
b.  Restaurant/Retail based on actual use water service demand from Water Supply Assessment for Palo Alto Medical Foundation Draft EIR, 2005. 



City of Sacramento  Water Supply Assessment 
  500 Capitol Mall 
  Page 3-2 
 

 
P:\Projects - WP Only\51121.00 500 Cap Mall\DEIR\Appendices\Appendix G.doc 

The existing facility has an estimated annual demand of 5.2 AFY as shown in TABLE 3-2, resulting in a 

net increase of in water demand of 15.58 AFY or an annual average demand increase of 0.011 mgd. 

TABLE 3-2 

Historical Water Use at the Proposed Project Site 

Building/Facility 
Space Used  

(ft2) demand factor/unit 

Average  
Annual Demand 

(gpd) 

Total  
Annual Demand 

(AFY) 

Office Building 155,180 0.041 gpd/ft2 a 6,395.0 5.2 
a.  Nolte Engineering with West Yost & Associates, Proposed Water Demand/Wastewater Generation Factors Report 1994. 

3.2. System Demand 

The Sacramento historical demand over the last five years is shown in TABLE 3-3.  The total water 

supplied by the City from June 2003 to July 2004 was 143,784 acre-ft.  Over the last 7 years, 17 percent 

of the delivered water has been met with groundwater. 

TABLE 3-3 

Historical Water Deliveries 

 Surface Water Groundwater Total Water Delivered 

Year Population  

Annual 
Surface 
Water 

Delivered 
(AFY) 

Maximum 
Day 

Water 
Delivered 

(mgd) 

Maximum 
Day to 

Average 
Day Ratio 

Annual 
Groundwater 

Delivered 
(AFY) 

Total 
Annual 
Water 

Delivery 
(AFY) 

Average 
(mgd) 

Percent 
Increase 

1997/98 392,800 92,031 140.40 1.71 7,186 99,216 88.58  

1998/99 396,200 102,180 143.60 1.58 24,630 126,810 113.22 21.8% 

1999/00 405,963 112,547 161.60 1.61 24,146 136,693 122.04 7.2% 

2000/01 418,711 114,172 214.00 2.10 23,578 137,750 122.98 0.8% 

2001/02 426,013 113,979 159.80 1.57 24,271 138,250 123.43 0.4% 

2002/03 433,400 111,539 278.90 2.35 23,997 135,537 121.01 -2.0% 

2003/04 441,000 128,412 318.40 2.33 15,372 143,784 128.37 5.7% 

2004/05 452,959 116,305 176.4 1.70 19,271 135,576 120.7 -5.97 

Average 420,881 111,396 199.14 1.87 20,306 131,702 117.09 00.0% 

Source: City of Sacramento, Department of Utilities: Operational Statistics 2004/2005. 
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The City of Sacramento recently completed a 2030 demand analysis for the USBR Sacramento River 

Water Reliability Study (March, 2005) including transfers within the designated point of use and demand 

through annexation.  The City of Sacramento’s demand was calculated as 156,766 AFY with a maximum 

day demand of 251 mgd.  The total demand for the City’s permitted Sacramento and American River 

diversions were calculated as 239,804 AFY with a peak demand of 402 mgd.  The demand is 

summarized in TABLE 3-4.  The projected demands are from the Water Forum Agreement and modified 

to reflect a 25.9 percent conservation factor.  Supporting calculations, including population projections, 

are included in Appendix B. 

TABLE 3-4 
Projected Annual and Maximum Day Demand for Sacramento 2030a 

Area 
Annual Demand 

(AFY) 
Maximum Day 

Demandb (mgd) 
City of Sacramento 156,766 251 
Area "D" 30,222 50 
Cal-American (Rosemont) 12,129 20 
Cal-American (Parkway) 10,551 17 
Florin County Water District 2,296 4 
Unincorporated Area (Zone 40) 10,644 19 
Fruitridge Vista Water Company 4,734 8 
Tokay Park Water District 119 1 
Pending Annexation 5,208 8 
Sacramento Wastewater Treatment Plant 520 1 
Wheeling Demand 6,616 23 
TOTAL 239,805 402 
a. Demand based on estimates in USBR Sacramento River Water Reliability Study (March, 2005). 
b. Maximum Day Demand based on a peaking factor of 1.8 except for wheeling demand. 

 

The projected demand does not include the increased demand from the proposed project, which would 

result in potential net increase of 15.58 AFY.  The maximum day demand may increase by 0.032 mgd, 

based on a peaking factor of 1.8 or 0.1 percent.  The anticipated increase from the project results in an 

annual demand of 240,000 AFY and peak day demand of 402 mgd.  Future projects altering the land 

uses from those included in the original analysis of 2030 demand have not been included. 

3.3. Comparison of Available Water Supplies versus Demand 

Section 10910 (c)(3) of the Water Code states, “the water supply assessment for the project shall include 

a discussion with regard to whether the public water system’s total projected water supplies available for 

normal, dry and multiple dry water years during a 20-year projection will meet the projected water 

demand associated with the proposed project, in addition to the public water system’s existing and 

planned future uses, including agricultural and manufacturing uses.”   
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3.3.1. Annual Supply and Demand 

The 2004 demand of 143,764 AFY was well below the current USBR contracted limit of 200,500 AFY for 

that year.  The projected annual demand remains approximately 70% of the USBR contracted annual 

diversion when using a constant 2.0 percent per year growth rate to achieve the 2030 projected demand 

of 240,080 AFY as shown in TABLE 3-5.  For the purposes of a cumulative analysis, the net increase in 

demand from the project was added to the 2030 projected demand and was assumed to be part of a 

constant 2.0 percent annual growth over the next 25 years. 

TABLE 3-5 

Supply and Demand Comparison during Normal Years (AFY) 

 2005 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 

Surface Water 
Supply  

American River 123,200 145,700 170,200 196,200 222,200 245,000

Sacramento 
River 81,800 81,800 81,800 81,800 81,800 81,800

TOTAL 
SURFACE 
WATER 
SUPPLYa 205,000 227,500 252,000 278,000 304,000 326,800

Demand 146,647 161,567 178,336 196,842 217,265 239,805

Net Project 
Demand -- 15.52 15.52 15.52 15.52 15.52

TOTAL DEMAND 146,647 161,583 178,352 196,858 217,281 239,821

SURPLUS 58,353 65,917 73,648 81,142 86,719 86,979

a.  Total Surface water supply is based on USBR contracted delivery. 

The WFA limits the driest year diversion to 50,000 AFY from the American River, but does not limit the 

diversion of the American River entitlement from the Sacramento River, resulting in no reduction in 

contracted delivery for single or multiple dry years.  The annual supply becomes limited by diversion and 

treatment capacity of Sacramento River water.  Current theoretical maximum production during the 

“conference years” is approximately 230,000 AFY.  As stated in Section 2.3, the “conference year” 

production estimate of 230,000 AFY over estimates the current drought production, because the 

Sacramento WTP can not operate at maximum capacity of 160 mgd when the maximum demand is below 

maximum treatment capacity, as is the case in winter months.  In other words, production is directly 

related to customer water demands.  The most appropriate approach to addressing the diversion 

limitations is by analyzing maximum day demand. 
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TABLE 3-6 shows annual surface water supply and demand for “conference years”.  Total annual 

contracted diversion, total annual production, “conference year” production capacity, and projected 

demand are also included in FIGURE 3-1.  The figure does show a potential surface water deficit 

occurring in 2028 if a new diversion and WTP is not constructed on the Sacramento River.  The deficit 

grows to 10,000 AFY in 2030.  The anticipated deficit could be met with a combination of existing 

groundwater infrastructure, by curtailing wheeling agreements, or conservation measures. 

TABLE 3-6 

Supply and Demand Comparison during “Conference Years”a 

 2005 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 

Surface Water Supply 

American 
River 50,000 50,000 50,000 50,000 50,000 50,000

American 
River diverted 
from the 
Sacramento 
River 73,200 95,700 120,200 146,200 172,200 195,000

Sacramento 
River 81,800 81,800 81,800 81,800 81,800 81,800

TOTAL 
SURFACE 
WATER 
SUPPLYb 205,000 227,500 252,000 278,000 304,000 326,800

Demand 146,647 161,567 178,336 196,842 217,265 239,805

Net Project 
Demand -- 15.58 15.58 15.58 15.58 15.58

TOTAL 
DEMAND 146,647 161,583 178,352 196,858 217,281 239,821

SURPLUS 58,353 65,917 73,648 81,142 86,719 86,979
a.  “Conference Year”, defined by the WFA, when the projected unimpaired inflow to Folsom Reservoir is less than 400,000 acre-

feet. 
b.  Total Surface water supply is based on USBR contracted delivery and not based on the maximum dry year treatment and 

diversion capacity of 230,00 AFY. 
c.  Exceeds current dry year diversion capacity of 230,000 AFY. 
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FIGURE 3-1  Annual Surface Water Supply and Demand 

3.3.2. Maximum Day Supply and Demand 

Because of diversion limitations during Hodge flow conditions, the maximum peak day demand should 

also be considered during the supply and demand analysis.  TABLE 3-7 shows the maximum day surface 

water supply and demand under normal flow conditions.  TABLE 3-8 shows a reduction of the Fairbairn 

WTP capacity from 200 mgd to 100 mgd during Hodge flow conditions, resulting in a total treatment 

capacity of 260 mgd.  Assuming a 2.2 percent growth rate of the maximum day demand, a deficit of 

surface water production will occur in 2010 without a new Sacramento River diversion and WTP as shown 

during Hodge flow conditions in FIGURE 3-2.  In 2014, the deficit exceeds Hodge flow-limited surface 

supply combined with the current groundwater supply of 24 mgd.  In 2030, the projected deficit is 142 

mgd.  A new 145 mgd Sacramento River diversion WTP would meet the anticipated peak day deficit in 

2030 under all conditions. 
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TABLE 3-7 

Peak Day Surface Water Supply and Demand Comparison during Normal Flow Conditions (mgd) 

 2005 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 

American 
Rivera 200 200 200 200 200 200

Sacramento 
Rivera 160 160 160 160 160 160

TOTAL 
SURFACE 

WATER 
SUPPLY 360 360 360 360 360 360

Demandb 235.7 261.9 291.5 324.5 361.2 402.0

Net Project 
Demand -- 0.011 0.011 0.011 0.011 0.011

TOTAL 
DEMAND  261.9 291.5 324.5 361.2 402.0

SURPLUS 124.3 98.1 68.5 35.5 -1.2 -42.0 
a.  Surface supply is based on nominal plant capacity. 
b.  Based on 2.2 percent annual growth rate between 2004 and 2030 demand. 

 

TABLE 3-8 

Peak Day Surface Water Supply and Demand Comparison during Hodge Flow Conditions (mgd) 

 2005 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 

American 
Rivera 100 100 100 100 100 100

Sacramento 
Riverb 160 160 160 160 160 160

TOTAL 
SURFACE 

WATER 
SUPPLY 260 260 260 260 260 260

Demandc 235.7 261.9 291.5 324.5 361.2 402.0

Net Project 
Demand -- 0.011 0.011 0.011 0.011 0.011

TOTAL 
DEMAND  261.9 291.5 324.5 361.2 402.0

SURPLUS 24.3 -1.9 -31.5 -64.5 -101.2 -142.0

a.  American River diversion is limited 100 mgd during Hodge flow conditions. 
b.  Sacramento WTP peak day supply is based on the nominal capacity of the plant. 
c.  Based on 2.2 percent annual growth rate between 2004 and 2030 demand. 
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FIGURE 3-2  Maximum Day Surface Water Production and Demand 
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4.0 CONCLUSION 

According to the requirements of Water Code Section 10910(c)(3) the water supply assessment shall 

include a discussion of “whether the public water system’s total projected water supplies available … will 

meet the projected water demand associated with proposed project, in addition to the public water 

system’s existing and planned future uses.”  Due to the limitations occurring during peak day demand, the 

supply will not meet the projected demand.  According to the requirements of Water Code Section 

10911(a), if the results of the assessment conclude that the water supplies are, or will be, insufficient, the 

water supply assessment shall include plans for acquiring additional water supplies.  Those plans may 

include, but are not limited to, information on costs and financing, permits, and timeframes. 

The City is already a partner on the Sacramento River Water Reliability Study, which is investigating 

alternatives for an additional diversion on the Sacramento River.  The environmental documents for the 

alternatives analysis is scheduled to be completed in 20079, providing seven years for the design and 

construction of a selected project before any potential peak demand shortfall would occur.  The 

alternative of a 145 mgd diversion and WTP included in the Sacramento River Water Reliability Study 

would ensure the delivery of the entitled water for the City, as well as all wholesale and wheeling 

agreements past 2030. 

This assessment finds that the City of Sacramento has sufficient water allocation secured from their 1957 

contracts with the USBR and other related permits to serve the proposed project and projected future 

demand over the next 20 years.  Annual and peak day demands are summarized in TABLE 4-1.  

However, based on a WFA limitation of 50,000 AFY from the American River, during a dry year, a surface 

water limitation does occur by 2030, but the full demand can be met with the groundwater infrastructure.  

Due to limitations agreed to in the WFA and current infrastructure capabilities, an additional diversion and 

WTP on the Sacramento River will be required to meet the peak day demand by as early as 2014. 

                                                      

9 Initial Alternatives Report. Final diversion, March 2005. Sacramento River Reliability Study. Updated: Personal Communication 
with David Stevens of MWH, April 18, 2006 



City of Sacramento  Water Supply Assessment 
  500 Capitol Mall 
  Page 4-2 
 

 
P:\Projects - WP Only\51121.00 500 Cap Mall\DEIR\Appendices\Appendix G.doc 

TABLE 4-1 

Projected Annual and Maximum-Day Supply and Demand Comparison  

Year 

USBR 
contracted 

delivery 
(AFY) 

Projected 
Annual 
Demand 
(AFY)a 

Annual 
Surplus 
(AFY) 

Peak Day Surface 
Water Supply under 

Hodge Flow conditions
(mgd)c 

Maximum 
Day Demand 

(mgd)d 

Peak Day 
Surplus 
(mgd) 

2005 205,000 146,647 58,353 260 236 24 

2010 227,500 161,842 65,658 260 262 -2 

2015 252,000 178,336 73,664 260 292 -32 

2020 278,000 197,117 80,883 260 325 -65 

2025 304,000 217,540 86,460 260 362 -102 

2030 326,800 240,080b 86,720 260 402 -142 
a.  Demand based on estimates in Sacramento River Water Reliability Study (March, 2005) plus the net demand from project. 
b.  Exceeds “conference year” theoretical maximum production of 230,000 AFY, see TABLE 3-6. 
c.  Based on Hodge flow limitations of 100 mgd at Fairbarn WTP and nominal capacity of 160 mgd at Sacramento WTP. 
d.  Maximum-day demand based on a peaking factor of 1.8, except for wheeling demand.  
     Indicates demand exceeds supply due to infrastructure limitations. 
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