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SUBJECT: AUTHORIZATION TO AWARD A PROFESSIONAL SERVICES CONTRACT
TO KITCHELL FOR CONSTRUCTION PROJECT MANAGEMENT OF THE
MUSIC CIRCUS/SACRAMENTO THEATRE COMPANY RENOVATION

PROJECT

LOCATION AND COUNCIL DISTRICT:

The Music Circus/Sacramento Theatre Company site is located in Council District 1 at the

corner of H and 15" Streets.
RECOMMENDATION:

This report recommends that City

Council:

Award the construction project management contract to Kitchell in the not to exceed amount
of $545,000 for construction project management services for the Music Circus and the
Sacramento Theatre Company renovation project with the stipulation that:

a. A notice to proceed with construction will only be issued if City Council certifies the
final Environmental Impact Review (FEIR) and the 30 day challenge period has
ended without a resulting lawsuit.

b. Total contractual obligations under this contract are limited to $125,000 if the
Certificates of Participation (COPs) are not issued to finance the Music
Circus/Sacramento Theatre Company renovation.

CONTACT PERSON: Laura Sainz, Economic Development Specialist, 264-2677

FOR COUNCIL MEETING OF:

January 30, 2001
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SUMMARY

The City and County have been working with the Music Circus and the Sacramento Theatre
Company to renovate the existing facilities of both theater groups. The renovation budget is
$8.9 million for construction costs. The City and County have formed a Joint Powers
Authority that may be used to issue Certificates of Participation to finance the construction
costs.

In order to ensure the construction process is efficient and within budget, the City will contract
with Kitchell to manage the plan and budget review and as well as the bid process and
construction. This contract is not the general contractor contract, and should be viewed as
separate from the actual construction contract. The Kitchell contract will be a maximum
amount of $545,000, which is included in the $8.9 million project budget. If the Certificates of
Participation are not issued to finance the project, the Kitchell contract will be limited to up to
$125,000, to pay for plan and budget review, as well as consulting services on the bid
process. The initial $125,000 will be paid for out of the H Street Theater CIP Fund, which will
be reimbursed if/when the Certificates of Participation are issued.

BACKGROUND INFORMATION

The City and County have been working with the Music Circus and the Sacramento Theatre
Company to renovate the existing facilities of both theater groups. The project was
presented to both the City Council and County Board of Supervisors for conceptual approval
in October of 1999 and 2000. Most recently, City Council and the County Board of
Supervisors approved a Joint Powers Authority in order to provide a structure to issue
Certificates of Participation to finance the construction costs.

The renovation project will include a new entry area, box offices and restrooms, as well as
the renovation of existing stages, dressing areas and office space. Also included is a
permanent tent structure for Music Circus performances. The project budget is $8.9 million
for construction costs. This includes $545,000 for an on-site construction project manager.
The on-site construction manager was part of the Appendix C Business Agreement signed by
the theater groups, the City and the County. The role of the construction project manager will
be to keep the construction process on schedule and within budget. The construction project
manager will also keep the City informed of major issues related to the construction as well
as guide the theater groups through the renovation period. This contract is not the general
contractor contract, and should be viewed as separate from the actual construction contract.

POLICY CONSIDERATIONS

The renovation of the Music Circus and Sacramento Theatre Company is consistent with the
City Council’s overall objective to build the downtown area into an arts and entertainment
district.
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FINANCIAL CONSIDERATIONS

The project is dependent on the final EIR certification and the successful sale of the
Certificates of Participation. The Certificates of Participation will not be issued until the
CEQA process, including all appeal periods and related actions are complete. If the FEIR is
not certified, and/or the Certificates of Participation are not issued, the City’s liability on this
contract is limited to $125,000.

The initial payments for the Kitchell contract will be paid for out of the H Street Theater
Capital Improvement Project (CIP) (MA 81). The H Street Theater CIP will be used to fund
the contract costs up to the time the COPs are issued. The current balance of the H Street
Theater CIP is approximately $127,000. Initially, the H Street Theater CIP had a 50%
matching requirement for the theater groups on any expenses related to improvements on
the property. City Council and the County Board of Supervisors waived the matching
requirement in October 2000 for pre-construction related expenses. |f/when the CEQA
appeal period is complete (and all related actions) and the COPs are issued, the H Street
Theater CIP will be reimbursed out of the bond proceeds.

ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES
The Music Circus/Sacramento Theatre Company renovation project has a completed
Environmental Impact Report, and has been approved by both the Planning Commission and

the Design Review Board. An appeal of the Planning Commission decision is scheduled to
be heard at City Council on February 6, 2001.

ESBD: Not applicable.

Respectfully submitted:

I ad—

RBARA BONEBRAKE, Director
Convention, Culture and Leisure Department

RECOMMENDATION APPROVED: APPROVED:
ROBERT P/ THOMAS THOMAS V. LEE
City Manager Deputy City Manager



RESOLUTION NO. % /-/*-

ADOPTED BY THE SACRAMENTO CITY COUNCIL

ON DATE OF

RESOLUTION AWARDING A PROFESSIONAL SERVICES
AGREEMENT WITH KITCHELL FOR CONSTRUCTION
PROJECT MANAGEMENT SERVICES FOR THE MUSIC

CIRCUS/SACRAMENTO THEATRE COMPANY
RENOVATION PROJECT

APPROVED

FEB 2 0 2001

OFFICE OF THE
CITY CLERK

BE IT HEREBY RESOLVED BY THIS CITY COUNCIL THAT:

1. The City Council awards Kitchell the contract for the construction project
management services for the Music Circus/Sacramento Theatre Company
renovation project in an amount not to exceed $545,000 with the stipulation that:
a. A notice to proceed with construction, pursuant to a construction contract to

be awarded at project approval, will only be issued if City Council certifies the
final Environmental Impact Report, the project is approved, and the 30 day

challenge period has ended without a resulting lawsuit.

b. Total contractual obligations under this contract are limited to $125,000 if the
Certificates of Participation (COPs) are not issued to finance the Music

Circus/Sacramento Theatre Company renovation project.

2. The H Street Theater CIP will be used to fund costs related to the contract prior
to the issuance of the Certificates of Participation. If/when the Certificates of
Participation are issued, the H Street Theater CIP will be reimbursed for all

expenses related to this contract.

MAYOR
Attest:

City Clerk

FOR CITY CLERK USE ONLY

Resolution No.:

Date Adopted:




The Acoustics & Vibration Group

5700 Broadway =~ Sacramento, CA 95820-1852
916-457-1444  FAX: 916-457-1475.

The | W\ Group

Consultants in Acoustics, Vibration & Hoise Control

January 30, 2001

Anne Burke
1421 G Street, #5
Sacramento, CA 95814

SUBJECT: Results of Review of Final EIR for California Muswal Theater and Comments regarding
‘Tts Completeness and Accuracy :

Dear Anne,

This letter report prov1des responses and comments on the Final EIR [1]" prepared as part of the
Music Circus renovation project. The staff report to City Council regardmg the proposed renovation
[2] was reviewed also. The design of the tent structure has been an ongoing process. The “final” de-
sign was provided on January 26, 2001. This “final” design has not been evaluated by the City’s noise
~ consultant, nor have the interim designs. The evolving nature of the design makes any analysis very

difficult and limits the ability of City Council to make an informed decision on accuracy and complete-
ness of the Final EIR. The “final” design of the tent is not reflected in the Final EIR in any form or
fashion. The only attempt at an analysis of the “final” was performed by the CMT’s acoustical consul-
tant [3]. This document has been reviewed and comments are made regarding the accuracy and com-
‘pleteness of this analysis. However, since this is not an independent evaluation and the person complet-
ing the analysis does not meet the requirements of the City’s Noise Element [4,5], this analysis is of
limited value and has no influence on the completeness or accuracy of the Final EIR. That is, he is not
registered as profess1ona1 engineer in California, is not certified by the Institute of Noise Control Engi-
neers (INCE) and is not a member of INCE. Thus, his evaluation would not be allowed per the City’s
requirements. The biggest issue remains that the proposed tent design does not reflect what is described
in the Final EIR and has not been evaluated by the City’s noise consultant. An additional concern is that
the alternative has not been analyzed by anyone. Several more problems exist and are dlscussmg the
-following sections. ¥

The results of the Final EIR must first be questioned because the noise section has been completely
rewritten with regards to the data provided, conclusions regarding significance of impacts and the need

for mitigation measures compared with the Draft EIR [6]. New sound data has been provided using the

metrics dictated by the Noise Ordinance [7] but a full report was not made available regarding how this
data was taken and when. Since that time, additional details have been provided by the City’s noise
consultant in response to the questions posed. The Draft EIR said there was no impact while the Final
EIR says there are impacts and mitigation measures are proposed. These are not “Minor Changes and
Edits to the Draft EIR”. - |

The remainder of this report will address the results and conclusions of the Noise section of the
Final EIR using the format of the Final EIR. The remarks start with section 4.2 Noise.

" - Number in brackets refers to references listed at the end of this letter report.

4|



+ R2K078: Music Circus, Final EIR Acoustic Comments, Januar'y 30,2001

1. Environmental Setting =

a.

<A

The F inal EIR continues (See Draﬂ EIR [6]) to state that no complaints were received -

in either 1999 or 2000 without acknowledging that residents have iriformed City offi-

cials that they called the police and the police refused to record these complaints. The
police discouraged people from complaining even though the Noise Ordinance states

~ that the police department is to be notified of potential noise exceedances. This same

problem was observed at Cal-Expo. To remedy the problem, Cal-Expo was required to
continue concerts for another year with the existing system and to 1mplement a com-
plaint line and advertise the number. This allowed real complaint data to be recorded.
The CMT has not provided such a complaint line and so it is difficult to know how
many complaints were made or how many people would have complained if they had

. some place to call that would accept and process their complaints.

New background sound levels, i.e., sound levels measured without the Music Circus in.
operation, are presented in Table 4-1.. These results do not meet the requirements of the
Noise Ordinance as is explained below

"i. ' The Noise Ordinance reduires that all measurements be made using the “slow”

 integration setting but this data-was acquired using the “fast” setting [8]. The City
emphasized this requirement that tests be done with the “slow” settrng during the
evaluation of the Calvary Christian church school project.
ii. A minimum of 1-hour of sound measurements must be made during the hours that
the noise source would be in operation. The actual performances start at 8:00 p.m.
~ and end from 10:00 to 10:30 p.m. Since people are arriving and departing before
the actual performance, background sound levels must be measured from approxi-
mately 7:00 p.m.-to 11:00 p.m.; again, in 1-hour intervals or a manner that allows
“the results to be assessed in this interval length.
iii. Since sound is generated during rehearsals that are held during the day and the
-* evening, measurements are required durmg all hours of rehearsal Th1s data is
completely lacking.
iv. “The data published in Table 4-1 represents the sound measured in 10- minute inter- .
vals before and after the performance. However, the time before the event does
not represent the hours when the event would have influenced the neighborhood.
For example, data provided by the applicant [9,8] for position M2 at the apart--
ments on the south side of G Street, show the measurement was made from 5:26
p-m. to 5:36 p.m. This is 2.5 hours before the program started and can not be con-
sidered representative of the background sound levél that would be encountered
during the performance or during the time when activities related to the perfor-
“mance would occur. “All before the performance “background” sound level tests
were finished before 7:00 p.m. Since these measurements were made on the night
. of a performance, they can not be considered “background” sound levels if the
performance was a cause of any of the noise or they are not representative of back-
ground sound levels during the hours when activities at or associated wrth the Mu- -
sic Circus could impact the neighborhood. :
v.  Similarly, the measurements made after the performance were made startlng only
15-minutes after the show ended. This sound was generated by patrons leaving
-"the performance and by cleanup activities at the Music Clrcus Thus, since no data
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" has been acquired on the same mght of the week when there was no performance
the data does not represent the background sound.

vi. Based on background sound level measurements made on a Sunday mght at Posi-
tions M2 and M3 by me, I believe that the data in Table 4-1 do not represent the
true background sound levels. It should be noted that because this is a downtown
location, the background sound level would be expected to vary by the day of the
week. That'is, background sound levels may be fairly consistent.on Monday
through Thursday, but for Friday through Sunday, sound levels are expected to
vary. Thus, background sound levels should be taken on at least four nights to
have at least some representation of “typical” background sound levels. Because
of rehearsals, it would also be necessary to make measurements during the hours
when these occur. Before the season begins, rehearsals can last from 9:00 a.m. to
9:00 p.m. according to your comments: ;

Background sound levels were measured by TAVG on Sunday, January 7, 2001, be-
tween the hours of 8:00 p.m. to 10:00 p.m. to get an initial estimate of existing back-
ground sound levels. Traffic counts were made during these tests also. Testing
occurred at two of the positions used in the Final EIR. They are designated M2 and
M3. Position M2 was at 1410 G Street, at the east edge of the property, 24 feet south
of the edge-of the near lane on the sou'th side of the street. Position M3 in this test was
at 1421 G Street, at the east end of the property, 27 feet from the edge of the near lane
on the north side of the street. Traffic volumes between 9:00 p.m. and 10:00 p.m. were
only about 50 percent of the volume counted between 8:00 p.m. and 9:00 pim.

1. Table‘I presents the background sound levels measured at each position using the
“slow” meter setting. The sound level exceeded 30 minutes in an hour, L50 sound
level, was.only 51 dB at each position.

TABLE L

- Background Sound Levels Measured on Sunday, January 7, 2001, at Two Positions on.

G Street between 14 and 15™ Street without any Music Circus Activity.

Measurement Test . ‘Measured Sound Level, dB(A)

Position Interval, p.m.

M3,

8:00-9:00 76 64 58 53 51 . 49 .35

1421GSt. 9:00-10:00 7 62 57 53 .51 49 .54

M2,
1410 G St.

8:10-9:00 70 C— - 57 52 50 50 + 54
-9:00-10:00 68 . — 58 54 51 - 50 . 54
10:00-10:13 76 L — 56 53 51 50 .55

ii.-  Measurements of the tonal content of the sound were made in 5-minute intervals at

each test position. These results are available on request.

Part of the existing environment for seven weeks of the year includes the sound gener-
ated by Music Circus performances. The performances occur in the evening, seven days
a week and have for several years. Rehearsals normally take place during the day, con-
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tributing sound to the environment. Thus, sound levels generated by Music Circus per-
formances and rehearsals should be presented as part of the existing environmental set-
ting. This has not been done. Instead, the data is provided in Table 4.5 of the Final
EIR under Mitigations. Several errors exist in this analysis and lack of explanation of
the existing condition including noise from activities at the Music Circus.

i

i

iii.

iv.

vi.

 First, as with the background sound levels, the measurements were made using the

“fast” meter response rather than the slow response required by the City.
Second, measurements were not made at each test measurement position for the
full duration of the test. That is, the meter was moved around and only one of the

' critical positions was tested over a full hour as required by the Noise Ordinance.
“For example, Position M1 was tested from 7:11 to 8:11 p.m., but the performance
. did not start until 8:00 p.m., so only 11 minutes of the test could have included any

musical noise. The remainder of the sound would have been generated by prepara-
tions for the performance and by people heading for the show or by background
sound sources. Similarly, position M2 was monitored from 7:02 to 8:02 p.m. Po-
sition M3 was tested from 8:12 to 9:12 p.m. which should have included a full

" hour of the performance. However, the noisiest sections of many performances
-occur near the climax or end of the show. This would have occurred between 9:30
and 10:00 p.m. or later. Only one position, M4 outside the hotel on 15™ Street,

was tested between 9:06 p.m. and 10:06 p.m. Since no information was provided
regarding the start or ending of the music, it is even unclear whether this test in-
cluded measurements after the performance Sounds would drop dramatlcally as
people gather their belongings and head for their vehicles. This posmon had the

- highest background sound levels and would have been expected to have ‘the lowest
" impact.

Though the Final EIR says that tonal measurements were made as requlred by the
Noise Ordinarice, such measurements were made only within the tent and not at

the receiver as is required. ‘The measurement of the sound amplitude at each tone

was made during consecutive intervals rather than simultaneously. This may have

~ provided someé good data for evaluating the sound loss through the tent, but with-

out concurrent measurements at the receiver locations, the accuracy would be lim-

- ited.

Another problem is that continuous and smultaneous sound measurements were
not made inside the tent while tests were done at the four receiver positions. Thus,
there is no way of knowing whether any of the sound tests made at the four re-
ceiver positions correspond to the highest sound levels generated inside the tent.
This makes it impossible to predxct exterior sound levels for existing conditions.
This is extremely important in confirming that an accurate model can be built to
predict what was measured. If you can not predict the sound level at the noise-
sensitive receptors for current conditions, you w111 not be able to accurately predict
future conditions.

Importantly and erroneously, the Final EIR assumes that the field measurements
made during the performance of Evita represent the worse case condition. There
are several things wrong with this assumption. First, the performance tested was a

Pre-Performance presentation, with invited guests only. Thus, crowd noise and

sound levels from the speakers may not have been representative of actual perfor-
mances. Second, neighbors have stated that Evita was not the loudest. production.

4.
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This conclusion has been corroborated by a long-term subscriber who stated ex-
plicitly that Evita was not the loudest performance he attended in the year 2000.
~ This also ignores the possibility that sound generated by performances in previous
years could have been louder than the single test conducted for this study.-
vii. The project proposes to host at least 15 concerts at the Music Circus facility and
nothing appears to prevent additional events. My experience monitoring the sound -
- at'Cal-Expo’s concerts held during the State Fair shows that you can not control
the actions of the person in charge of setting the volume or mixing the sound. The
~ analysis provides no information about the type of events that could occur or the
~sound levels that could be produced. This is critical since many musical groups
have substantial low frequency sound that more easily penetrates the tent design

proposed in the Final EIR.
e.. That there is a difference in the sound produced by different 'perfortnance is'clear from
: the results measured on Wednesday, August 16, 2000, by The Acoustics & Vibration
Group, TAVG, during the performance of “Ain’t Mlsbehavm’” Table II presents the
results of sound tests made at position M2, 1421 G Street, during this performance.
TABLE Il.  Sound Levels Measured on Wednesday, August 16, 2000, at One Position on G Street
‘between 14™ and 15™ Street Dunng a Performance of A1n t Mlsbehavm at the Music
-Circus. s .
Measurement = Test e Mﬁ?ﬂﬂ?ﬂ.§99§?’..¥f§¥?§..@§@. ...................................
Position ) Interval, p.m. Ly Ly, Ly, L, Ly, Ly, L,
M3, ~ 8:05-9:00 75 69 65 62 . 59 55 : 61
121GSt - 900-9:10 67 65 - 62 59 58 57 59

i.  AnL,, sound level of 59 dB(A) was measured as shown in Table II. ThIS sound
level exceeds the limits of the Noise Ordinance presented in the Final EIR. ‘Since
the background sound levels presented in Table I are significantly less than the val- |
ues in Table II, it suggests that the sound was due to the Music Circus perfor-
mance. As a minimum, it proves the need for both additional background sound
level tests and Music Clrcus performance sound level measurements. ’_j

ii.  Tonal sound level measurements were made dunng the same interval. These are
available for review upon request. :

2. Noise Regulations, Plan and Policies

a.

Section 4.2.3.2, pages 3-6 and 3-7 present the supposed requirements of the Noise Or-
dinance as they apply to each measurement position. However, the Ordinance makes it
clear that background sound levels have to be measured during the complete time that
an act1v1ty could influence residences, particularly if the sound could vary. This means
the noise limits have to be shown in 1-hour intervals from 7:00 p.m. to 11:00 p.m. for
each night of the week or for each night where the background sound levels vary. Ad-
ditionally, because rehearsals are done during the day, background sound level tests
have to be conducted during the day. Sound level measurements during rehearsals are



. R2K078: Music Circus, Final EIR Acoustic Comments, January 30, 2001

3. Impacts and Mitigation Measures

a.

also required. One of TAVG’s interviewees was visiting a person who lives on G Street
between 14™ and 15™ Streets this past summer during one of these rehearsals. They

were inside the home with all doors and windows closed. It was reported that the
sound was sufficiently high that they could not carry on a conversation and had to pick
up their chairs and move to the opposxte end of the house to allow conversation in a
normal tone of voice.

The analysis of the proposed project and the alternatives is very important to assessing
the impacts and descrying the need for mitigation measures. As with much of this noise
study, there is an abundance of errors m the Fmal EIR. These are discussed in the fol-
lowing sectlons

1.

it.

1.

A tent or non-tent structure serves two functions for the performances of the Mu-
sical Circus. First, either structure provides acoustical reinforcement within the
tent to blend the sound and send sound equally to all seats. Second, the skin keeps
exterior sound from entering the space, reducing the enjoyment of the perfor-
mance. Similarly, and very importantly for the tent structure, the skin must pre-
vent sound from escaping from the interior and impacting the neighbors. The first
two functions of the structure serve to enhance the enjoyment of the audience.
The final function serves to prevent adverse impacts and is required by the Noise
Ordinance. Thus, the construction of the “shell” of the facility is paramount to
providing good acoustics inside and outside. However, the purpose of the Final
EIR is only to address the need to eliminate external impacts The design of this
shell is very important and must be explained correctly and premsely if those af-
fected are to be able to evaluate the design and the City Council is to have confi-
dence in the analysis and the design.

An analysis is not provided for alternative AA, the erection ofa permanent non-
tent structure on the site, at all. The Final EIR says the impacts are the same as for
the proposed project. This conclusion i is, of course, without merit, since a perma-
nent non-tent structure would have s1gmﬁcantly h1gher sound losses through all -
exterior building partitions. Thus, exterior sound levels would be much lower,
resulting in no significant impact. Evaluation of this option is requlred if C1ty
Council is to be able to effectively evaluate alternatives.

A complete description of the change in setting from existing to proposed is not

~ provided from an acoustical point of view. This would have required a model of

existing conditions and a full understanding of how sound gets from the tent to the
receiver positions. The construction of the existing tent is not explained nor con-

_ trasted with the proposed tent structure. The existing tent material has a greater

weight per square foot than the material described in the Final EIR for the new

‘tent. The existing tent has many more opemngs around the bottom “wall” portion

of the tent. Determining whether this is the major sound path is critical because
the existing tent includes 10 foot high sound walls around the edge of: the streets.

- Thus, sound escaplng through an opening in the tent must travel over this wall be- -
fore reachlng a receiver. If most of the sound escapes through the top part of the
tent, these walls may not be of as much importance. However, without an analysis _
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1v.

vi.

vii.

of the current system and a model that accurately predlcts the sound level at each
of the receiver locations, the importance of each path can not be known.

The renovation of the Music Circus will result in the elimination of the walls
around the perimeter of the site. The new facility will have “solid” walls on the

bottom with tent material forming the roof. The construction of the solid walls is

not described but it will contain doors on the G Street side of the structure. T here
will be no walls between these building elements and the receiver. Any sound that
escapes from these components will have a clear line of sight (hearing?) to the re-
ceiver.

The new tent structure is defined in the Final EIR as comprising a single layer of

- Fabrasorb II. The mitigation measures say that this material will be doubled.

There is no discussion of a shell material. This is not the tent design evaluated by

“the City’s noise consultant. It also has no relationship with the “final” design pro-

posed by CMT and delivered to TAVG on January 26, 2001, at 4:00 p.m.
During a January 8, 2001, meeting with the City to dlscuss thls project, I was told

" that the new tent structure would comprise an outer skin, two layers of a 1-inch

thick, vinyl wrapped, sound absorbing material and an inner open weave material.
This does not represent the tent design evaluated by the City’s noise consultant as
described during subsequent telephone conversations of the project. It differs sub-
stantially and s1gn1ﬁcant1y from the “final” proposed tent design. The City [10]
and the Clty s noise consultant [8] have provided data regarding the material de-
scribed in the January 8" meeting. The shell product data sheet states that the ma-
terial is transparent to tones of 63 Hz and below. That is, sound passes right
through the material. This same document says that the outer shell material stops
only 10 dB(A) of sound. This means that if the average sound level within the tent o

" is 86 dB(A) as shown in the data from the City’s noise consultant, the sound exte-

rior to the tent would be 72 to 76 dB(A). There is a range of numbers because of
the influence of reflections from adjacent structures. This sound reduction is less
than what you would get from a single sheet of 1/4" gypsum board. A data sheet

: prov1ded by the manufacturer [8] indicates that the sound transmission loss at 125
Hz is only 6 dB as opposed to the 11 dB assumed in the analysis by the City’s

noise consultant: The analysis by the City’s noise consultant assumes 11 dB sound

- reduction at 31 and 63 Hz while the product supplier says that the value is 0 dB.

The product brochure says that the increase in sound loss through the material

. achieved by doublmg the material is very nominal.

The City’s noise consultant believed that the shell material, welghmg only 025
Ibs./sq.ft. was being doubled and that there was substantial air space between
them. This is not the design described in the Final EIR nor the design described by

‘the City during the January 8 meeting. It is far different from the “final” design
_ now being proposed. A single layer of the shell material has an STC rating of only

17. A quote from the product supplier is apropos in this case. “Because fabric
structures are very low in mass, the sound transmission coefficient is limited. In
applications with high exterior noise levels and low (interior) noise goals, fabric
skylights may not be appropriate.” In this instance, the Music Circus will generate
high interior sound levels while the exterior residences require a quiet environment.
The proposed product is able to stop sound about equal to that of a typical bath-
room door with a 1/2" undercut That is, ina normal tone of voice, you could
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Vviii.

ix.

- posed material to absorb sound depends on how the material is applied.

carry ofi a conversatlon through the door by paying only shgh@y
than normal.

Another problem occurs w1th the sound absorbing material. T
The City’s
noise consultant was requested to provide data regarding the mounting method
since the absorption coefficients appeared too high for the proposed application.
The consultant did not understarid the request and was not aware of the different
ASTM mounting methods.- When I explained [11] that the data appeared to be

from a baffle type mounting rather than a mounting where the material is placed

against a surface as proposed for use at the Music Circus, he appeared to under-

stand. He agrees that the absorption coefficients would be different using the two

methods and that the coefficients presented for the baffle mountmg were not the
appropriate ones to be used in the Music Circus. “The City’s noise consultant was
not aware that two, 1-inch thick sound absorbing pads, each encased in an individ-
ual plastic wrapping, were to be used. This was the design provided by the City
during the meeting of January 8, 2001. He seemed to agree that the sound absorp-
tion values would be dlmmlshed particularly at high frequency, because of the in-
dividual wrappmg

‘The City’s noise consultant provided a spread sheet containing all of the informa-

tion and formulas used in the prediction of exterior sound levels at the four mea-
surement positions. I pointed out in a telephone conversation held on January 9,

2001, with CH2M-Hill and RSW Engineering that there appeared to be an error in

*the data. Evaluation of the spread sheet indicates that there is an error and that the

procedures used to predict sound passing through the fixed lower walls was com-
pletely different from the method used on the tent structure. The latter method
does not appear to be correct and the consultant has not been able to provide an
explanation of why the analysis differs between the two surfaces. The distances
used between the tent wall and the nearest residence appears to be incorrect also.

“In some cases, such as the apartments on the south side of G Street near 14"

Street, the distance from the tent structure to the property line is less than 50 feet,
not the 125 to 150 feet shown in the spread sheet:

Another part of the analysis that is lacking is the evaluation of the mﬂuence of the
windows and doors that will be in the walls of the permanent part of the structure.
A complete description of the.non-tent wall is not provided. The City’s noise con-
sultant does not appear to have clear idea of the construction or he would have
included the influence of the windows and the doors. If the doors are not perfectly
sealed, sound will be transmitted through the openings and straight to the resi-
dences. Fire exit doors on the G Street side of the facility face directly. at the Cli-

ent’s door on the north side of G Street. A’ hallway separates the exterior wall

from the audience area, but there are several doors around this inner wall. Ac-
cording to CMT, some of these doors will be kept open as they prov1de ingress
and egress for the performers. Thus, this hallway will be or has the potential of

‘being filled with sound. The analys1s can not be considered complete without an

evaluation of the influence of these building components. The total sound at a re-
ceiver is the sum of the sound propagating along all paths. This includes sound
transmitted through the tent, through the windows, through the doors and through -

the non-tent walls. If the sound along any path is within 10 dB of the sound along
“another path, the sum will be at least 1 dB more than the higher of the two values.
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Thus, the analysrs must include some safety factor. Add1tlonally, the final sound
tests will include the background sound. -That is, if the background L., sound level
is 54 dB, if the sound along all paths sums to w1thln 3 dB of the background value,
the total "will exceed the limits of the noise ordinance. That is, the sound from the
Music Circus could not exceed 51 dB with this assumption wrthout exceedmg the
City’s noise limits. A minimum 2 dB safety factor should be included in the des1gn ‘
analysis.

xi. A new “final” tent de51gn has been proposed Knsty Chew of the Clty of Sacra-

- mento, Planning Department, called on January 25 to say that the third design was
now finished and that the architects drawing of this design would be received by
‘CMT then delivered to TAVG on Friday, January 26, 2001. This design was de-
livered and does not include any of the elements of the material described in the
Final EIR. According to the City’s Noise Consultant, he has not evaluated this
design. He has sent a memo to the City saying that he agrees with me that the “fi-
nal” design should be evaluated as it differs from what he had evaluated for the
Final EIR. He indicated that the City said that it would require a change in the
scope-0 f-work to do an. analysrs of this “final” design.

b. - Impacts are detenmned to be srgmﬁcant at M1 if performances occur after 10:00 p.m.
for the proposed project. The same conclusion is reached for Alternative AA even
though no analysis was done to substantiate this. The conclusion is very unlikely as can
be inferred by the lack of complaints at the Memorial Auditorium or the Community
Center. Exterior noise has not been shown to be a problem near the Commumty Center
even though a hotel is next to it.

c.  The main mitigation measures offered for the proposed project is to add a second layer
of Fabrasorb II or other acoustic lining to the structure. Fabrasorb II has little or no
effect on the ability of a structure to prevent sound transmission through a structure.
This material only affects the amount of sound within the tent, not the amount of sound
passing through the walls of the tent. The City’s noise consultant appears to have done
his analysis assuming that the shell material was being doubled, not the acoustical lining.
Thus, even the limited ana1y51s done, may be wrong because of i 1ncon51stency in assump-

‘tions. Thus, the analysis is deﬁc1ent and incorrect.

i.  The conclusion reached regardmg the influence of the mltlgatlon measures also is
incorrect for all the reasons described earlier. These include incorrect assumption
regarding worse case interior sound levels for Music Circus performances and the

“15 proposed concerts, lack of sound tonal measurements at the receiver and in the
tent, incomplete evaluation of all sound paths, use of incorrect sound loss data for
the tent material, use of incorrect sound absorption data, employing differing and

incorrect computatlonal methods for sound loss through non-tent and tent walls,
lack of an analysis.of existing conditions and the influence of existing walls around |
the perimeter of the site and incorrect measurement of background sound levels
and sound levels generated by Music Circus performances.

ii.  The conclusions are contrary to the results obtained by TAVG during the monitor-
ing of Ain’t Misbehavin’ in August when L, sound levels were measure at 59
dB(A), 4 dB(A) over the 55 dB(A) limit in the Noise Ordinance, and far higher
than measured by the City’s noise consultant. There is no 1ndlcatlon that the pro-
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posed system would reduce these high sound levels to less than the limits of the
Noise Ordinance.

ii. The City is proposing as a mitigation measure to. allow completion of the project
and to monitor the sound at the noise-sensitive receptors after it is finished. Since
only one pre-performance offering from the Music Circus was monitored and we
do not agree that this represented the highest sound levels, it is unclear how a
sound amplitude or the tonal content could be selected for use in the test. Based
on my field results from Ain’t Misbehavin’, the duration of the sound test becomes
paramount when background sound levels vary. I monitor sound levels during the
Cal-Expo concerts at the State Fair, and am aware of the difficuity of controlling

“the volume that the band’s board operator wants to set, even though sound limits
.are written into their contract. Little is known about the type of concerts that are
to be offered or how the sound levels will compare. Nothing in the Final EIR ap-
pears to prevent the use of the facility for additional functions that could produce
equal or higher sound levels. Agreeing on a source level and the tonal content is
paramount to successfully completing the test and satisfying the residences. Next,
an agreement would have to be made when the tests were to be run. Since the

, C1ty did not acquire any background sound levels on days when there was no Mu-
sic Circus performance, nior any sound data during rehearsals, choosmg even the
correct time to do the test is critical. The Noise Ordinance requires comparison of
tonal content when complaints continue. A standard for acceptable sound level
and tonal content would be agreed upon to discern what is acceptable

iv. Ifthe results of the proposed tests were negative, the City is proposing to add
more sound absorbing material, move the speakers, adjust the volume or change
the hours of operation. As stated earlier, adding sound absorbing material would
have little or no effect on the exterior sound level. Moving the speakers is not

~likely to have any influence on exterior sound levels because their locations are
selected to cover the audience. Without adequate sound at the audience, there will

~be no audience. As noted above, attempting to reduce the volume is very difficult,
particularly at any of the 15 concerts or other functions that are not under the d1-
rect control of CMT.

v. 1believe that no mitigation measures are available unless the structure will handle
substantially more weight or a permanent, non-tent wall and roof structure is built
as proposed for Alternative AA.

d. The mrtlgatron measure proposed for Altematlve AA is to add another layer of Fabra-

" sorb II. This is almost humorous, if it was not so silly. First, the building would be de-
signed to provide acceptable sound loss through the structure. Second, the proposed
material would not be added for aesthetic reasons and would have very little influence
on the sound loss through the walls and ceiling. This statement about addmg Fabrasorb
I1 is only made because no analysis was done.

e. - The Final EIR notes that the heating, ventilating and air-conditioning equipment will
generate sound. This equipment is to be mounted on the “hard” roof above areas such
as the bathrooms. ‘Some of these spaces are near the residences, but no sound impact
analysis has been done. Thus no mitigation measures are offered.

There is more than sufﬁc1ent evidence in these comment's to show that the Final EIR is not com-
plete and not accurate. The lack of an independent analysis of the “final” design and the resulting im-
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pact renders impossible any conclusions regarding noise impacts. The lack of any analysis of the alter-
native to build a permanent, non-tent structure does not meet CEQA requirements or the Council’s
need to information about altematlves to make an informed chowe

The California Musical Theatre hired an acoustxcal consultant to evaluate the proposed “final”
design [3]. This consultant does meet the minimum standards of the Noise Element [5] of the General
Plan for someone preparing an acoustical analysis for an EIR. This person has made no measurements
of any Music Circus performances or of the background sound levels. Thus, the basis of his analysis
lacks any authenticity. The procedures used to calculate exterior sound levels from interior sound levels

.is not correct. The C1ty s noise consultant said that he could not agree with the procedures used in the
analysis also. Since he is the CMT’s consultant, his analysis and conclusions are not relevant to whether
the Final EIR is complete and accurate. It remains 1ncomplete and inaccurate for the reasons given
above.

Please call if you have any questions regarding the results or the comments and concluisions;

Sincerely,‘ |

Steve Pettyjohn P )
Certlﬁed Institute of Noise Control Engineers-1981

REFERENCES

1. Anon,, Final Environmental Impact Report, Music Circus Renovation Project, State Clearinghouse
- #2000042081, for City of Sacramento, Planning and Bmldmg Department, Planning Division, by CH2MHill,
Sacramento, California, November 2000.

1

2. GL. Stonehouse “P00-029 - Music Circus Renovation”, for City Councxl by Planmng Bulldmg Department
Sacramento, January 9, 2001

3. Anon., “Acoustical Brief Regardmg Exterior Noise Control and Conformance to Sacramento City Codes and
Planning Guidelines”, for California Musical Theatre, Sacrament by Robert F. Mahoney & Associates, Boul-
der, CO, January 1, 2001. A .

4.  City Planning D1v151on Draft Environmental Impact Report, M85-049 'SCH#861013 10, March 1987.

5.  Sacramento City Planmng Commission, “Noise Element” from Chapter 8, “Health and Safety Element” from
the City of Sacramento General Plan Updated Adopted January 19, 1988.

6.  Anon., Draft Environmental Impact Report, Music Circus Renovation Prolect State Clearinghouse

#2000042081, for City of Sacramento, Planning and Burldmg Department, Planning Division, by CH2MHill,
Sacramento California, September 2000

11



R2K078: Music Circus, Final EIR Acoustic Comments, January 30, 2001

7.

10.

11.

Noise Control Ordinance of the City of Sacramento, Ordmance No. 3872, approved by the Clty Councﬂ May

- 31, 1977 and as revised. See Sacramento City Code, Chapter 66.

R. Whitaker, “California Music Theater/noise info”, facsimile to S. Pettyjohn, The Acoustlcs & Vibration
Group, Sacramento, K. Chew, City of Sacramento, Planning and Building Department, W. Haydon CH2M-
Hill, Sacramento, from RSW Engmeermg, Beaverton, OR, January ll 2001

K. Chew, “Re Requested Noise Data”, facsimile transrmttal to The Acousncs & Vibration Group, Sacra-
mento, from City of Sacramento, Planning & Bulldmg Department, including data from RSW Engmeenng,
Beaverton, OR, January 5, 2001,

Bulletin #100-290, “Cleaning of Sheerfill® Architectural Fabric” and Bulletin #101-190, “Mold and Algae
Growth on Sheerfill® Architectural Fabric” from ChemFab, Merrimac, NH, provided by K. Chew, City of
Sacramento, Planning and Building Department, during a meeting with A. Burke, R. Pendergraﬁ and S.

Pettyjohn (TAVG) on January 8, 2001.

Telephone conversation with Roger Whitaker of RSW Engineering, Bearverton, OR, Noise Consultant to
CH2M-Hill, the City’s Contractor for Preparatron of the EIR for the Renovation of the Music C1rcus January
16, 2001.

12



