SPECIAL MEETING
OF THE
SACRAMENTO CITY COUNCIL
WEDNESDAY, AUGUST 29, 1990
7:00 P.M.
CITY HALL COUNCIL CHAMBERS
915 I STREET, SECOND FLOOR
SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA

I HEREBY CALL a Special Meeting of the Sacramento City Council to meet at
the date, time and location specified above, for the purpose of considering and acting upon
various matters relating to the R Street Corridor Plan, as listed on the attached agenda
which is hereby incorporated by reference into the call of this Special Meeting.
Members of the public are invited to attend and present their comments.
ISSUED: This 24th day of August, 1990.

ANNE RUDIN
MAYOR

ATTEST:

VALERIE A. BURROWES
CITY CLERK

r.

DEPARTMENT OF
PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT

CITY OF SACRAMENTO
CALIFORNIA

August 14, 1990

1231 I STREET
ROOM 200
SACRAMENTO, CA
95814-2998
BUILDING INSPECTIONS
916-449-5716
PLANNING
916-449-5604

Budget and Finance/

Transportation and Community Development Committee
Sacramento, California
Members in Session:
SUBJECT: ACTIONS OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION AND THE HOUSING AND
REDEVELOPMENT COMMISSION ON THE R" STREET CORRIDOR
PLAN (M88-069)
LOCATION: 2ND STREET TO ALHAMBRA BOULEVARD AND "Q" STREET TO "S"
STREET
SUMMARY

This report is intended to transmit the actions of the two Commissions on the "R" Street
Corridor. The May 31, 1990 staff report to the CPC and SHRC fully analyzes the
recommendations of the "R" Street Corridor Advisory Committee (both the staff report and
Committee report were forwarded to the City Council under separate cover earlier this
year).
The City Planning Commission (CPC) and the Sacramento Housing and Redevelopment
Commission (SHRC) recommended the approval of two different proposals for the "R"
Street Corridor. The CPC motion endorsed certain staff recommendations and included
proposals suggested by members of the committee and others to further emphasize
housing development in the corridor. The SHRC motion more closely follows the joint
staff recommendations of the Planning and Development Department and Sacramento
Housing and Redevelopment Agency. The report of the "R" Street Corridor Citizens
Advisory Committee represented another alternative that was considered, but not
specifically endorsed, by either Commission.

BACKGROUND
The "R" Street Corridor planning process began two years ago when the City Council
established the "R" Street Corridor Citizens Advisory Committee in August, 1988 in order
to formulate an action plan for the Corridor. The Committee completed their work and
recommended a plan for the "R" Street Corridor to the Planning Commission and Housing
and Redevelopment Commission on April 11, 1990. The Committee Report included both
a majority and a minority report representing the deep divisions that existed on the
Committee.
The two Commission's considered the final Committee Report including both the majority
and minority reports, the staff analysis and recommendations jointly prepared by the
Planning and Development Department and the Sacramento Housing and Redevelopment
Agency (dated May 31, 1990) and comments both oral and written submitted by public
agencies, landowners/developers, individuals and neighborhood organizations during the
public hearing process (Exhibit A lists the written comments received). The Commission's
conducted three joint public hearings on May 31, June 7 and June 21 and the Planning
Commission held an additional meeting on July 5, 1990 to deliberate on this issue.
Separate actions were approved by the SHRC on June 21, 1990 and the CPC on July
5, 1990.
DIFFERENCES BETWEEN THE CPC AND STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS
The CPC motion endorsed several measures recommended by staff and proposed some
additional changes to the development standards and land use mix within the corridor.
These changes were intended to address the concerns expressed by a variety of
individuals, landowners and neighborhood organizations during the hearing process
regarding the intensity of future development and the most effective means to encourage
housing within the Corridor.
The major CPC changes to the staff recommendations are reviewed below:
1. Intensive (I) Use Areas - For the areas generally located between 2nd and 8th Streets
north of "R" Street, the CPC recommended a 100 foot height limit (staff recommended
a 150 foot limit with housing options). The CPC decision on the height limit followed
a tour of the corridor and consideration of building heights for other approved office
projects. The CPC action was based on a determination that the 100 foot height is
consistent with the scale of the more intensive office projects approved in the corridor
(See Exhibits B and C).
The CPC also recommended a 50% residential and 50% commercial mix for prcjects
within the intensive area in lieu of developer participation in the housing option
program (27 dwelling units 100,000 square feet additional office space) and payment
of Housing Trust Fund fees as recommended by staff. The CPC felt that the 50%
2
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residential requirement would produce more housing than the staff recommendatior
(1950 units versus 510 units). Also, it was felt that the potential loss of HTF fe
revenue (between $700,000 and $3,000,000 or 250 units) could be offset by the
potential tax increment revenue that would be generated within a City-only
redevelopment area.
2. City-Only Redevelopment Area - The CPC recommended the investigation of a Cityonly project area to provide the financial resources necessary to develop housing and
mitigate potential protests by the County and other tax entities over potential loss of
revenue (staff recommended against formation of a new area).
3. General Commercial (GC) Areas - The CPC recommended a 45 foot height limit in the
designated General Commercial areas, the application of 0-2 zone standards and no
housing requirement •(staff would allow 100% office use up to 75 feet if housing
component is included). The GC sites are generally located adjacent to the light rail
stations located at 12th Street, 16th Street and 23rd Street and on the east end of the
corridor adjacent to the freeway. The CPC also recommended a 75 foot height limit
with a 50% residential/50% office mix for the site between 16th and 17th Streets (with
retail uses along 16th Street) based on the scale of the existing Benvenuti Plaza
project across the street from this site.
The full text of the staff recommendations as modified by the Planning Commission
are shown as Exhibit D and the CPC proposed land use map is shown as Exhibit 0-1
SHRC MOTION
The SHRC proposal supports the Planning and Agency staff recommendations which
represented a compromise between the majority and minority reports issued by the
Advisory Committee. The only modifications to the staff recommendations were to five
areas. These changes resulted in 5 acres redesignated from Residential-Mixed Use to
General Commercial, 2.5 acres redesignated from General Commercial to ResidentialMixed Use and 2.5 acres redesignated from Residential-Mixed Use to Heavy Commercial.
The text of the SHRC motion is shown as Exhibit E and SHRC propOsed land use map
is shown as Exhibit E-1.
A comparison of the CPC, staff and SHRC land use proposals for the "R' Street Corridor
is shown as Exhibit F.
COMMISSION VOTES

Ayes

Planning Commission
Housing and Redevelopment
Commission

5
8

Noes
0
1

Abstentions Absentees
3
0

1
2

3
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The three abstentions on the Planning commission were because of potential conflict of
interest. A separate planning commission motion in support of the 150' height limit
proposed by staff in the intensive areas failed by a 4 to 1 vote. A separate Housing and
Redevelopment Commission motion in support of a Residential-Mixed Use Designation
in two locations (11th and 12th St., half block south of Q St, and 23rd and 24th St., half
block north and half block south of R St) failed by a vote of 6 to 3.
FINANCIAL DATA
The fiscal consequences associated with the "R" Street Corridor Plan will be analyzed
after specific policy direction is provided by the City Council. The potential local revenue
and costs impacts associated with each of the proposed land use alternatives and
redevelopment agency activities will require more in depth analysis.
POLICY CONSIDERATIONS
The policy considerations associated with the various alternative plans for the "R" Street
Corridor are further analyzed in the staff report of May 31, 1990 to the CPC and SHRC.
The "R" Street Corridor Advisory Committee's charge and recommendations are also
analyzed in the Committee Report of April 11, 1990.
MBE/WBE EFFORTS
Not applicable.
STAFF RECOMMENDATION
Staff recommends that the Transportation and Community Development Committee
accept public testimony on the CPC and SHRC proposals (the Commissions conducted
extensive public hearings and testimony on the Committee Report). Staff further
recommends that the Committee:
A. Open the public hearing and accept public testimony on the alternative land use
recommendations for the "R" Street Corridor.
B. Consider the recommendations of the City Planning Commission and Sacramento
Housing and Redevelopment Commission and forward the Committees
recommendation to the City Council.
C. Provide appropriate policy direction to staff in order to prepare the necessary
implementing ordinances, plan amendments and environmental reviews.
D. Direct staff to report back on an implementation program and budget to
accomplish the policy objectives.
4
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Respectfully submitted,

Robert Smith, Executive Director
Sacramento Housing and
Redevelopment Agency

Michael M. Davis; Director
Department of Planning and
Development Department

RECOMMENDATION APPROVED:

Solon Wisham, Jr.
Assistant City Manager

Contact Persons:
John Malloy, SHRA Deputy Executive Director (440-1537)
Steve Peterson, Senior Planner (449-5381)

Districts 1 and 4

SP:ob
7/25/90
actions.pc
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Exhibit A

WRITTEN COMMENTS SUBMITTED TO CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
AND SACRAMENTO HOUSING AND REDEVELOPMENT COMMISSION ON
URN STREET CORRIDOR PLAN
Public Agencies
1.
2.
3.
4.

July 3, 1990
June 19, 1990
June 6, 1990
June 7, 1990

5.

June 6, 1990

Regional Transit
Capitol Area Development Authority
State of California Department of Transportation
City of Sacramento Parks and Community Services
Department
City of Sacramento Public Works Department-Water
Division

Landowners/Developers
6.
7.
8.
9.

June 28, 1990
May 23, 1990
June 7, 1990
May 11, 1990

JB Company (Golden State Towers Project)
Joseph Benvenuti (Golden State Towers Project)
Holliman, Hackard & Taylor (Duke Development Project)
Holliman, Hackard & Taylor (Duke Development Project)

Individual Neighborhood Organizations
10.

No date

11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.

No date
May 31, 1990
June 18, 1990
June 2, 1990
June 7, 1990
No date
May 30, 1990
May 24, 1990
May 28, 1990
June 6, 1990

21.
22.
23.
24.
25.
26.

June 15, 1990
June 2, 1990
No date
June 10, 1990
June 20, 1990
June 21, 1990

SP:ob
7/25/90
exhibit.A&E

Proposed Revisions to Staff Recommendations, Steve Sanders
(Minority Report)
Rental/Condominium Survey, David Mogavero
Southside Park Neighborhood Association
Poverty Ridge Neighborhood Association
Alkali Flat Neighborhood Improvement Association
Association to Preserve Land Park
East Sacramento Improvement Association
Stanford Park Homeowners Association •
Oak Park Neighborhood Improvement Association
New Era Park Neighborhood Association
Somerset Parkside Condominium Homeowners
Association
Boulevard Park Neighborhood Association
Saratoga Homeowners Association
Natomas Community Association
John Terry, Architect
Sacramento Old City Association
River City Co-Housing
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July 3, 1990

City Planning Commission
1213 "I" Street
Sacramento CA 95814
Honorable Members in Session:
R Street Corridor Plan and Status Report on Urban Design Plan;
Contributions for Transit Extension/Expansion
In 1987, the City Council, in their motion approving the Urban
Design Plan, provided that all major projects (i.e., exceeding
75,000 sq. ft.) located within the C-4 portion of the Redevelopment Project Area along R Street must contribute a pro-rata
share of the costs of constructing a light rail loop system
between R Street and the K Street Mall. It is our understanding
that this provision of the Urban Design Plan is still in effect
since that plan has not expired or been amended.
The City Council, acting as the Redevelopment Agency, adopted a
resolution in 1987 to implement the Urban Design Plan. This
resolution provided that all owner participation agreements for
office and commercial projects in excess of 75,000 square feet
within the R Street Redevelopment Project Area would be required
to pay a pro-rata share of the costs of light rail extension and
transit service improvements. This owner participation resolution is scheduled to expire on July 16, 1990, even though no
redevelopment projects have been constructed along R Street due
to the moratorium imposed to prepare the R Street - Corridor Plan.
In order to clarify the obligation set forth in the Urban Design
Plan that all new major commercial and office projects within
the west end of the R Street Corridor participate in the costs
of expanding transit service to this area and to reaffirm the
provisions of the Redevelopment Agency resolution, Regional
Transit hereby requests that the following language be inserted
in the R Street Corridor Plan:

7

Letter to City Planning Commission
Page Two

"All commercial and/or office projects of more than
75,000 square feet located within the R Street Redevelopment Project Area shall be required to pay a
pro-rata share of the costs of light rail extension
and transit service expansion in order to provide a
transit linkage between the R Street Corridor and the
Central Business District."
Regional Transit is currently undertaking its Systems Planning
Study. This study will identify transit service needs and the
costs of extending light rail to South Sacramento. This study
is scheduled for completion by January, 1991. With the recent
enactment of Propositions 108, 111, and 116, Regional Transit
will most likely have sufficient funds to construct a southern
light rail extension. However, these new funding sources
require matching funds.
At the same time, Regional Transit and the Redevelopment Agency
intend to undertake a feasibility study for establishing a bus
circulator system within the Central Business District in order
to provide a substitute service for the K Street Mall tram.
This service may be extended to R Street if there is sufficient
demand and the necessary operating subsidy is available.
Therefore, the feasibility of providing a light rail extension
and improved bus transit service to the western end of the R
Street Corridor is improved if additional funding assistance for
capital and operating costs can be obtained.
Given the scale of the office and commercial projects proposed
within the R Street Redevelopment Project Area, requiring
transit funding contributions is reasonable and necessary for
mitigation of vehicular traffic impacts.
Sincerely,

Hadi,11

1,,,,

Thomas G. Matoff
General Manager
c: Regional Transit Board of Directors
Mike Davis, Director, City Community Development Department
Art Gee, Principal Planner, City Planning Division
Bob Smith, Executive Director, Redevelopment Agency
Tom Lee, Director of Community Development, Redevelopment Agency

Capitol Area
Development
Authority

June 19, 199'

City Planning Commission
Housing and Redevelopment Commission
Sacramento, CA
Subject: Comments on the Staff Recommendation Concerning the
Development of the R Street Corridor.
Dear Respective Commissioners:
We strongly feel that the ramifications of restricting office
development at the 12th and 16th Street light rail stations
need to be further analyzed. Specifically, the following must
be considered:
1.

THE CITY STAFF RECOMMENDATION VIOLATES THE ADOPTED
URBAN DESIGN PLAN WHICH ZONES LIGHT RAIL STATIONS
FOR HIGH DENSITY OFFICE DEVELOPMENT.
The City Urban Design Plan selectively designates
office development sites in the Central City
Adopted zoning policy restricts office developmen,
to the Central Business District and to within 660'
of a light rail station. (See attached map)

It is critical that a differentiation be made
between land uses around light rail stations and in
the rest of the corridor. The Residential Mixeduse designated by city staff supports this
differentiation by prohibiting offices in the
majority of the corridor. The General Commercial
designated at the light rail stations is, however,
too restrictive in only allowing 25% of the floor
area to be office. This is contrary to the adopted
Urban Design Plan which we and the private sector
have been following for several years.
2.

OFFICE WORICERS ARE NEEDED IN AN AREA TO SUPPORT
NEIGHBORHOOD RETAIL AND TO CREATE A MARX= DEMAND
FOR RESIDENT/AL UNITS.
While there may be negative aesthetic impacts of
Benvenuti Plaza, its development has been
beneficial to the development of retail and
residential uses in the eastern end of the Capitol
Area. As we have developed our property, we have
required construction of ground floor retail and
have, wherever possible, required the businesses to
service the community beyond the*8 to 5 workday.

9
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Planning & Redevelopment Commissioners
Re: R Street Corridor

June 19, 1990
Page 2

Our retail tenants have accepted this as a cost of
doing business because the state office worker
traffic keeps them afloat. Additionally, people
are more interested in renting apartments in the
eastern end of the Capitol Area now since viable
retail services have developed.
3.

THE CITY STAFF'S RESIDENTIAL USE DESIGNATION WILL
PLACE UNWORKABLE RESTRICTIONS ON THE DEVELOPMENT OF
THE STATE WAREHOUSE AT 1.108 R STREET

Over the last several years, various parties have
inquired about the residential rehabilitation of
this structure. Rehabilitation of this structure
will be economically difficult to achieve and the
city staff's land use designation for this half
block is too restrictive to facilitate development.
Accordingly we recommend this site be changed to
the R Street Committee's Multi-use designation.
4.

THE LOST FUNDING OPPORTUNITY TO DEVELOP AFFORDABLE
RESIDENTIAL UNITS IN THE CAPITOL AREA.

The block bound by llth/12th,Q/R Streets, the south
half of the block bound by 12th/13th,Q/R Streets,
and the south half of the block bound by
16th/17th,Q/R Streets are designated General
Commercial in the city staff recommendation. This
designation for sites immediately adjacent to light
rail stations will restrict office development and
the resulting tax increment available to CADA. As
one hundred percent of our increment is used to
develop and maintain housing, the loss of these tax
increments will adversely impact the availability
of affordable units and our future development
goals. Accordingly we recommend these sites be
changed to the R Street Committee's Intensive
designation.
Your consideration of these concerns would be greatly
appreciated.
Sincerely,

RICHARD RATHFON, CHAIRMAN
CADA Board of Directors
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State of California-Transportation Agency

GEORGE DEUKMEJIAN, Govern

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
Distr"t 3, Sacramento
P.O.
.942874 - MS 41
Sac!
to, CA 94274-0001
(916) J27-4577
June 6, 1990

Ms. Pamela Caldwell
City of Sacramento
Department of Planning and Development
1231 I Street, Room 200
Sacramento, CA 95814-2998
Dear Ms. Caldwell:
Thank you for the opportunity to review the "R" Street Corridor Committee Plan.
Caltrans supports the concepts outlined in the plan to increase residential
development in the downtown area and to concentrate commercial uses around light
rail stations and existing major arterials.
As you know, we have consistently expressed concerns about the impacts that
additional developments in downtown Sacramento will have on the already congested
tate Highway System around downtown. Additional residential development is one
..ithod of "balancing" the impacts of new commercial and office development.
The Committee Plan is a reasonable proposal for redevelopment of new residential
units in the "R" Street Corridor. Its' emphasis on placing commercial uses
around light rail stations and existing major arterials should help to reduce
impacts to the transportation system.
If you have any questions about our comments, please call me at 327-4577.
Since

d44.4(mJody E. Lonergan
Chief, Planning Branch C
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DEPARTMENT OF PARKS
AND COMMUNITY SERVICES

CITY OF SACRAMENTO
CALIFORNIA

ROBERT P THOMAS
DIRECTOR

1231 I STREET
SUITE -foo
SACRANIENTO. CA
9 :04 14 -

G. ERLING LINGGI
ASSISTANT DIRECTOR

June 7 1990

%ALTER S CEDA
DEPrTY DIRECTOR

MEMORANDUM
TO;

Sharron Caudle, Associate Planne

FROM

David Spease, Landscape Archite

29 —

DIVISIONS:
CROCKER ART NI1SEI*N1
GOLF
NIETROPOLITAN ARTS
NICSEL'M AND HISTORY
PARKS
RECREATION
ZOO

SUBJECT: R Street Corridor
The Parks and Community services Department is opposed to waiving
Quimby fees on residential development within the R Street Corridor.
There is an acreage deficiency in the area at this time, and alternate
sources of funding for park facilities is extremely Limited.

c.c. Walt Ueda

/3

CITY OF SACRAMENTO

DEPARTMENT OF
PUBLIC WORKS

CALIFORNIA

1391-35TH AVENUE
SACRAMENTO. CA
95822-2911

WATER DIVISION

June 6, 1990

916-449-5271

MEMORANDUM

TO:

Sharon Caudle
Associate Planner

FROM:

Gary E Gosse
Senior Engineer

SUBJECT:

R STREET CORRIDOR COMMITTEE PLAN
Water Division Comments

This is in response to the committee proposed plan dated April 11,
1990 for the R Street Corridor. I have reviewed the document on
behalf of the Water Division and have the following comments:
1.

Because of age, many if not all of the existing six inch alley
water mains along the corridor area from 2nd Street to 29th
Street between Q and R Streets may need to be replaced.

2.

The fire protection demands of proposed development within the
R Street corridor may require the existing six inch alley
water mains to be replaced with larger mains.

3.

The abandonment of any alleys within the corridor as a result
of proposed development may require the relocation of the
existing alley water mains to either Q Street or R Street or
to both streets.

At the time of review of development plans for specific projects
the water Division may have additional comments concerning the
impact of the projects on the City's water distribution system.

/41
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COMPANY
Commercial-Industrial Development

June 28, 1990

Honorable Members of the City Council
City Planning Commission
City of Sacramento
1231 I Street
Sacramento CA 95314
Re: R Street Corridor Decisions
Ladies and Gentlemen:
This letter is to summarize my previous requests to you regarding
your proposed hearings on the R Street Corridor. I hope you will
grant these requests after reviewing the facts relating, to them:
o

In 1986 and 1987 I.was promised by City officials that if built.the Renaissance 'rower we would be allowed to build th
Golden State Tower on Q Street between 7th and 8th Streets.
We proceeded with our plans for both buildings and submitted
the Golden State Tower application in March, 1937.

o

In June, 1987 we were required by the City to join with Union
Pacific Company in their Environmental Impact Report and their
monstrous plans! I contended at that time that it was not
fair because I only had one building and they had several
buildings including a hotel on several blocks of property.
Everyone knew it was their ploy to sell the property and that
they never really intended to build, and that is what
happened. Never before had one developer been forced with
another on a project. And my project suffered irreparably
because of it.
At the same meeting the City Council also agreed to waive the
one and one quarter percent redevelopment construction fee on
the Golden State Tower when the Renaissance . Tower was 30%
completed.

o

Then came the moratorium! In 1985 we were encouraged by City
'officials to help build up the City of' Sacramento and not
develop just the North Natomas area. I agreed to that and
purchased 12 lots in Sacramento between 1985 and 1987 to help
The only two projects I have been allowed to build in the last
five years was Benvenuti Plaza and the Renaissance .Tower, both
of which were completed without any subsidies from the City
whatsoever!

2101 Evergreen Street. Sacramento. CA 95815

Phone: 916/929-3003. .FAX: 916/929-2890

o

I was required to put in ail new alley improvement6 and
replace all utilities from 8t1i Street to 9th Street and
install three bus stop shelters on Q Street, 15th Street .and
S Street.
I also paid for a Regional Transit Light Rail
Station between 15th and 16th Streets at a cost of
approximately a quarter of a million dollars. When I agreed
to this station I was told I would be allowed high density
offices at this site so I consequently purchased one half of
a block on R and 16 Streets in 1987. My application for this
site was for a ten story building which has also been caught
in the R Street moratorium.

o

Carrying all these vacant properties is a drain on funds as
you all know. The interest on loans continues to go on and
on as do the taxes, utilities, insurance, etc. as they have
for five years now. These funds are wasted when they could go
to good causes such as the creation of jobs, city taxes,
charities, etc. But all this carry with no income over a long
period of time is a tremendous hardship.

I am requesting your consideration on two projects in the R Street
Corridor. Those requests and the support for them are as follows:
o

APPROVAL OF HEIGHT OF GOLDEN STATE TOWERS
I request the approval of the height of the Golden State
Towers to match the height of the two state buildings directly
across the street from our site.
Seventeen stories is
compatible to the existing buildings.
We had previously
received tentative approval on our original submission to the
Planning Department in 1987-88 of 25 stories. We then reduced
it to.. twenty stories and now to seventeen. We feel seventeen
'stories is required .to make the prbject feasible and
economical.
Q Street has two offramps from Interstate 5 both north and
south which makes traffic flow smoothly and keeps congestion
out of the downtown core area. Our first floor retail shops
and restaurants will also reduce the downtown traffic caused
by the office workers in the area.

o

APPROVAL OF TEN STORY BUILDING AT 16TH AND R STREETS
I request the approval of a ten story building at 16th and R
Streets where the Light Rail Staktion I built is located. A
ten story building is not very high for the area and would
compliment the eight story parking structure next to it. The
Light Rail Station was built with a high density use in mind,
and this would be in line with that use.. This site is also
on one way streets to and from Interstate Business 80 and

would also keep traffic away fcum th;z. .:ongt:sted downtown cu,
areas.
There is a current need for office space outside of the
downtown core area. That area will continue to have high rise
office buildings which will increase the traffic congestion
problem and increase rents. The stat.e in particular is in
need of offices outside of the core which are well serviced
by public transportation. Look at all of the State's rented
buildings south of Q Street on Q, R and S Streets. The state
wants large, affordable buildings in the same areas so as to
consolidate their departments in larger buildings for economy!
And they are a significant contributor to our City's economy
in general.
o ELIMINATION OF HOUSING REQUIREMENT WITH OFFICE PROJECTS
It is currently proposed that housing units be constructed by
developers seeking to build office projects in the R Street
Corridor area. By limiting the Office projects themselves,
it already makes most projects economically difficult. By
adding the housing requirements, it makes them totally
unfeasible.. If housing projects are presently unfeasible'and
state office buildings are barely feasible, trying to merge
the two Makes both projects unfeasible and nothing will
built.. We need to build the commercial offices first, an
then the housing demand will come automatically. When the
demand is there, it will be met.
I hope these requests will be approved without further delay. We
wish to develop these properties and proceed with the improvement
of the Sacramento downtown area as soon as possible, but only under
reasonable guidelines.
—
Very truly yours,
-7

J6seph Benvenuti
JB:br
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DATE:

May 23, 1990

TO:

Planning Commission
S.H.R.A. Commission

FROM:

Joseph Benvenuti
Richard Benvenuti

RE:

R Street Corridor and Golden State Tower

Dear Commissioners:
Everyone is caught up in the debate over which blocks in the R
Street corridor should be planned for residential and mixed uses;
what should be the height of office buildings; and what type of
housing exactions should be placed on office developers. But the
most important element of any plan is being ignored and the right
questions are not being asked: namely; is the plan economically
feasible? Is funding available to implement the plan? Is there
a time schedule for development?
Unfortunately the answer to all of these questions is no even after
two years of study and delay. Under normal procedures neither the
City, the S.H.R.A. nor conventional lenders would give any
credibility to a plan lacking these ingredients.
It is one thing for Housing Advocates to have dreams of block after
block of new housing in the corridor, but city officials have to
be realistic. The land is too costly for housinq, rents have not
kept pace with development costs, and huge subsidies will be
required to make housing feasible.
But neither. the city nor
S.H.R.A. has money available for a major program.
Private
developers can not do it.
Bob Powell explored a downtown
residential project; found it infeasible and gave up. An 11th &
G Street housing project has been under Agency contract for 11
years and construction has not started; 17th & K Venture Partners
tried for 2 years to make a 51 unit project work but the required
subsidy was not available.
Please ask yourselves the question: Is it fair to the Property
Owners or even legal to tie up their properties for years with an
unrealistic plan that has little future. We do not think so.
SOCA admits it could take five or more years to get any housing
built. But in the mean time they want 58 blocks of property to
sit there with little or no activity. They also want office highrise development stopped on several sites unless it conforms to
unrealistic height reduction and impossible housing exactions.

(8

On June 16, 1987 the City Council authorized the Golden State Tower
office developers (7th & Q) and Union Pacific Realty (3-5-Q-R) to
continue planning their projects if they would pay for a master
E.I.R. and a housing study covering 24 blocks. These studies alone
have cost the developers Three Hundred Twenty Four Thousand and
No/100 Dollars ($324,000.00) thus far but public hearings cannot
be held until the R Street corridor hearings are completed. Even
then, the Golden State Tower cannot be built if the recommended
housing exactions are adopted.
The Golden State Tower is intended for State occupancy. It is two
blocks from the light rail line at 7th and 0 and across the street
from two seventeen story state buildings. However, a typical state
office building can not produce the income necessary to finance and
build 27 housing units for each additional 100,000 square feet
needed over the 75 foot height limit as suggested. Golden State
Tower's present plan would require 81 housing units to be built at
a cost of Six Million and No/100 Dollars ($6,000,000.00) or an in
lieu cash payment to be made to the City of Three Million Two
Hundred Fifty Thousand and No/100 Dollars ($3,250,000.00)
($40,000.00 per unit). Since this building cannot be built if this
housing requirement is adopted, the City and the Agency not only
lose future tax increments of Three Hundred Fifty Thousand ar
No/100 Dollars ($350,000.00) per year and the Housing Trust Ful
fee of Three Hundred Forty Two Thousand and No/100 Dollars
($342,000.00), both of which would help build housing in the
corridor, but the City loses another downtown state building to the
suburbs.

RECOMMENDATIONS:
1.

2.

3.

Until major public subsidy funds become available, limit the
housing experimental area to eight or ten blocks east of the
Redevelopment area.
.••
Encourage thw'S.H.R.A. to begin spot acquisition of housing
sites and work with developers to prepare a feasible plan
which can actually be financed and built. Once a few such
projects are constructed, the plan . can be utilized elsewhere
in the corridor.
Allow the rest of the R Street corridor, particularly the
Redevelopment area from 2nd to 10th Streets, to move forward
under the free enterprise system driven by market demand. Tax
increments and Housing Trust Fund fees will help make housing
Without these new office buildings,
projects feasible.
„housing will be even more difficult to develop.
!
-)
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Members
City of Sacramento Planning Commission
Sacramento Housing and Redevelopment
Commission
1231 "I" Street
Sacramento, California
95814
Re:

Duke Development Comments on "R" Street Corridor
Staff Report

Members in Session:
On behalf of our client, Duke Development Company, we
hereby submit the following comments on the staff
recommendations for the "R" Street Corridor.
Our earlier comments submitted to you focused on the
adopted plan of the "R" Street Corridor Committee and the
details of that plan as they related to the entire corridor.
As you recall, Duke Development fully supports the plan
adopted by the Committee. Our comments herein focus only on
those staff recommendations which affect Duke Development's
Pacific Plaza project, i.e., the property between 3rd and
7th, "Q" and "R" Streets.
At the outset, we should note that, as with the
Committee plan, the staff recommendations generally support
the Pacific Plaza project as it is proposed. Several of the
key staff recommendations applicable to the southwest
neighborhood, such as retention of the office intensive
designation and 150 foot height limit, are satisfied by the
project. Duke Development is particularly pleased to see
that staff has, in its recommendations, recognized the unique
opportunity presented by the land mass which Duke owns,
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namely, two whole blocks and portions of two others, all
contiguous to one another.
In the following areas, however, Duke Development is
extremely concerned with the staff recommendations and would
request that your commissions adopt instead alternative
recommendations to the City Council.
T -P igger for RolIc4ng °prior%
-

• Currently, for development in the office intensive
portion of the Corridor, the Committee's plan calls for the
housing option to come into play for all office square
footage ovpr the 75 foot height limit (Plan, p. 15). As you
recall, for the southwest neighborhood particularly, the
Committee recognized that intensive development there was
appropriate, given direct Interstate 5 access for property on
the western end of the Corridor (Plan, p. 26). It was the
Committee's belief that the traffic and circulation impacts
of intensive office development there would be mitigated by
the freeway access and currently available transit service
(regular bus service on 3rd, 5th, 9th, 10th, "P" and "Q"
Streets). Such development would also generate the tax
increment revenues necessary to help the Agency make housing
development a reality elsewhere in the Corridor. Moreover,
with a project like that proposed by Duke Development,
allowing increased height in exchange for the housing option
could help make housing more feasible in a much closer time
frame by linking housing to the more intense office
development.
,

However, the staff recommendation calls for the housing
option to apply not only at heights above the 75 foot height
limit (five stories), but also at heights above the amount of
office currently allowed in the C-4 zone, i.e., a little over
one story (assuming that 25 percent of a 75 foot building the height allowed in the C-4 zone - would equal roughly one
and one-quarter floors).
Duke Development objects to this change for several
reasons. From a land use planning perspective, it makes no
sense to designate an area for intensive office development
with a 75 foot height limit but then to recommend retaining
the underlying warehouse zoning (C-4). In implementing its

2/
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final decision on the Corridor, the City Council will,
presumably, seek to amend both the General Plan and the
Central City Community Plan to reflect the adopted changes in
land use. For the office intensive area, these designations
would be "Regional Commercial and Office" and "Office,"
respectively. It would be more appropriate, and result in
consistency between these planning designations and the
underlying zoning, to recommend rezoning the office intensive
property to a zone such as C-2 (for which Duke Development
has applied), with the height limit, other development
standards, and conditions of development all part of an owner
participation agreement with the Agency (at least in the
southwest neighborhood).
From a development feasibility standpoint, both office
development and attendant housing development in the Corridor
would not be served by the staff recommendation on this
point. Specifically, by requiring the housing option to
apply at the allowed C-4 office level, the staff .
recommendation would result in office development in the
intensive area having to mitigate for housing impacts by
three separate measures:
1.
2.
3.

Housing Trust Fund fees: $0.95/square foot
Housing option over 75 feet
Housing option under 75 feet

As Duke Development highlighted in its previous
comments, the "R" Street office market is completely separate
from, and does not compete with, the Central Business
District ("CBD") office market, the former being aimed at
large, State agency tenants and the latter aimed at smaller,
private tenants. The competition for the "R" Street office
market is in suburban areas, particularly the Highway 50
Corridor. The targeted "R" Street office market can not
generate anywhere near the level of rents being demanded and
paid in the CBD. If all three of the above costs are added
to "R" Street development, this situation puts "R" Street at
an even greater disadvantage to suburban office developments,
whose rents will become that much cheaper relative to
"R" Street offices.
From a perspective of basic equity, "R" Street is also
being asked to shoulder three housing mitigation burdens,
though its prospective tenant market cannot bear all of these
costs, whereas the high rent CBD offices have to bear only
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Qna housing mitigation measure, the Housing Trust Fund.

While Duke Development stands ready and willing to meet its
obligations under the Housing Trust Fund and the housing
option recommendation, as adopted by the "R" Street Committee
and as modified by staff (Recommendations 2b., p. 19, and 6c,
p. 24, allowing donation of land to the Agency by developers
to satisfy the housing option), Duke believes that it is
unfair to also require a third housing mitigation measure for
"R" Street projects. Moreover, applying the housing option
to office square footage below 75 feet for Pacific Plaza will
make the project financially infeasible by doubling the
number of housing units generated by the project under the 27
units per 100,000 square feet formula.
phas(ng of Housing

Staff's recommendation (p. 31) that housing construction
associated with intensive office development be developed
before, or concurrently with, office development likewise is
financially infeasible. Except in the case where an office
project would be completely or predominantly pre-leased,
there would be little ability to obtain the financing
necessary to satisfy this phasing proposal. As in the case
of a phased project like Pacific Plaza, with one building to
be developed at a time, there may not be sufficient value to
support the project's residential component until several
phases into the project. Additionally, until the buildings
could be leased and occupied, it would be unlikely that
housing demand by employees of the project for nearby housing
would exist. Duke would recommend that the specifics of the
phasing of housing in the southwest corridor be left to
negotiations between the Agency and the respective property
owners.
Transition Zone

Duke believes that, while there are parts of the
Corridor where the staff recommendation (p. 30) may be
applicable, this proposal is inappropriate when applied to
that portion of "Q" Street bordering the Duke property,
between 3rd and 5th Streets. The entire property in this
superblock is surrounded on four sides by office uses, with
the PERS building directly to the north and Duke's
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400 "R" Street building directly to the south. Each of those
buildings is 75 feet tall and 100 feet to the top of the
mechanical structures (in the case of PERS) or parapets (in
the case of 400 "R" Street). Duke has already incorporated
some "step-back" to its buildings, with the two shorter
buildings (eight and ten stories) along "Q" Street. With a
100-foot high structure directly north of Pacific Plaza, an
arbitrary 75 foot barrier to the Pacific Plaza property makes
little sense, and Duke Development would request that an
exception to the proposed policy be made for those "R" Street
Corridor properties abutting intensive office uses to the
north along "Q" Street.
intActnsive Residential Site.

In order to provide as much flexibility as possible in
the types and densities of residential development in the
Corridor, Duke believes that some sites may be appropriate
for housing above the 45 foot level allowed in either the
Committee plan or the staff report. Speaking to its
property, Duke believes that its almost one-half block
between 6th and 7th Streets should receive a designation
along the lines of "Residential Intensive," allowing, though
not requiring, housing up to 150 feet, the height limit for
office development in the intensive portion of the southwest
neighborhood. While Duke Development is not a residential
developer, there may be such a developer in the market
desiring to construct a taller, denser project then either
the Committee or staff would allow, given the prospect of
free land to be provided by Duke to the Agency and tax
increment subsidies that would be generated by Pacific Plaza
and could be made available by the Agency. Particularly in
light of the fact that Pacific Plaza will be an intensive
mixed use project, designating the property between 6th and
7th Streets for intensive residential uses complements the
intensive office uses designated for the remainder of Duke's
property.. Duke requests that you recommend redesignation of
this parcel into a new category of Residential Intensive.

zy
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We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the staff
report and to answer any questions that the commissions might
have regarding Pacific Plaza.
Respectfully submitted,
gL /1
Michael A. Hackard
s

Marcus J. o Duca
MLD/ean
cc: Duke Development Company
44/1521.003/L.RSTR
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Members
City of Sacramento Planning Commission
Sacramento Housing and Redevelopment
Commission
1231 "I" Street
95814
Sacramento, California
Members in Session:
On behalf of our client, Duke Development Company, we
hereby submit the following comments on the final plan
.adopted by the "R" Street Corridor Committee (the
"Committee").
After almost 20 months and dozens of public meetings,
the Committee has developed a workable plan for the future
development of the Corridor, bringing together office,
residential, and retail uses in a mix that can accomplish the
key City goals of:
1

Promoting housing development by designating
housing sites and designating intensive enough
office uses so as to generate sufficient tax
increment revenues, which are absolutely necessary
if housing is to be built in and around the
Corridor; and

2.

Promoting retention of State agencies in the
Central City by recognizing the immediate market
need for State office space, which the "R" Street
Corridor is uniquely situated to meet.
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While our detailed comments are set forth at length
below, we can summarize them as follows:
1.

The "R" Street Corridor plan is an ambitious
proposal which will help the City achieve both of
the goals listed above;

2.

The "R" Street Corridor is comprised of distinct
neighborhoods, with the "southwest" neighborhood at
the Corridor's west end dominated by large office
development. Moreover, as the plan correctly
states (p. 21), there are no residential uses in
the Corridor's southwest neighborhood.

3.

The present and prospective office development in
the southwest neighborhood is occupied by or aimed
at State agency tenants, and this is not in
competition with the high rent, high-rise office
projects in the Central Business District. The
very nature of the existing and proposed office
development in the Corridor's west end, with their
large floor plates, are ideal for large
institutional users such as the State and not
private tenants looking for smaller space in highrise buildings in the Central Business District.

4.

Locating intensive office uses in the' west end
makes sense on transportation, air quality, and
land use grounds, among others. Adjacent to the
area is a freeway off-ram, with a freeway on-ramp
one block to the north. Bus routes in the area
include regular service on 3d, 5th, 9th, 10th, "P"
and "Q" Streets. Light rail stops nearby include
8th and "0" Streets, 11th and "0" Streets, and 13th
and "Q" Streets. The projects, existing and
planned, are targeted at State office users, whose
employees commute to work in other than single
occupant vehicles at rates far above that of
private sector employees. With the possibility of
light rail extending down the Corridor toward
Interstate 5 in the future, intensive office uses
in the west end make even more sense.

5.

Intensive office uses in the west end can generate
the needed tax increment revenues which will enable
the Agency to achieve its housing objectives.
21
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6.

Duke Development's Pacific Plaza project, occupying
two full blocks and almost two other half blocks,
is uniquely positioned to become a landmark
development for the City -- the fir,st true, ma - or
mixed use proiet in the Central City whirt
incorporates office. commuter/employee/neiahborhood
retail, housina, child care, liaht rail/commuter
station, oven space olazas, a health club, and.
ppdestrian-friendly desian and amenities in one
proipot on on site, all the time bPina sensitive
to surrounding neiglthorhoods by being limited to
mid-rise heiaht in accordance with the olan's
auidelines.

For these reasons, we urge you to support fully the
"R" Street Corridor Committee's carefully crafted plan and
recommend its approval by the City Council.
Introduction
In your examination of the plan, it is also important to
remember that the Corridor is not monolithic but is comprised
of several distinct neighborhoods, each with its own
attributes and potential for different types of land uses.
For example, in the Corridor's southwest neighborhood, near
the freeway, the western end of the neighborhood is dominated
by intensive office uses, with the almost 600,000 square foot
PERS building just north of the Corridor, between 3rd and
5th Streets, Duke Development's 228,000 square foot office
building at 400 "R" Street, the 200,000 square foot ThompsonDiggs building between 2nd, 3rd, "R" and "S" Streets, and a
smaller office building between 2nd, 3rd, "Q" and
"R" Streets. Office uses are also predominant in much of the
southwest neighborhood, both to the east and south of the
proposed Duke Development project, between 3rd and
7th Streets in the Corridor, with the remaining property in
this neighborhood occupied mainly by warehouses. Within this
existing neighborhood of mostly office uses lies the property
on which Duke Development proposes to build Pacific Plaza,
which fully meets the plan's guidelines and policies.

$
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As the major property owner in the southwest portion of
the Corridor, Duke Development has been a leading public
participant in the Committee's work for the entire existence
of the Committee. Though a very vocal few in the community
have sought to disrupt, and even disband, the Committee for
their own personal reasons, Duke Development has acted in
good faith by participating in the process, twice making
formal presentations to the Committee, and continually
offering its comments on the plan where ancropriate.
Duke Development fully supports the Committee's plan,
believing that it constitutes an ambitious and bold planning
proposal of which the City can be proud. In particular,
given the present financial infeasibility of building housing
downtown even with free land, the plan's housing
recommendations are very ambitious, to say the least,
especially the objective of purchasing and . land banking
thirty (30) acres of land (12 square blocks) within the
Corridor by 1996 for housing development. Facing market
realities, the plan has coupled these ambitious housing
objectives with a practical share of office uses, which uses
can generate the tax increment revenues which are absolutely
necessary to make any substantive housing construction in and
around the Corridor a reality.

In the area of transportation, the plan recognizes both
existing realities and future prospects in promoting
intensive uses near the freeways on either end of the
Corridor and around present and future light rail stations in
the Corridor. This policy goes far to assist intehsive
office development in the Corridor to adequately mitigate
traffic and air quality impacts, and Duke Development
applauds the plan's call for the extension of light rail from
13th Street west along the length of the Corridor. It should
be emphasized, however, that, arthe prc, sent t' 4 m1°, existing
transit service can serve intensive office development in the
Corridor. As the minority proposal from the Committee notes,
"a major portion of the Corridor is served directly by light
rail and frequent bus routes, providing an opportunity for
commuters to use transit to get to work easily and
conveniently." The Committee plan, with its balanced
approach to land uses in the Corridor,* will more readily
promote expanded ridership of the current transit system and

SI
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will also serve to promote the western extension of light
rail down the rest of the Corridor.
Pacific

Plaza

Particularly with regard to the Corridor's southwest
neighborhood, Duke Development believes that the plan's
recommendations will help the City to take a giant leap
forward in achieving the two goals cited at the beginning of
these comments. Duke Development's Pacific Plaza project,
located between "Q," "R," 3rd, and 7th Streets, not only
meets the policies set forth in the plan, including the
plan's onsite housing option, but also meets other policies,
either existing or being discussed by the City, including:
1.

Elimination of impacts on local surface streets by
location adjacent to the freeway off-ramp (and one
block south of a freeway on-ramp);

2.

Sharply reduced parking;

3.

True mixed use development, with onsite housing;

4.

Onsite child care;

5.

Approximately two (2) acres of public open space in
the form of plazas, including an amphitheater; and

6.

Incorporation of an all-weather light rail/commuter
station into the design of the project.

7.

Pedestrian oriented design and amenities, open to
employees and area residents alike.

In response to neighborhood and Planning staff concerns
with the prior Union Pacific project (California Capitol
Center), Duke Development has sharply reduced the size of the
commercial components of the project by roughly
568,000 square feet, or approximately a thirty-one percent
(31%) reduction. A side-by-side comparison of the two
projects illustrates clearly both the magnitude of the change
in the project and the exceptional way in which the revised
project meets and surpasses the planning objectives and
policies of the "R" Street plan, the Sacramento General Plan
Update, and the Urban Design .Plan:

30
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California
pari.Fic Plaza

Capit-al Cent=,

Project Site
Height
Stories
Feet (from
grade)
Office Sq. Ft.
Hotel Sq. Ft.
Retail Sq. Ft.
Parking Provided
Public Space

Same

Same

13 stories*

41 stories

150
1,250,000
-017,000+
1,540
99,000 sq. ft.

483
1,500,000
280,000
55,000
5,328
30,000 sq. ft.

Mass Transit

Integrated light
rail station;
shuttle system

None

Housing

Density and
design under
discussion
with staff

None

Child Care

150-200 child
facility

None

*including parking

Among the important concerns that the revised project
addresses are the following:
Pacific Plaza will address housing concerns
with an onsite element that will add to the downtown housing
stcck in the amount of approximately 100 units. The design
and density of the housing is still under discussion with
Agency staff. Whether Duke Development or another developer •
will develop the housing is also under discussion with Agency
staff.
Fouing.

Light Rail: Duke Development will incorporate an

integrated light rail station and related amenities into the
project design and provide parking at a level significantly
below the earlier proposal. The four-level parking structure

3/
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will only have three floors above grade, at a height of
27 feet, which sharply contrasts with California Capital
Center's 4,240 car, 75-foot high platform structure (where
Duke Development is proposing housing, California Capital
Center had its remaining parking located). In addition, Duke
Development is working with Regional Transit staff to develop
a shuttle system for use of the project prior to the eventual
• future extension of light rail. These features will strongly
support the mass transit/clean air objectives of the City of
Sacramento. It should also be noted that Pacific Plaza will
be the first project in the City to include an integrated
• light rail station and such significantly reduced parking.
Stare Tphants: Pacific Plaza will be aimed at the State

market and will thereby give the State the option of staving
downtown and not fleeing to the Interstate 80 and U. S. 50
corridors. This market trend is becoming a concern since the
high-rise buildings planned for downtown will not be targeted
toward the State. In addition, the presence of State tenants
will assist the project's Transportation Management Plan,
since a far higher percentage of State workers commute in
other than single-occupant vehicles than do employees of
private sector tenants.
Child Care: The onsite child care facility will
accommodate 150-200 children and serve this project, as well
as the surrounding office buildings and, together with the
housing element, will add to the "human scale" of the entire
project.
Public Plazas: The revised project has public plazas
which will be easily accessible to the local residents and
tenants of nearby projects.
Reduced Heiaht: As a result of the greatly reduced

height, the project will not intrude into the surrounding
Southside neighborhood. It is important to note not only
that the tallest building in the project is now 13 stories,
instead of the prior project's 41 stories, but also that the
other three office buildings are even shorter, namely, 8, 10,
and 11 stories.
No Hotel: Pacific Plaza will no longer feature a hotel.
The project will now support other existing and propoSed
downtown hotels, not compete with them.
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14 inority Plan

One week before the Committee's final approval of the
plan, an alternative proposal from a minority of Committee
members surfaced. The proposal failed to gain the support of
a majority of the Committee, either in total or in part.
Substantively, there is much in the minority proposal
which is false, or misleading, or both. Particularly, in the
following areas, the minority report is sorely deficient:
Cnnte2, nrimq: Development of intensive office uses in the
Corridor will compete with the Central Business
District ("CBD").
Response: Development of low-rise and mid-rise office
buildings in the Corridor will be primarily aimed
at State agency tenants. Development of high-rise
office buildings in the CBD is aimed primarily at
private tenants, as State tenants cannot afford the
higher rents charged in the C3D, which are, of
course, a product of land prices three to four
times as high as those in the "R" Street Corridor.
Contention: The AR" Street Corridor offers the last
best hope for housing in the Central City.
Response: While the "R" Street Corridor can accommodate
some residential development, it is not the only or
the best area in the Central City for such
development. For example, the Southern Pacific
. property is adjacent to the Central City and equals
the size of the current CBD. The SP property will
be completely cleared of existing uses to develop a
mixed use project, including residential uses. The
"R" Street Corridor, on the other hand, is
comprised of a number of existing warehouse and
office uses, some of which will not be cleared away
regardless of the Committee's, and ultimately the
City's, recommendations. The SP property totals
approximately 240 acres, while the 2-block x 27block "R" Street Corridor contains approximately
128 acres, only 49.5 acres Of which are deemed
susceptible for reuse according to the "R" Street
plan prepared over the last 20 months.
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Conriatioa: Adequate land is available downtown to

accommodate the full range of office uses.
Rpspnnse: In the last year to 18 months, over
200,000 square feet of office space needed by State
agencies has moved to the Highway 50 Corridor, and
Duke Development is informed that currently State
agencies are looking to move approximately
400,000 square feet of office space outside
downtown to the suburbs, all because of the lack of
appropriate, affordable space downtown. Moreover,
contrary to the minority report's contention, the
State neither has the inclination nor the money to
build the office space downtown sufficient to meet
its needs.
Contention: Recent speculation regarding office uses
has driven up land prices in the C-4 zone.
Response: Actually, a major cause for rising land
prices in the Corridor can be found in the CBD and
the Urban Design Plan, which has promoted
intensive, high-rise development in the CBD.
Skyrocketing land prices in the CBD have affected
land prices nearby, though land prices in the
Corridor have not risen relatively as fast as land
prices in the CBD.
Contention: The private marketplace will produce large
amounts of housing downtown by zoning properties
for residential and mixed use.
Response: Contrary to the minority report, rezoning of
C-4 land to residential will bring no residential
developers to the Corridor. In reality, if there
were adequate demand in the marketplace for housing
there, developers would be lined up.to build it.
In fact, even in the case where a public agency is
trying to give the land away, housing downtown is,
for the most part, economically infeasible given
the rents that can be expected.

If housing is . to work, it must be high density
and be ileavily subsidized. Currently, the
Redevelopment Agency has insufficient funds to
'94
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subsidize such housing, even if the demand for the
housing existed. Intensive office uses,
particularly adjacent to freeway off-ramps, will
generate the tax increment revenues needed for the
Agency to offer sufficient subsidies (in the
project area portion of the Corridor), or CADA in
its share of the Corridor. Also, with intensive
office uses, adequate demand for nearby housing may
be created. Rezoning of the Corridor to
residential and low intensity mixed use alone will
serve to end any chance of housing being developed
in the Corridor in the reasonably foreseeable
future.
If intended to generate housing development, the
implementation measures set forth in the minority proposal
will, in fact, have the sole result of creating a moratorium
on any development in the Corridor. Particularly with office
development, this will mean that sufficient tax increment
revenues to help finance housing will not be generated. In
short, t'ne min 4 rv teport- is anti hnilsing in 9ractinPl 1- 4, rms
and will completely undermine and stop the City's efforts to
redevelop the Corridor.
-

Cnnsicrtency with City rinlic.ies

The minority proposal states that current City policy in
the form of the Central City Community Plan, the General
Plan, and the Redevelopment Plan call for the Corridor to be
redeveloped as a residential neighborhood, with a mix of
"some" commercial and office uses. However, the same plans
upon which the minority proposal relies contain policies or
land use designations which support the Committee's plan.
For example, in the Central City Community Plan, the
following passages are consistent with the Committee's plan
with regard to the Corridor's southwest neighborhood:
"Office Goal:
Provide the opportunity for office development in
appropriate areas of the Central City, placing
emphasis for development in and around the Central
Business District.
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Sub-Goals:

Maintain and encourage quality public and private
office developments in selected areas in the
Central City.
(p. 5.)

(Emphasis added.)

"RedevPlopment Plans:

2)

Rezone area between Q, R, 2nd and 10th Streets
from M-1 to C-4. This is consistent with the
zoning recommended for the remaining portions
of the R Street Corridor and the redevelopment
plan.

3)

,;mend plan to ellow office uses in he area
identified for rezoning to C-4. currently
office uses are only permitted when provided
in conjunction with a heavy commercial or
industrial use. The function of this area has
slowlz chanaed and there is now a larae demand
for offir!e lend and less for heavy commercial
in the Centra1 City." (p. 6.)
(Emphasis
added.)

As to residential uses in the southwest neighborhood,
the Community Plan merely states that the Redevelopment Plan
should be amended "to allow for (7oniderat 4 mq of residential
uses . • • • " (p. 17, emphasis added.) Thus, the Community
Plan calls for amendment of the Redevelopment Plan to allow
office uses in this neighborhood but only allow consideration
of residential uses. This clear distinction in emphasis is
crucial in terms of general policy for the neighborhood.
Duke Development notes, however, that, despite the different
emphasis, Pacific Plaza contains both office and housing
elements.
Likewise, while the City's General Plan identifies
"R" Street as a potential area for mixed use projects
(General Plan, p. 4-14) and as an "area of opportunity," the
General Plan's discussion of "R" Street falls within its

Planning Commission
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section on office development, including State office needs.
Moreover, it is interesting to note that the General Plan's
land use map still designates the "R" Street Corridor for
heavy commercial or warehouse, as does the land use map for
the Merged Downtown Sacramento Redevelopment Plan.
Thus, contrary to the minority proposal's claim, City
policy does not simply call for the entire Corridor to be
residential. but, rather, considers the Corridor for a variety
of uses, with office uses seen as appropriate -- and even
desired under the Central City Community Plan -- in the
southwest neighborhood.
Conclus 4 nn

You have before you a plan on which an extremely diverse
citizens committee worked for almost 20 months. The Mayor
and City Council sought such a diverse group to develop a
workable plan for the "R" Street Corridor. Of course, it
would have been desirable to achieve unanimous, or near
unanimous, approval of a plan by the Committee. With such a
detailed policy proposal, however, no one could reasonably
expect, or assume, that anything close to unanimous approval
would be forthcoming from such a diverse public body.
Anything close to unanimity, moreover, would probably have
resulted in a very non-specific plan with little substance,
or, if a unanimously approved detailed plan had emerged, it
would likely have rendered itself incapable of being
successfully implemented.
In light of the Committee's diversity, it is even
surprising that a clear and solid majority approved the final
document, given that plan's bold and ambitious
recommendations. Nevertheless, hard compromises were forged
and an agreement was reached. After almost two years in the
planning process, Duke Development urges you to recommend
approval of this ambitious plan to the City Council so that

Planning Commission
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economic realities of the marketplace can be addressed and
housing development can become much more than wishful
thinking.
Respectfully I submitted,

Michael A. Hackard

V;7
Marcus J. Lo Duca
MLD/ean
cc: Duke Development Company
44/1521.003/L.PSRC

Proposed Revisions to Staff Recommendation
1.

Reduce the scale and extent of General Commercial uses.

Background: The "general commercial" designation allows
100% office projects in order to create a more mixed-use
character and to focus new office projects at specific
locations where they are appropriate, such as adjacent
to existing offices or along busy arterial streets.
Issue: Staff proposes to allow buildings up to 75 feet
(5 to 6 stories) in height, and to designate sites at
llth/12th/13th, 16th/17th, 19th/20th, 23rd/24th, and
28th/29th for general commercial. Three of these sites
are more appropriate for housing, and the 75 foot height
greatly exceeds the existing 45 foot C-2 height limit,
which is a more compatible scale for midtown office
projects adjacent to two-story residential buildings.
The Redevelopment Commission voted to redesignate the
17th Street site to Residential/C-4.
Recommendation: Reduce the height limit to the 45 feet
(C-2 standard) common elsewhere in midtown, and
redesignate 12th and 23rd sites for Residential/C-4 use.
2.

Require the "intensive zone" from 2nd to 8th Streets to
include a mix of residential and office uses, and limit
the height to 100 feet to assure compatibility.
Background: The "intensive zone" is the area most
susceptible to immediate development. The area was
designated in the Redevelopment Plan as a housing
resource to provide 1,000 new housing units to serve new
office buildings in the Central Business District.
Instead, staff proposes to allow 100% office buildings
up to 150 feet high (12 to 13 stories) to be built.
Issue: Development of 100% office uses violates the
policies of the Redevelopment Plan and the General Plan
to develop the area as a "predominantly residential
mixed-use area." High rise offices will overshadow
nearby housing to the north and south. Allowing
immediate high-rise commercial development on the land
with the greatest development potential precludes the
opportunity for a substantial new supply of housing.
The city could instead support more intensive mixed-use
projects in the area, where the Redevelopment Agency has
substantial powers and resources at its command.
Recommendation: Require that the intensive zone be
built out as a true mixed-use area, with a mix of 50%
office and 50% housing, and limit heights to 100 feet
along "R" Street, with lower heights near housing to
assure compatibility with nearby residences.
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HIGHLIGHTS OF THE "NEW TOWN IN THE OLD CITY" PLAN PROPOSED BY
MEMBERS OF THE "R" STREET CITIZENS ADVISORY COMMITTEE
Who is proposincr the clan?
• The . "new town" plan was proposed by four of the nine members
of the "R" Street Corridor Citizens Advisory Committee. The
four members were appointed by the City Council to represent
the resident, transit, and housing interests. The plan was
developed with extensive community involvement, including two
neighborhood workshops and months of committee meetings.
The "new town" plan is supported by a coalition of downtown
residents, small business people, and community activists,
who have been working together on a vision for a revitalized
"R" Street for the past three years. Major supporters
include the Sacramento Old City Association, the
Environmental Council of Sacramento, the Sacramento Housing
Alliance, and leaders of the Southside, Capitol Area, East
Sacramento, Oak Park, and Midtown neighborhoods.
What we are trying to achieve:
Our goals are simple: help solve regional traffic, air
pollution, and housing problems; reinforce downtown
revitalization; and protect existing residential
neighborhoods from the impacts of over-development. To
achieve these goals, our plan calls for:
Building a close-in residential neighborhood to provide
housing for new downtown jobs, avoiding long commutes,
air pollution, and traffic in downtown and nearby
neighborhoods.
Higher-density housing built along light rail, so that
we increase use of transit, provide opportunities for
reverse commutes, and maximize the investment in rail.
A balance of office, retail, and housing along "R"
.Street, so that residents have access to shopping, and
"R" Street doesn't become a "dead zone" after 5:00 and
on weekends.
Development compatible with the existing 2 and 3 story
residential neighborhoods on both sides of the corridor,
so that homes aren't overshadowed by big boxy offices.
A cap on total development, so that neighborhoods aren't
overwhelmed by noise, traffic, parking, and air
pollution.
An attractive environment that will encourage families
with children to move into the Central City and stay.

-

An end to land speculation, so that older homes and
warehouses aren't purchased in anticipation of tearing
them down and replacing them with offices, while in the
meantime, the buildings decline and create a blighted
neighborhood, as has happened in too many other cities.

-

Concentration of high-rise development in the downtown
core (K Street and Capital Mall) to reinforce cultural
and retail activities, rather than allowing "R" Street
to become an office area in direct competition with the
central business district.

-

Preservation of existing property rights to develop,
without granting a significant upzone to major office
uses which will reinforce the tendency to ignore plans
and break zoning protections.

What our plan will do:
1.

Allow property owners to build new developments that
conform to existing zoning, but limit rights to =zone
property to mid-rise or high-rise office.

2.

Allow most of the land in the corridor to be developed
at higher levels of intensity, if the new development is
80% housing and not more than 20% commercial (to provide
for shops, services, and small office uses).

3.

Limit heights and densities to three or four stories in
most areas, so that the overall scale of development is
compatible with existing homes.

4.

Provide for some office uses where the land use is most
appropriate, such as adjacent to freeways, along busy
arterial streets, and near existing office buildings.

5.

Establish design standards, setbacks, and other controls
so that new development fits in with existing buildings.

6.

Tighten up conditions on the demolition of existing
historic buildings, so that historic homes aren't
abandoned and demolished to make way for
out-of-character office buildings.

7.

Implement neighborhood traffic and parking programs to
protect homes and families from speeding, noise,
pollution, and parking overflow.

8.

Concentrate a "mixed use" area with larger buildings
incorporating office and housing directly south of the
PERS Lincoln Plaza building, to encourage more creative
kinds of development such as those being tried in San
Francisco, Boston, St. Louis, and other cities.
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Mixing train depots, housing
California growth should be linked to rail networks
Quentin L. Koop. an (ridepencient. is state senator from
San Francisco-San .Wateo.
Mike Bernick is the elected
BART director rrom San FranCLSCO.

By Quentin L. Kopp
and Michael Bernick
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HE FOX knows many
things. but the hedgehog knows one big
thing." reads a provocative fragment from the Greek poet Archilochus.
California's local officials today
know many things about renucing
gridlock: They know about highoccupancy-vehicie lanes. car
poois. expanded rail transit. But
there is one big thing to which
they have given far zoo little mention — the siting of housing near
rail transit lines. the :inking of California's growth witri its enormous
investment in rail.
Here are the t3C7.3.
Over the past •30 years in California. four maior urban rail
systems have beer. built — in Sacramento. San Diego. San Jose and
the San Francisco SayArea.
Not one of these systems has
been designed %lath significant
housing densities at stations outside downtown areas. Today, their
non-downtown stations are surrounded mainly by low density
commercial or residential development and, in a few cases. mid-rise
office structures. The same is in
store for me new Los Angeles rail
system. Outside the downtown
business district. the f—k Metro
stations are not being planned for
high-density housing.
Yet the data on rail ridership in
California. though limited. incii-

care that ridership among persons
living within one-nail mile of a rail
transit station is far higher than
the riciersrup among the general
public.
For example. the BART station
at Walnut Creek is surrounded
both by apartment buildings and
office structures. When this station was built. office use was emphasized. on the theory that the office workers would use BART
rattier than drive. In fact. !ess than
10 percent of the workers in these
bulidir.gs use the system. in con- .
mast. hearty 30 percent of the
nearby residents use BART. with
another 25 percent using other
forms of public transportation. At
the BART station in Pleasant Hill.
recent surveys show over percent of the nearoy resit:tents using
3AK7 far their commutes.
Bwiding on this data. BART
commissioned two well-known
planr.:ng firms — Sedway & Associates ann ROMA — to cell us what
houstr.; densities BART should
urge cn local governments around
two of its stations. the existing station in El Cerrito and the new station now being built in Colma.
Consistent with sound planning
prinaptes and neighborhood values. should there be a 10-story residential structure? Twenty-story
structures! The planners recommended more modest residential
deve:opments of three to four
stories. mixed with ground-level
Even at these modest densities.
an additional 1.700 to 2.100 housing units could be built near each
of these stations, beyond what's already there anti what's expected
under existing city plans.
Further. data tram the two cities
involved indicate that the property

and sales tax revenue generated
by such mixed-use development
would be equal to or greater than
the revenue from any other form
of commercial development likely
to be approved for the area. (Only
the most intense multistory commercial development might generate more revenues, our that's not
something either community
wants at these sites)

E

ARLIER THIS iegisiative
session. we joined with one
of the state's leading housing advocates. state Sen. Leroy
Greene. D-Carmichael. to introduce S82599. This legislation provides priority in state transportation and housing funds •to
municipaiities that agree to zone
for higher housing densities within
one-hail mile of a ran transit station.
Beyond SB 2599. we are examining the siring of density housing
along the state's proposed interregional rail lines. These lines from
Los Angeies to San Diego. from
Los Angeles to the Bay Area to
Sacramento. and from Auburn to
San Jose — will receive hundreds
of .aullions of dollars for improved
service if Propositions 108 and' 111
are successful next month. They
represent perhaps the state's
greatest opportunity for linking
rail and growth.
Californians continue to face a
housing conundrum: They want
more housing built but oppose the
congestion impacts of housing development. especially the traffic
congestion. Linking rail and stare
growth offers one way out of this
dilemma. It is a big idea worth trying. .
Special to The Bee
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Local rental vacancy rate levels off
vacancy rate was 6.8 percent, according to a
Coldwell Banker survey. A year ago, it was
6.7 percent.
"I think we'll see a drop in the second
quarter," said Shep Johnson, an apartment
market specialist with the Sacramento office
of Coldwell Banker Commercial Real Estate
Services. "Spring is the start of the moving
period," he explained. "It's the time when
most people begin to move within an area
and into an area, and it continues through
summer. That's why the second and third
quarters usually have the lowest vacancy
rates during the year."
Johnson predicts that the rate could drop

By Jim Johnson
Bee Staff Writer

T
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he Sacramento-area apartment vacancy rate, which ranged from 2 percent to 12 percent in the '80s, seems
to be leveling off, according to surveys conducted by a commercial real estate company.
Over the past year. rates have remained
between 6 and 8 percent, an indication that
. supply and demand are nearly in balance.
i Housing economists consider a rate of 5 to
6 percent as optimum for the market, and
that range may be achieved in the months
ahead: At the close of the first quarter, the
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as much as two percentage points by the end
of summer before heading back up again.
But he doesn't expect it to rise significantly.
In fact, the overall trend is downward, he
said. One reason is the huge (26 percent)
jump in Sacramento home prices over the
past year. The price of a typical starter home
in Sacramento, he pointed out, is beyond the
reach of many renters.
At same time, fewer apartments are being
built. Since 1986, production has plunged
continuously. During the first quarter of this
year for example, permits were drawn for
only 165 units in Sacramento County corn-

pared with I9 units for the same period in
1989.
"Apartment sites in Sacramento County
are just about gone," Johnson said. in El Dorado there is a water shortage; in Placer
County, there are high fees; and in Davis,
growth is limited." As a result, Johnson believes, this region's tenant base will increase
faster at a faster pace than the supply of new
apartments, and vacancies will fall.
The area still most in need of mita! houk_
gaccording1o
1dw
t e cen ra
own-mid l:vn
c
area. Va- ..
See VACANCY, page
/ 171
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Apartment vacancy rates
: (First-quarter comparison)

.hrst quarter._
At the other extreme, with identical vacancy rates of 7.8 percent, the Rancho-CordovaRosemont and Natomas areas had more than
ample supplies of rental units.
The home-sales industry in recent years
has been dominated by move-up buyers, and
that trend also is reflected in the rental market, Johnson said. The survey shows that
rents are relatively stagnant for twobedroom, one-bath units, he added, and
"those are more likely to be found in older
apartment complexes. I think the reason is
that more people are moving up to the newer.
Twatkedroom, two-bath units."
Rent on average are up nearl 6 ercent
for one-bedroom, one-bath (from
• 1 to
$435) and two-bedroom, two-bath apartments ($526 to $582) compared to a year ago.
But the increase for two-bedroom, one-bath
units was only 3 percent ($480 to $495).
. Johnson expects rents to climb between 6
roltaTercent next year.

1990

' Area

1989

- Arden-Arcade

5.5% 7.4%

Carmichael

8.0% 5.1%

• Central city

2.5% 4.1%

: F.Oaks-Citheights

7.2% 7.9%

cancies there stood at 4.1 percent during the

0

Greenhaven-Pocket

8.6% 6.8%

N.,S.Natomas

6.0% 7.8%

N.Highlands-Antelope

8.0% 5.2%

R.Cordova-Rosemont

11.2% 7.8%

Roseville-Rocklin

9.8% 6.8%

South Sacramento

8.3% 6.9%

West Sacramento

7.3% 5.1%

Metre-arewaverage

7.321.—far:

Source: ColdwoU Banker
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SURVEY OF DOWNTOWN RENTALS - MAY 1990
Nicer units with some amenities and newest small infill projects

AP artment s

Rent P SF

S.F.

Rent/Month

Bedrooms

Capitol
Towers

$ .82
.73 - .85
.81
.82

525
800
925
1100.

$ 430 '
580 - 680
750
895

Studio
1 Bdrm.
2 Bdrm.
3 Bdrm.

908 - 930

650 - 680

2 Bdrm.

1.03
.85
.84

420
500
550

405
425
465

Studio
1 Bdrm.
1 Bcirm./Loft

.78

900

700

2 Bcirm. T. I-,

Greentree
Apartments

.72 - .73

20th & J
(Remodel)

22nd & 1
(New units)

5

Governor's
Square

.80 - $1.10
.66 - .68
.75
.71

500 - 900
1100
1340
1700

22nd & N
(New - 10
units)

.82 - .85

1000

Average of $.80 to $.82 rent/s.f.

ebs:908srvey

550 - 730
730 - 750
1000
1200

825 - 850

1 Bdrm.
2 Bdrm.
2 Bdrm. T.H.
3 Bdrm. T.H.

2 Bdrrn./
1.5 Bath

R STREET FEASIBILITY - RENTAL

June 20, 1990

880 s.f. 2 bedroom fiat in structure of 4 story wood frame construction over subterranean parking with
moderate level of amenity and high level of security. (Analysis does not include any reductions in parking
he inclusion of any leasable retail commercial space.)

k...,APITAL COSTS SUMMARY ITEMS

COST PER DWELLING UNIT

Land - $20/sf with 75 dwelling units per acre

$11,616

Construction - including site improvements and
proration of parking structure - $55/sf

48,400

Architecture and Engineering Fees

2,500

Municipal Fees (1) -including entitlement application
fees, building permits, park fees, connection fees.

1,400

Miscellaneous "Soft" Costs - Legal, accounting, Land Carry, etc.

400

Interest Reserves - 60% utilization factor for 8 month construction
with 8 month "rent up" with 12% interest & 15% developer entity.

5,325

Construction Finance Fees and Closing Costs - 2%

1,328

Operating Reserves during "rent up" 8 months at 60% vacancy average

1,151

.t up" marketing costs - advertising & extra staffing
SUBTOTAL
Contingency - 5%
TOTAL COSTS/DWELLING UNIT

400
$72,521
3.626
$76,147

Value and Profit Summary
Value - 8.5% capitalization rate
$.85/sf income (2)
5% vacancy, 35% expenses

$65,208

Value with 9% capitalization rate
Cost/Value Ratio
Cost/Value Ratio required by developer

1.16
.85 to .90

Time required to achieve feasibility with 10% increase in value
and 5% increase in costs annually.

6 - 7 years

' . ‘e required for feasibility if land values held at $12/sf

4 - 5 years

NOTES:
(1) The City could waive these fees.
(2) There is evidence to support higher rents.

uyer gap

The median price of homes sold in the Sacramento area in April 1990 was 72.1% higher than it was in
April 1986. Average annual gross household Income increased by only 29% during the same period.
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House
prices
rocket
Area's median up
$8,000 in 1 month
By Jim Johnson
Bee Staff Writer

The Sacramento-area median
house price shot up $8,000 last

00,000

April '90

$8-0,499' '

$101,500
House price:
Down payment: $20,300
Loan amount:
$81,200

60,000

$79,000
$425
Title fee:
Qualifying gross
annual incOrpe: $37,200

House price:
Down payment:
Loan amount:
Lender fees:

2 points:
other fees:
$500
Title fees:
Qualifying gross
annual income: $49,920
Monthly payment:. $1,165
(principal, interest,'
taxes, insurance)

60,000

Average gross
household income
$42,255,

$45,32

;Elf

0,000
A .t

a

.
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:
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month to on all-time high of
$136.000, fed by what some industry

representatives described as a panic
to buy homes before prices increase
even more.
The cost of a median-priced house
climbed 34 percent from a year ago,
when it stood at $101,500, and 6 percent from the previous month's
$128.000, the Sacramento Association of Realtors said Thursday. '
"I've never seen anything like this
in my 30 years in the business," said
Bert Macaride, who owns his own reairy firm in Carmichael. "It's like a'
feeding frenzy at the fish pond."
Linda Myers, manager of GBC Re-:
alters, said the soaring cost of hous-:
log in Sacramento has created -a real
sense of panic among some buyeo,"
especially those who have mis . ed
purchasing two or three housesecause they offered too little, too hitl .
The expectation is for continued
high prices, according to Gil Albino',
president of the Sacramento Association of Realtors_ vie recalled that at
tte predicted the
the start of the
rise to around
median price
lased on the
$145.000 by De,
latest increase, h.

Jr. he said he

■ voold revise his estimate to

C 't afford a house? This may help
everal programs can help families priced out
of the conventional real estate market. A sampling:
. Sweat equity — Rural California Housing Corp.
administers a mutual self-help program that has
provided housing for more than 1,600 families in
rural areas, mostly within 70 miles of Sacramento.
Families with incomes up to 80 percent of the median in their area work 30 hours a week building
homes for all participating families. In exchange,
participants get homes at well below market prices
and low-interest loans without down payments or
closing costs. Information: 442-4731.
Loan-assistance programs — The Sacramento
Housing and Redevelopment Agency offers low-inlatest mortgages for low-income families who want
'to buy homes in Oak Park, Alkali Flat or Del Paso
Heights. A series of workshops provides details
on buying, financing and loan counseling, and a
.24-hour hot line (553-2424) offers free counseling.
:Another SHRA-run program offers mortgage credit
-Certificates, which provide an income-tax credit
if& mortgage interest paid by the low- alid moderate-income buyers. Information: 444-9210.
' Shared equity — The California Housing Finance
. gency offers first-time buyers — and others in
rtain target areas — loans with interest well below
e general market rate. The program is available
t low- to moderate-income families — the ceiling
may vary from 100 percent to 150 percent of a
county's median income — and it requires home
buyers to give back some of their profits when they
' sell. Information: 322-3991.

te

Prices
Continued from page Al
First-time buyers Monica and Rodney
Dahlberg — she is a clerical worker for the
state and he a recreation supervisor for the
county — started house hunting three
months ago. We were going to try to save
enough for a down payment to buy a house,
but it seems prices are rising so fast that by
the time we save $10,000, we're going to
need $20,000."
The Realtors reported that 667 singlefamily houses in Sacramento County were
sold off the multiple listing service in April,
318 of them priced between $100,00.1 and
$160,000. Of the total sold, 110 cost more
than $200,000.
MacBride said buyers are snapping up
anything below $150,000. They don't care
about value or appraisals or comparable
sales. They just want the house. Invistors
are pouring in here and paying whattver it
takes to get what they want." . •
He said buyers are being drawn to §acramento from across the nation. Since the
start of the year, out-of-area purchisers
have picked up more than half of 14 listings. He said seven of his last 10 Wrings
have been grabbed by investors, nostly
from the Bay Area.
They read that it's still affordabb and
they want to get in on it," he said„'
MacBride cited the case of a hreebedroom half-plex near AmericanRiver
College that sold for $96,000 in Mare and

resold to a Bay Area investor for $115,000 in
April.
Myers said, "I've never seen demand like
this before, and I've been in this business almost 20 years. It is a very stressful market.
There is such an unrestrained sense of urgency among buyers, like if they don't get a
house now, they never
First-time buyers are still Out there, said
Myers, but they are getting desperate.
"Many are turning to condos, and now
those prices are soaring, too."
A year ago, she pointed out, two-bedroom
condos at a complex in Greenhaven were
selling for $61,000; today, they are going for
$94,000.
The Dahlbergs, who have saved $6,000,
are now looking for a condominium. "It's
very frustrating. If we can get in on this
seller's market, maybe we can gain from it.
We want to get in before the market starts
to go down."
While there are local and state assistance
programs for first-time buyers, the Dahlbergs said they have been unable to find
anything to help them. The California Housing Finance Agency, Monica Dahlberg said,
"told us they won't lend on lower-priced
condominiums in Sacramento, and I think
our earnings are a little too high for other
programs."
Funding for first-time buyer programs is
scarce, said Myers, a specialist in the entry-

level market. She added that program rt
quirements have been tightened, too.
Market analysts say housing demand
being driven by Sacramento's strong iol
market. And despite April's enormous phc
jump, Sacramento housing is still attractiv
to companies relocating in California,' ac
cording to Alan Gianini, executive direct()
of the Sacramento Area Commerce anr
Trade Organization. •
Some companies have expressed con
cern about our housing affordability," Gian
ini said. "But we've got a long way to go be
fore our prices match those in the Bay Area
or Los Angeles." Median house prices for March, the most
recent figures available, were $262,451 in
San Francisco and $210,458 in Los Angele,
according to the California Association ol
Realtors. The median price is the point at
which half of the existing single-family
houses sold went for more and half for less.
Gianini said Sacramento's housing prices
turn from a plus against other major California markets to a minus when competing
for employers with places like Phoenix,
Ariz., Portland, Ore., Austin, Texas, Colorado Springs, Colo., and Salt Lake City. tMl
have median house prices below $100,0
"1 don't know when our home prices ill
impact our job market," Gianini said.".Our
relative affordability is still a strength, except when we're competing with cities outside of California."

CHANGES IN AVERAGE SALE PRICE
(including condominiums)
AREA

1989
1st Quarter

1990
1st Quarter

Midtown and
E. Sacramento

$109,482

$149,234

36.3%

Land Park

$156,678

$212,853

35.85%

Regional

$127,046

$158,532

27.25%

CHANGE IN MIDTOWN CONDOMINIUM AVERAGE SALES PRICE
1988

$ 74,272

1989

$ 79,000

6.3% change from 1988

1990
(to date)

$ 93,370

17.7% change from 1989

R STREET FEASIBILITY - CONDOMINIUM

June 20, 1990

1000 s.f. 2 bedroon in flat in a structure of 3 story wood frame construction over subterranean parking with
*gh level of amenities security.
t....,STS SUMMARY ITEMS

Land $20/sf land cost with 55 dwelling units/acre
-

Construction - including site improvements and
proration of parking structure - $60/sf

COST PER DWELLING UNIT

$15,480
60,000

Architecture and Engineering Fees

3,000

Municipal Fees (1) - including entitlement application
fees, building permits, park fees, connection fees.

1,600

Miscellaneous "Soft" Costs - Legal, accounting, Land Carry, etc.

500

Interest Reserves - (60% utilization factor for 8 month construction,
5 month average sales & 15% developer equity with 12% interest rate.)

6,500

Construction Finance Fees and Closing Costs - 2%

2,048

Operating Reserves during sales -$100/unit for an average of 5 months
.eting Fees

-

5% of sale including model furnishings &

500
6.000

aavertising expenses.
SUBTOTAL

$ 95,988

Contingency - 5%

$ 4.799

TOTAL COSTS/DWELLING UNIT

$100,787

Value and Profit Summary

Value at $120/sf (2)

$120,000

Profit (Loss)

$ 19,213

Profit as a percentage of value
Profit required by developer

7,51
, ihe City could waive these fees.
(2) There is evidence to support higher values than this currently.

ebs:rstcondo.ma

19%
$ 24,000

SOUTHSIDE PARK NEIGHBORHOOD ASSOCIATION

TO:
FROM:
RE:
DATE:

SHRA Board of Directors
Planning ComWion
ordinating Committee member
Kathy Omachi
"R" Street development
May 31, 1990

The issue before you, the planning design for "R" Street, is not
only far reaching in the future "look" of Sacramento but one that
reaches into the heart of Southside.
When the planners and developers talk about heights, densities, tax
increments, over lay zones, and set backs, the resident is still
left with the question," What does this all mean to me and my
family?".
We ask that you consider these questions while you review these
various plans presented before you:
- can we breath the air with the additional
traffic to the new office developments?
can we park our car in front of our own
homes or will the new office workers need the space?
- can our kids cross the streets to go to
school safely?
- can I continue to rent my home or wi34 speculation
drive me out?
- can I continue to live next to a 150 foot building?
- what kind a neighborhood will I have when a majority
of the new people will be in the buildings from
8 to 5?
The residents of Southside ask for no more nor no less than any
other neighborhood in Sacramento. We ask you to consider your own
home and your own neighborhood while you review these plans.

THE POVERTY RIDGE NEIGHBORHOOD ASSOCIATION
Serving 19th to 25th Street R Street to W Street

June 18, 1990
Mayor Anne Rudin
Sacramento City Council
915 I Street
Sacramento, California 95814
Subject: "R" Street Corridor Land Use

Dear Mayor Rudin and City Council Members;
This letter, from the Board of Directors of the Poverty Ridge
Neighborhood Association, is to convey our concerns for the
proliferation of new land use studies that have materialized in
the last several months, and the hasty activity to implement one.
As an association 'whose primary objective is to foster and support
the quality of life in our existing midtown neighborhood, it is
our concern that the outcome of the current "goldrush" to approve
one of the three current reports is an undue and hasty measure,
considering the diversity of opinion and strong Lack of agreement
in the city's own committee.
The introduction of the city planning staff's own set of
recommendations in the last three weeks adds fuel to the fire in
this mad rush to approve and begin building this new dream for our
backyards. Our deepest concerns center on the fear that the
approval of another "to solve all ills" plan will only give us
another W-X Freeway type of solutions. The main benefactors of a
solution like this is the land speculators and high-rise
developers. And at what cost? The loss of the quality of life
that is currently found in the existing neighborhoods to either
side of the corridor, and ultimately to the quality of life in the
corridor itself.
We as a Board feel that it's imperative to slow the current
rush to approve just any old plan, to more actively involve
community interaction in the process, and to develop more
opportunistic and visionary forms of solutions considering this
unique chance we have. Here is the opportunity to develop a new
park in midtown that could stretch from twenty ninth street to the
river. This would be a place to put museums and playgrounds. We
need to provide sufficient open space and greenery so as not to
create another concrete wasteland.

POVERTY RIDGE NEIGHBORHOOD ASSOCIATION

June 18, 1990

The existing areas currently support more than their share 01
midtown commuter parking and traffic on our residential streets.
The adoption of any "R" Street plan at this time without
completion of traffic and parking studies, and developing
acceptable solutions, is foolhardy at best, and bad government for
sure.
It is the feeling of the Board that we can not support any of
the three reports that are currently proposed, and that any action
at this time is hasty and unwarranted.

Stan Lunetta
Copresident

athy
Copreske t

Board of Directors Poverty Ridge Neighborhood Association
CC: Sacramento Housing and Redevelopment Agency
Sacramento City Planning Commission

ALKALI FLAT*
Neighborhood Improvement Association
June 2, 1990
.Mayor Anne Rudin
City Council Members
Commissioners of the Sacramento Housing and Redevelopment Agency
Sacramento City Planning Commissioners
The Alkali Flat Neighborhood Improvement Association wishes to go
on record as strongly supporting the Minority Report of the "R"
Street Citizen's Committee.
It would be senseless to trash the Southside Neighborhood by allowing
the third side of a concrete box to be built around it. .The Southsiders
already have two freeways to contend with. All the infill and
rehabilitation you could do would then be too little, too late.
There are places that you have wisely designated as appropriate for
high rise office buildings. The "R" Street Corridor is not one of
them. The Minority Report describes a new urban village which
would enhance existing ele.‘64.4et neighborhoods north and south of
the Corridor and would help to reduce the growing jobs/housing imbalance with its attendant maladies of air pollution, noise, traffic,
parking and lack of sewage capacity. The village would also help
• to provide a sense of personal safety which is essential if Sacramento
is to grow with dignity and health*
When the office proponants threaten legal action and whine about
their rights, do something brave. Just say "NO".
Very truly yours,
•

Marina Snow, President
Alkali Flat Neighborhood Improvement Association

PO. Box 844 Sacramento,California 95812

VieAPLP

ASSOCIATION TO PRESERVE LAND PARK

June 3, 1990
Honorable Anne Rudin
Mayor, City of Sacramento
915 I Street
Sacramento, CA 95814
Dear Mayor Rudin:
The Association to Preserve Land Park (API.?) urges you and the City Council to
support the spirit of the recommendations made in the R Street Citizens
Advisory Committee's minority report.
APLP supports the principle recommendation that the future development of the
R Street Corridor have an emphasis on housing. APLP believes that . a
residential emphasis in the R Street Corridor provides the following benefits
to the city:
Jobs/housing balance. APLP supports the Council's goal of 8% housing-to-jobs
ratio in the Central City as a way to reduce air pollution and traffic
congestion in Sacramento. Additional housing in R Street Corridor will help
the City attain this goal.
Neighborhood integrity. APLP is concerned that the level of office
development called for in the majority report would have a negative affect on
the residential character of the Southside and Midtown neighborhoods. In
addition, a disproportionate amount of office development would exacerbate
traffic problems throughout the Sacramento region; including commuter routes
such as Freeport Boulevard, Land Park Drive, and Riverside Boulevard.
Additional housing in the R Street Corridor, on the other hand, would preserve
the residential character of neighborhoods throughout Sacramento.
Support for nightlife. APLP applauds the Council's recent approval of a
cultural and entertainment master plan for downtown. Additional housing in
the R Street Corridor will provide some of support needed to make the
Council's plan a success.
In short, APLP believes that additional housing in the R Street Corridor is
complementary of the Council's stated goals. APLP urges your favorable
consideration of the minority report of the R Street Citizens Advisory
Committee.
Sincerely,

Dale Claypoole, Chair
API.?
cc: Tom Chinn

191. Sacramento, CA 95814

East Sacramento
Improvement Association, Inc
Counciloerson Lyla Ferris
City Hall
915 I Street
Sacramento, California 95814
Councilperson Ferris:

P.O. Box 19147
Sacramento, CA 95819
Re: R Street Corridor

The East Sacramento Improvement Association strongly supports the
proposal that R Street become a mixture of new and renovated
residences:retail, office and commercial establishments with the
emphasis on housing to serve jobs in the downtown.
We z- eally think its simple: high-rise office buildings belona in
the center core of downtown with supportinc mixed-use
residential/commercial/retail surrounding this core. R Street,
midtown, and Alhambra Blvd must remain residential/retail if the
Council is ever goinc to be successful in revitalizing downtown.
If major commercial/hich-rise .s 4r=-e development is allowed
beyond the downtown core, you will destroy that mixed use
neighborhood as well as the downtown core:
Hiah density/high rise development does not belong on R Street.
ldtown : Alhambra corridor, or at Centrage: it belongs in the
downtown core consistent with your high rise ordinance of two
Years ago. Believe it or not I walk to work every day, rain or
shine and I walk down R, Q, F, 0, and N Streets. I think if you
tried this you would quickly see the folly of high rise office
buildings on R Street. What really fits the neighborhood is mixed
use, low-rise residential./commercial/retail.
The Association is asking you to consider the City's General Plan
policy statements mandating the protection of neighborhoods as
well as the Council's policy of permitting highrise development
only in the downtown core when you make your decision. If you do
this you will vote for a housing/retail/commercial lowrise plan
and you will protect the R Street neichborhood as well as improve
to prospects of a revitalized downtown.
Sincerely yours,

Rick cWilliam, president East Sacramento Improvement Association

May 30, 1990
The Honorable Heather Fargo, Councilmember
District 1, City of Sacramento
915 I Street Roam 205
Sacramento, CA 95814
Dear MS. Fargo;
As the resolution of the "R" Street Corridor Issue approaches a City Council
vote, I would like to express the attitude of The Stanford Park Homeowners
Association toward downtown development. At our annual meeting on April 23rd
a report was made to the haneowners on the collapse of negotiations to reach
a compromise on April 6th between the minority of four and the majority of
five on the Corridor Commission which as you know has adopted a
recommendation for high density commercial use of this Land.
Without going into details on the elements of the discussion that followed, I
would like to inform you that 88 percent of the haneowners present voted for
a resolution that favors a strong residential mix in any development of this
land.
Quite frankly some of the high-intensity development recommended by the bare
majority appalled us and I personally was offended by the pompous statements
of some pro-commercial adherents that there was no market for residential
development in downtown Sacramento.
It is of course our hope. that you will keep our feelings in mind as the
resolution of this issue winds its way through the machinery of City
government.
Thank you for any consideration that you may be able give our position and
rest assured that we are more than eager to work for any efforts that would
produce a downtown that has more than a 40 hour per week period of activity.
Yours Very Truly,

Gerald A. Hawes, Vice-president
Stanford Park Homeowners Assoc.
GAM/ma

OAK PARK NEIGHBORHOOD IMPROVEMENT ASSOCIATIO
P.O. BOX 5694 • SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 95817-0694

0.P.N.I.A.

May 24, 1990.

City Planning Commissioners:
Housing and Redevelopment Commissioners:
Dear Commissioners:
The Oak Park Neighborhood Improvement Association wants to voice its
strong support for the position taken by the Sacramento Old City Association's "R" Street Corridor housing proposal. We also support the
Southside Neighborhood Association's position on this issue.
A city is only as strong as its people, its neighborhoods. A towering
canyon of new office buildings is entirely inappropriate for the "R"
Street Corridor. The place for new office buildings is in the Central
Business District zoned for them, not overshadowing neighborhoods of
single and small multi-family dwellings.
Please join with the central city residents who ask that you preserve
and strengthen your city and theirs.

S' erely,
E
RosaLee S. Hagstrom
President

28 May 1990
To the Honorable Anne Rudin,
Mayor of Sacramento
City Hall
901 I Street
We ask that you accept the R-Street Corridor Committee
Minority Report. A policy statement in Sacramento's general
plan update says that Sacramento will maintain the viability
of residential neighbarhaods. The residential neighborhoods
adjacent to the R-Street corridor deserve to have that promise
fulfilled.
If it is Sacramento's desire to preserve the
neighborhoods along the R-Street corridor, the city
government should not further encapsulate these neighborhoods
by adding a fourth wall of concrete to the other three (I-5, W.
X Freeway, I-80). Instead of a wall of high rises along the RStreet corridor, Sacramento should allow for mixed-use
development (residential, retail, low-rise office) that
functions as a transition between the central business
district and the adjacent residential neighborhoods.
As the economic base of the city expands, it is crucial
to have housing located next to mass transit and close to job
centers. A properly developed R-Street corridor can fulfill
both these requirements.
We understand that Sacramento County's new master plan
update will be based upon a logical approach to land-use
planning which emphasizes high-density residential use close
to transit corridors.

The City of Sacramento should seize this opportunity to
implement what could become a model of mixed-use development
along an existing light-rail corridor. The minority report is
the only report that reflects Sacramento's stated policy to
maintain the viability of residential neighborhoods.
New,-Era Park Neighborhood Association
/
Robert Harris
1
e Lander
For NEPNA

cc

Sacramento City Council Members
Sacramento Housing and Commission Redevelopment
Commissioners
City of Sacramento Planning Commissioners

NEPNA
2222 C Street
Sacramento
CA 95816

6,0

Somerset Parkside Condominium
Homeowners Association
1637 10th Street
Sacramento. CA 95814

Mayor Anne Rudin
City Hall
915 I Street
Sacramento, CA 95814

6 JUN 90

SUBJECT: "R° Street Corridor Proposal
Dear Mayor Rudin,
We are writing to you regarding the proposal before the planning
commission and eventually to be presented to the City Council. As
you know, there was a great deal of time and effort expended by
the committee to plan the °R° Street Corridor. One of the main
tenets of this committee was that housing downtown was not a
viable land use within the corridor. We feel this concept has
become outdated based upon the current real estate market in
Sacramento.
Eighteen months ago, our downtown complex, "Somerset Parkside
Condominiums" had several units in foreclosure. Owners just could
not sell their units at any price to include taking a loss on
their property. Today, that market is so demanding that units to
not even stay on the market for three weeks. The prices are
increasing and the units themselves are proving to be a valuable
economic asset.
Should the majority committee report be implemented, the chance of
downtown housing will be lost forever. By allowing Eon Density
Office structures along most of the corridor, a cloud of doubt
about the uncertainties regarding the character of the
neighborhood will act as a giant shadow over the entire corridor.
Who will be.willing to develop housing in an area where the
potential for High Rise Buildings has been sanctioned by the city?
Even though it is not felt that the maximum allowable office
spaces will be built, who among us can say that any one individual
area will not be developed? Without some guarantee of significant
residential development no one will be willing to risk building or
living in the area. Then, the skeptics will be correct, there
will be no affordable housing in the "R° Street Corridor. Please
do not abandon the idea of including housing in the downtown area.

Can this city survive the loss of this potential living area for
affordable housing?
Sincerely,

Board of Directors
Somerset Parkside
Condominium

/ 4

Bates Dotting Marvin 'Fisher
1639 10th St. 1006-3 P St.
95814
95814

„

.4tiadiu,tpfAz4

;,1„.ty

Terry Weatherman
ene Obear
1627-2 10thSt. 1619 10th St.
95814
95814

cc:
City Council Members
Planning Commisioners
Commisioners of Housing and Redevelopement

eiZt:

P esident
Douglas R. Willis
1517 10th St.
95814

MARILYN A. DRESSIER
June 15, 1990

Mayor Ann Rudin
Sacramento City Council
City Hall
Sacramento, CA 95816
Dear Mayor Rudin and Council Members:
On behalf of the Boulevard Park Neighborhood Association, I
encourage you to support the Minority Report rather than the Sa
Report concerning re-development plans along the R Street
Corridor.
-

Cities like- San Francisco, London, Paris, Vienna, Chicago,
Washington D.C. and other classic examples have strong, heall. _
AND wealthy urban areas because of their multiple mixed-use
neighborhoods. Sacramento can be a great and interesting city
strong neighborhoods where people can actually live and not ju
work, are encouraged.
Even now when we take our many European guests on tours of the
city they always are shocked to see how far away the housing i
from the offices.
The issue of quality of life by far transcends the office spec
versus housing space.
Please cast your votes in favor of a well-planned and reasona
proposal we can all live with - the Minority Report.
Th k you for ur consideration.

A;

. Dressler

4
Marilyn R. Dressler
Boulevard Park Neigh.:orhood Association
2115 G Street
Sacramento, CA 95816
916-444-9250
-674etemet-L-intie.44.-

•

Sacramento, Cali1omia-9684.1

•

(916) 444116663

SARATOGA HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION
932 Q STREET
SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 95814

June 2, 1990
Mayor Anne Rudin
Members of the Sacramento City Council
In your deliberations on the "R" Street Corridor we urge you to
consider the position of the Saratoga Homeowner's Association as
strongly pro development.
We live within the Corridor and we support the development of a
new urban village. It would help to reduce our. traffic, air pollution,
safety, noise and parking problems. We also advocate development
of retail and supporting commercial uses which will further enhance
the sense of communtiy. A city is only as strong and successful
as its people, and right now the quality of our city is fragile
and endangered.
Please support the Minority Report of the R Street Citizen's
Committee. Spare us the six proposed high rise office towers from
2nd to 8th Streets plan a mix of higher density residential uses
near the light rail stations. This will foster the growth of jobs
along the suburban light rail corridor which will eventually give
Regional Transit two way ridership and a positive cash flow.
Thank you for your consideration of our pro development position.
Sincerely Yours,

';Fe:":"r
B' ush, President

Barbara Hudson, Treasurer
0.1.C4

Clifford

pejoy, Sec tary

cc: Members of the Sacramento City Planning Commission
Commissioners of thr Housing and Redevelopment Agency

r, 4

Natomas Community Association
Mayor Anne Rudin
City of Sacramento
915 I Street 2nd Floor
Sacramento, California 95814
Dear Anne.
I am writing to urge you to support the housing-oriented
Minority Plan for the R Street Corridor as outlined In Appendix B of
the Citizens Report.
The central City should be well planned by the City Council as an
integral and integrated place to live and work, as well as a place for
Capital residents to enjoy their leisure hours. From this perspective
R Street Corridor development should focus foremost on providing a
new residential neighborhood base and complimenting not impacting
adjoining land uses.
Your strong, and early support, for the Minority Plan would be
most appreciated.
Sincerely,

Ray Tretheway
President

JOHN TERRY
ARCHITECT

June 18, 1990

Mayor Anne Rudin
Sacramento City Council
915 I Street
Sacramento, California, 95814
RE: "R" Street Corridor Land Use
Mayor Rudin and the City Council
Many of my neighbors and I are concerned about the excessive
land use densities that are being proposed adjacent to our neighborhood in the R.S:C.C. report. Please allow me a moment of your
time to express these concerns to you in this letter. Most of us
who have chosen to live in the Midtown area have done so with a
commitment to the quality of life for the entire area. I understand the effect that quality and intelligent planning decisions
can have on my neighborhood, on all of midtown, and the rest of
Sacramento. The City Council and Planning department have worked
hard in completing a quality Downtown plan. However, I fear that
what I see in the R.S.C.C. report not only weakens the development
for our downtown core, but will also further fragment our
residential areas.
I started practicj.ng architecture in Sacramento in 1980, and
have since been actively involved in working with the :ommunity
to derive ways to retain our quality of life in the wake of
rising development throughout the city and county. I relocated
back to Sacramento, because it offered a quality of life that was
not to be found in Los Angeles or the Bay Area. I . moved to the
midtown area for the same reasons. I now own a home at 1915 24th
Street one half a block away from the corridor.
My concern with the proposed development of the corridor is
not restricted to my particular neighborhood. The R.S.C.C.
report is not sympathetic to the lives of the individuals, and
the character of the neighborhoods along the entire corridor.
Instead, it dictates land use to accommodate real estate
speculation and development profits. The proposed Multi Use
zones along "S" and "Q" streets, which allows for office/
residential buildings of up to 75 feet tall, is clearly alien and
hostile to the houses directly adjacent in existing. vital
neighborhoods. The Intensive zoning scattered along the lightrail line only fortifies the corridor as a non-supportive barrier
between the adjacent neighborhoods. Not only does this weaken
the residential character, but it also draws intense developmcnt
away from our commercial and government center in downtown.
1915 24TH STREET • SACRAMENTO, CA 95816 • 916-451-6744

The Minority Report, and to a similar degree the City Planning Staff's recommendation, were derived from the existing
residential fabric in planning a strong residential zone along
most of the corridor. This not only supports the neighborhoods
along the corridor, but will provide the needed housing base for
the twenty-four hour downtown that we have been striving to
create.
Although I agree with most aspects of the Staff's report,
my biggest disagreement with it centers on the quantity and
locations of the General Commercial zones. Their location and
height, so close to the residential areas, are still to severe a
transition. It is also imperative that problems of traffic and
parking be mitigated in ways that reduce intrusions in the
residential areas.
There are truly few times when a city and it's citizens
break new grounds. We need to assure that the future will be
shaped by the foresight, wisdom and the courage to plan; planned
in a direction that is not traditional; planned in a direction
that looks towards creative solutions to how we can shape our
development, and our quality of life. You have this chance.
Please support the minority report, or a modified version of the
city staff's report.
Sincerely

cc: Sacramento City Planning Commission
Sacramento Housing and Redevelopment Agency

MARX WHISLER, President
KAY ICNEPPRATH. Vico Presidan. Planning
-IA WHITNEY, Vice Pmaidatt. Administration
"HAN LEWIS. Treasurer
LATHE. Preservatien Osair
riEN CROW, Membership Chair
MARY PRUD'HOMME, Newsletter Edit
GRF-G GUAGNANO. New'letter Circulation

SACRAMENTO OLD CITY ASSOCIATION
Post Office Box 1022, Sacramento, CA 95812

ANTHONY PRUD'HOMME, Development Director
ALEX IVES. Public Relations aod Homo Tour Chair
DENNIS NEUFELD. Plaruting Chair
MARK RUSCONI, Architectural Chair
KATHRYN TOBIAS, Legal Chair
DAVE VASZKO, Volunteer Coordinator
KATHY LES. Manber-at• Large
STEVE SANDERS. Past Preaident

June 20, 1990

Mayor Anne Rudin
City Hall
Sacramento, CA 95814
Dear Anne:
Members of the Sacramento- Old City Association appreciate the time you
have spent listening to our hopes for the R Street Corridor. As the date
for your consideration and vote on this issue draws near, we want our
position in the written record. We clearly favor the report submitted by
the minority on the R Street Community Advisory Committee.
Our public concern for this unique strip of land running the length of the
Central City from west to'east began with work on the Central City Plan,
continued with the City's Urban Design Plan and now with the proposal which
comes to you as the plan for the R Street Corridor.
The Sacramento Old City Association continuously works for livable
neighborhoods. Neighborhoods where people can be close to their work,
close to entertainment, close to shopping and close to each other, for the
support that neighbors give each other. The City has the opportunity at
this juncture to.enhance existing neighborhoods adjacent to the R Street
Corridor and to create more within the Corridor. This is our primary
reason for supporting the minority report.
It is our belief that the two proposed massive office complexes included in
both the.mejority report and the staff report, if allowed to proceed, will
prevent the 'T.phancement or creation of neighborhoods. The projects have
not been buil:t, they remain as proposals. If planning for R Street had
begun before they were proposed, we doubt that the committee would have
voluntarily included such a concept. If these two are given the green
light, more parcels will be massed, other high rise offices will be
proposed, speculation will be wild and housing will become even more
expensive to build, and maybe never possible within the R Street Corridor.
The Council has the opportunity to risk the financial benefits that would
come almost immediately from intense office development in exchange for a
liveable downtown Sacramento for the future. We urge you to take the risk
and support the minority recommendations for the R Street Corridor, a plan
for the future.
Sincerely,

Mark Whisler, President
cc: Members of Council
Members, City Planning Commission
Members, Housing and Redevelopment Commission
Cherishing Our Heritage — Planning Our Future

giver City Co-Housing
1300 37th Street •
Sacramento, CA 95816

June 21, 1990

Dear Members of the Redevelopment and Planning Commissions,
As prospective home-owners in the Southside neighborhood we
are interested in revitalization of the downtown area.
We are twelve familes with the, goal of
living in an
affordable neighborhood near downtown. This makes Southside a
perfect choice for us and we are actively trying to buy land and
build housing there. However, if large-scale office development
projects, like the proposed Duke Development project, go along
the - corridor" the speculation in Southside neighborhood property
will jeopardize our goal and force us to look to the suburbs for
our housing. We are committed to the ideals of living near our
places of work and not contributing to the growing sprawl and
pollution in Sacramento but choices for doing this in Sacrament
are becoming more and more limited. Large-scale officL
development in the west end of the R Street Corridor once again
limits housing options for those of us who want live near the
center of the city.
Sacramento is a livable city but could become another San
Jose or Los Angeles - cities that grow like a malignant tumor and
will die due to associated pollution and traffic problems. Do
not allow the developers to create a ghost town of our downtown.
Do not let developers jeopardize historic downtown neighborhoods
like Southside. Create a downtown that is vital 24 hours a day.
Create a mixture of housing and business that keeps residents
downtown rather than in sprawling suburbs which are
by a
vast freeway network.
Sincerely,
I

■./ 1.4404
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River City Co-Housing
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5TH ST.

' 20TH ST.

6TH ST.

• 24TH ST.

11TH

9

30TH ST.

ST.

CENTRAL CITY
FLOOR AREA RATIO (FAR) SURVEY

project

Location

Kos@

Total Starlee

Max.
if elpht

Bldg.
GSF

(1 )
Type
Parking
GSF

RenalssanceTowers
Capitol Place
LankfordCook
Wells Fargo Bldg.
1111 G St.
St. John's Plaza
(R Street Corridor)

801 K St.
915 1 St.
1215 K St.
400 Capitol Mali
1700 K St.

C-3
C-3
C-3
C-3
R-3A1C2
C-2

28
13
18
30
5
5

372
172
293
402
69
77

353,078
142,512
224,343
549,000
89,400
112,500

232,106(a)
87,832(a)
177,923(a)
410,000(a)
(a)
84,500(b)

31,363
20,979
28,314
105,200
38,333
51,200

1. Thompson-Diggs
2. Duke Development
3. BenvenutIPlaza
4. Pacific Plaza (P)
5. Golden State Tower (P)
6. BenvenutiProject (P)
7. Watkins (P)

2-4th, R St.
4-6th, R St.
16th & R St.
3-5th & R St.
7-81h& 0 St.
16th & R St.
11-121h& 0 St.

C-4
C-4
C-4
C-4
C-4
C-4
C-4

4
5
5
13,8,10,11
20
10
NA

59
108
74
150
250
151
NA

197,183
237,473
399,500
1,250,000
374,750
236,124
150,000

(c)
145,200(b)
(b) .
515,000
260,000(b)
NA
NA

87,120
102,400
65,340
245,000
44,800
38,400
NA

(1)
(2)
(3)

Lot
Slz@

(2)

f_ AB
11.3
6.8
7.9 .
5.2
2.3
. 2.2

2.7
2.4
6.1
5.0
8.4
6.1
NA

Type of parking structure:a - withInbuliding,b - separate structure, c - surface parking
FAR calculation:Gross bulidIngsquare footage (not IncludingparkIng area) divided by gross lot area (Includlngparklng structure)
FAR calculation:Gross square footage (IncludIngparking area) divided by gross lot area

(P) Proposed project
NA Not available

FAR (3)
wiparking
18.7
11.0
14.3
9.1
NA
3.8

NA
3.7
NA
7.2
14.2
NA
NA

EXHIBIT D
PLANNING COMMISSION "R" STREET CORRIDOR RECOMMENDATION

The Planning Commission recommends that the City Council approve the following joint
staff recommendations (summarized on pages 35-36 of the May 31, 1990 staff report) as
modified by the CPC (changes to staff recommendations shown as strikeouts;, additions
shown in italics) and reflected in the CPC revisions to the land use map (Exhibit 1A);
1.

Redevelopment Area

ealb e

a

ate

a.

....•• ■••

Consider expansion
of the redevelopment boundaries east from 9th and 10th Streets to 29th Street as
a City-only tax increment Redevelopment Area.
e -

-

• -

"

2.

Landbanking - Staff concurs with the Committees recommendation that
the City should as a goal, buy and land bank "R" Street sites for housing.

3.

CBD Tax Increments After 1992, it is recommended that an increased
percentage of all Downtown Tax increments should be allocated for housing
development.

4.

L and Write Downs - Staff recommends a policy guideline that allows some
flexibility where the feasibility of a specific project would be better served by
an alternative subsidy mechanism (other than land write-downs).

5.

Housing Requirements Outside "R" Street - This Committee proposal is
opposed by staff because it would allow developers of housing projects
proposed for other areas of the Central City, which would be built anyway,
to enter into joint ventures with office developers in the "R" Street Corridor
to use those housing projects as credits against the developers housing
obligations generated in "R" Street.

6.

Intensive (I) Uses - The intensive area is to be targeted to five specific
blocks located on the north side of "R" Street (between R & 0). The area
bounded by 2nd Street along "Q" Street to 8th Street, then to the alley
between "0" and "R" Streets, and then south along 6th Street to "R" Street
and back to 2nd Street should be the only designated Intensive Area within
the "R" Street Corridor.

defined below, are provided. Buildings may be constructed up to a maximum
height of 100 feet. The land use mix for each project is 50% residential and 50%

(13 )

office and commercial (may include separate buildings). The housing option ,and housing trust fund requirements would not apply to the commercial projec
within the intensive area. The buildings are to be designed in such a way so
that they address the design standards (discussed later in the planning staff
recommendations) to mitigate potential negative impacts on the Southside
neighborhood. The application of specific design standards to these
buildings (i.e. setbacks and stepbacks) should provide a transition into the
neighborhood.
7.

Transition Zones - The Plan should incorporate transition zones for height
limits, setbacks and other requirements to assure compatibility between
new development and existing uses on and adjacent to the Corridor.
Transition zones should be established along "Q" Street, "S' Street and near
existing lower-scale residential and commercial uses where the following
policies would apply:
Height limit of 45 feet along "Q" and "S" Streets, with higher uses
allowed as the development steps back to "R" Street, up to 75 feet
(4.50 100 feet in the more intensive zone).
Establish buffer zones for existing residential below 45 feet in height
(such as Capital Terrace, Governor's Square East, Saratog
Townhomes, Southside Neighborhood, and the R-3A area within thb
Corridor) to assure that new development does not encroach on
light or air for existing housing.
Guidelines for shadows, heights etc. should be adopted similar to
those now in effect in the Urban Design Plan and the revised C-2
zone.

8.

General Commercial (GC)
General commercial uses have been established for areas where
commercial use may be appropriate due to proximity to light rail stations or
freeways, but where the character of nearby development is such that the
density of new office structures should be limited to assure compatibility
and reduce price speculation. Office pxojocts &odd be limited to the
cuprent M3XiMUM office uco a Ilowod (254, with houcirg tr3do offs

Projects
may include 100% office uses up to a 45 foot maximum height. The housing
options would not apply and the housing trust fund requirement would remain
in effect. Furthermore, maximum FAA's, setbacks, stepbacks and ope

(14)

7_3

space standards should be developed for those areas adjacent to
residential zoned lots similar to the 0-2 design standards. The proposed
15% Central City parking reductions should also apply given the proximity
of these sites to light rail.
9.

Housing-to-Jobs Objective
Staff recommends that the plan objective include a statement that "R" Street
should serve as a major resource to provide new housing for downtown
employment growth. The Central City currently has a large imbalance
between housing and jobs, and recent studies indicate that the imbalance
is likely to deteriorate further. Consequently, the land use proposals should
be directed towards creating an adequate residential land supply to serve
downtown core area jobs (i.e. not only future housing demand related to "R"
Street commercial development).

10.

Residential-Office (RO) Zone

•

An RO/Preservation overlay would not allow existing residential structures
to be converted to office use unless the infeasibility of the housing can be
demonstrated. This overly would also not allow residential buildings to be
demolished or vacant lots to be developed unless at least 50% of the floor
area is developed as housing.
11.

Residential Mixed Use (RES-MU)
The elements of this zone would ailow-base-C-4-usas-to-be-cleme4sped,-but
limit-devekapmeRt-in-exsess-ef-G-44o-a only permit a mix of 80% residential
and 20% commercial uses (eliminate underlying C-4 zoning). To encourage
the development of a true mixed-use community, it is essential to provide
opportunities for retail, restaurant, service, and other neighborhood-serving
businesses.
These areas have been designated based on factors such as proximity to
existing residential on or adjacent to the Corridor, or proximity to mixed use
areas where new residential development is expected as a component of
mixed use projects. Housing
development up to R-5 densities may also be allowed by permit and subject
to the following conditions:
a.

Maximum height of seven stories (75 feet) fronting on "R" Street, with
a four story (45 foot) limit in transition zones along "Q" and "S"
Streets and in proximity to existing lower intensity uses.

( 15
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12.

b.

Design guidelines to assure security and pedestrian amenities and
compatibility with existing development.

c.

Up to 20% of the non-parking floor area may be used for
neighborhood-serving retail and commercial uses, on the ground
floor. This percentage may be increased up to 100% for projects
which proposed to renovate existing structures of historic or
aesthetic significance that are presently in commercial use in order
to provide neighborhood services or specialty retail, so long as the
project does not increase total square footage of the existing
structure by more than 25%.

d.

Parking requirements may be reduced to allow for a maximum of
30% of commercial parking requirements to be used to meet the
need for residential parking spaces within or directly adjacent to the
project.

General Commercial Mixed Use (GC-MU) Establish a or General CommercialMixed Use zone for the area bounded by 16th to 17th Streets from the alley south
of Q Street to S Street subject to the following development standards:
a.
b.
c.
d.

75' maximum height;.
Land use mix of 50% residential and 50% office
Ground floor retail required along 16th Street;
Waive housing options and housing trust fund requirement.

13. Heavy Commercial (C-4 Zone) - Modify the development standards for the area
designated HC or Heavy Commercial to limit the maximum height to 45'
(continue currently permitted C-4 uses in these areas).
14.

Fee Waivers
Staff does not support the Committee recommendation to seek State
legislation for waiver of park and school impact fees. Staff supports
appropriate financial incentives for private housing development that do not
impair the City's ability to provide essential services. These additional
incentives should include utilization of the build option under the Housing
Trust Fund Ordinance, construction of the requisite units or donation of land
as outlined above. This credit in addition to the Committee
recommendations to designate the corridor as infill (water fee waivers of
$1500/unit) will help accomplish housing in the Corridor.

( 16 )

15.

Open Space - Investigate the designation of a park site between 18th and 19th
Streets and other open space and park measures, including the conversion of "R"
Street into a landscaped pedestrian boulevard and speczfying open space ratios
for future projects located in the corridor to meet the "R" Street Corridors open
space needs.

16.

Regional Transit - Commercial and/or office projects of more than 75,000 square
feet located within the "R" Street Redevelopment Project Area shall be required
to contribute a pro-rata share of the light rail extension and transit service
expansion in order to provide a transit linkage between the "R" Street Corridor
and the Central Business District.

• SP:ob
7/31/90
Recommend.pc

( 17 )

Capitol Aft. Nsighboibood

Southwest Neighbothood

tots. 11.51

I

•••••1

liaso•. •

111[I

I ..
wing
111100111011

NU

•■•-•

444.4..4111...•dal

• I.

I 81•••11

LIUTI 111111

11 11 111LJJ IJI1
Ages Wass al ICA Missal

Social:1mi° ace Nsighborhood

Asia elbai

SACRAMENTO
'R' STREET CORRIDOR

Revised Land Use
'Manning Commission
Recommendation

5111411

•• I I -INTENSIVE
••• • •
50% OFFICE/50% RESIDENTIAL
100' MAX HEIGHT

icti -GENERAL COMMERCIAL

•••••

11

C

b eRsie

100% OFFI'
45 MAX ft

-HEAVY, iMMERCIAL
C-4 USES

anEs•
•
•
shale

mom

-RESIDENTIAL MIXED-USE
80% RESIDENTIAL/HO UNITS/ACRE
120% COMMERCIAL1

:a ES:
.
• -RESIDENTIAL
1R - 3A/ - 2 9 UNITS/ACRE,
50% OFFICE/50% RESIDENTIAL
•• CC.II
,

o^111 • 16' MAX HEIGHT 118TH ST. COMMt...

Exhibit E
SYNOPSIS OF 6-21-90 SACRAMENTO HOUSING AND
REDEVELOPMENT COMMISSION ACTION ON "R" STREET CORRIDOR

On June 21, 1990 the Sacramento Housing and Redevelopment Commission
recommended approval of the staff recommendations for the "R" Street Corridor (dated
May 31, 1990) with the following changes (see Exhibit for Land Use Designations):
Area 1: This is the recently renovated Thompson-Diggs building and should not
be shown as RES-MU. Revise to GC.
Area 2: These two half blocks are the location of the existing Duke office building
and parking garage. They should not be shown as RES-MU. Revise to GC.
Area 3: This block contains a state parking lot, the Lukenbill project and the EDD
warehouse, all uses which are planned to remain for the long term. They should
not be zoned RES-MU. Revise to GC.
Area 4: Only the first 100 feet fronting on 16th Street should be GC. East of this
line is existing housing which should remain. Revise all but westerly 100 ft. to
RES-MU.
Area 5: This block contains multiple lines of railroad tracks as well as the
beginning of the elevation of the light rail line. It is currently used for heavy
trucking. The train tracks make its use for housing impossible. Revise to HC.

(
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EXHIBIT F
COMPARISON OF LAND USE PROPOSALS
"R" STREET CORRIDOR
LAND USE

1.

SHRC PROPOSAL

CPC PROPOSAL

Intensive (I)
# acres
% of total
max. height
max. non-residential
housing requirement
HTF Fee

2.

STAFF PROPOSAL

12.5
9%
150 ft.
100%
27 du/
100,000 add sf.
yes

12.5
9%
150 ft.
100%
27 du/
100,000 add sf.
yes

27.5
20%
75 ft.
100%
27 du/100,000
add s.f.
Yes

25
19%
75 ft.
100%
27 dull 00,000
add. s.f.
Yes

Yes

NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA

NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA

2.5
2%
75 ft.
50%
50%
No

13.8
10%
75 ft.

11.3
8%
75 ft.

11.3
8%
45 ft.

69.9
52%
45-75 ft.
20% Comm.
80% Res.

74.9
55%
45-75 ft.
20% Comm.
80% Res.

76.2
56%
45-75 ft.
20% Comm.
80% Res.

11.3
8%
50% (R-0)

11.3
8%
50% (R-0)

11.3
8%
50%(R-0)

135

135

135

12.5
9%
100 ft.
50%
50% res.
- no

General Commercial (GC)
# acres
% of total
max, height
max. non-residential
housing requirement
HTF

21.2
16%
45 ft.
100%
No

General Commercial Mixed Use (GC-MU)
# acres
% of total
max. height
max. non-residential
housing requirement
HTF
4.

Heavy Commercial (HC)
# acres
% of total
max. height

5.

Residential Mixed Use (RES-MU)
# acres
% of total
max. height
max. non-residential
housing requirement

6.

Residential (Res)
# acres
% of total
housing requirement

TOTAL ACRES
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City Planning Commission
Housing and Redevelopment Commission
Sacramento, California
Members in Session:

Subject

Staff Analysis of and Recommendations Related to the
"R" Street Corridor Committee Report (M88-069)

Location:

From 2nd to 29th Streets and from "0" to "S" Streets

SUMMARY

On April 11, 1990, after approximately 20 months of study and public input, the "R" Street
Corridor Citizens Advisory Committee approved a plan for the Corridor by a vote of 5 to
4. The Committee was appointed by the City Council on August 22, 1988, to formulate
an action plan for the 54 block "R" Street Corridor. The impetus for this study was the
filing of two applications in the corridor for office uses at a scale and intensity only
permitted with special permit approval within the C-3 zone of the Central Business District.
These two projects (Pacific Plaza located between 3rd and 7th Street north of "R" Street
and Golden State Tower located south of Q Street between 7th and 8th Street) propose
a total of approximately 1.6 million square feet of office development.
Staff experience in working with the Committee over the 20 month period substantiates
a basic difference in philosophical approach existent within the membership which has
proven very difficult to reconcile. While there was some agreement on the Committee
regarding the housing provisions, staff remains concerned about the deep differences

which were apparent between what turned out to be two basic factions. The me differences involved the appropriate mix of land uses, the scale of development, t
potential for impact on adjacent areas, and how best to ensure future housing
development in the Corridor. For example, the Committee Report recommends the
designation of 18 blocks of Intensive Area (32% of total Corridor), near light rail stations
and freeway access points. The intensive areas, which would allow heights up to 150
feet, are intended to serve the State office market and generate tax increment funds for
housing development in the Corridor. A Minority Report, supported by four members of
the Committee proposes a transit oriented residential neighborhood in these same areas
with a balance of land uses (residential, retail services, and some office uses) considered
more compatible with the existing neighborhoods.
It is the strength of these irreconcilable points of view on the Committee that has caused
the staff to "independently" present its own recommendations. In doing so, the
SHRA/Planning and Development, Department staff have worked hard to take into
consideration the points of view of all committee members and community interests while
keeping in mind what we believe is practical public policy for the Corridor. The
recommendations of the staff are therefore a "best efforts" compromise among strong
divergent points of view, and represent policy proposals which both the Agency and
Planning staff can support.
To help guide the reader through what is in fact a complex public policy question, a
summary comparison of the Committee and staff's recommendation is included as Exhit
3, page 41, in this report.
ORGANIZATION OF REPORT

The staff report is organized into three main sections. Section I (Background
Information), reviews the Committee process, findings and recommendations (including
in the minority report recommendations) and summarizes the Committee's response to
each City Council charge. Section II (Planning and Agency Staff Comments), reviews the
role of the 11" Street Corridor, agency staff comments and recommendations and
planning staff comments and recommendations. Section III (Aooroval Process and Joint
Staff Recommendations) summarizes both the implementation process and joint
recommendations. Exhibit 1 (Executive Summary) provides a detailed table of contents
to assist the reader in locating specific subjects contained in the staff report.
The "R" Street Corridor Committee Plan, the Minority Report (Exhibit A of the Committee

Report) and all Appendices supporting the Committee's work are included in the final
Committee Report, dated April 11, 1990.

I.

BACKGROUND INFORMATION

A.

The Committee's Process. Findings and Recommendations

1.

Committee Process:

In August of 1988, the City Council established a one year moratorium on
the processing of planning entitlements, other than permits for child care
and similar special uses, in the Corridor and appointed a Citizen's Advisory
Committee to develop an action plan. The Committee consisted of nine
members representing varied interests. The Committee representation
included property owners, commercial developers, non-profit residential
developers, community organizations and the State of California General
Services Department. When the Council appointed this Committee they
were given a charge to; 1) develop an action plan that is consistent with
adopted City policies; 2) provide input on appropriate land use; 3)
recommend an appropriate mixture of land uses and types necessary for
balance and support of the Corridor and surrounding land uses; 4) define
appropriate residential and non-residential intensities based on
infrastructure holding capacities; 5) determine housing needs in relationship
to other uses in and around the Corridor and propose program and
financial mechanisms to achieve the needed housing; 6) and advise on how
to retain property values to accommodate housing needs in the corridor
(including rehabilitation of existing development).
During the Committee's planning process two separate subcommittees on
housing and land use were formed. These subcommittees worked with
Planning and Redevelopment Agency staffs to formulate land use
recommendations and a housing program. These recommendations were
presented to the full Committee, voted on separately and later modified over
a period of several months to form the basis for the final report. (The land
use recommendations are indicated on Map 1 and 1A of the Committee's
report. The findings of the housing subcommittee are indicated below.)
In developing the land use recommendations for the plan the Corridor was
divided into four sections based on neighborhood characteristics. These
neighborhoods consist of the Southwest, Capitol Area, Sacramento Bee
and Farmers Market neighborhoods. Each neighborhood was evaluated
on a site by site basis to define existing land use and susceptibility to reuse.
The susceptibility levels were then analyzed at various land use intensities
to determine development potentials within the near term (1-5 years) and
over a 20 year time frame.
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The Minority Report was prepared by four members of the Committee
address neighborhood concerns expressed throughout the Commit
hearing process and was presented on April 4, 1990. Final consideration
on the two reports was continued for one week to allow for an adequate
review period by members of the Committee and the public. In an effort to
achieve broader Committee compromise, a third land use proposal was
presented at the April 11, 1990 meeting but was never voted on. A
substitute motion on the Minority Report received four of the nine votes
from the Committee on April 11, 1990. After consideration of the Minority
Report and compromise proposal, the Committee voted five to four in
support of the final Committee Report.
2.

Housing Findings:
The following is a summary of the findings that were made by the housing
subcommittee in their efforts to develop a housing program for the corridor
a.

Historically the City Council has granted special permits for intensive
office use in the C-4 (Heavy Commercial) zone which has rendered
zoning within the "Fin Street Corridor meaningless and has lead to
inflated land values and office use speculation.

b.

The Residential-Office (R-0) zone on the northern edge of
Corridor was intended for mixed use projects, but has bee
interpreted by developers as an Office Building (08) zone with no
mix required.

c.

There are approximately 13.4 acres of residentially zoned and vacant
land in the Central City which can accommodate 648 housing units.
Unless substantially more land is made available for housing, the
combination of rapid growth of new commercial uses downtown and
limited available sites for residential use will continue to result in a
declining jobs/housing ratio.

d.

The development of a sufficient quantity of housing within a well
defined area, creating a critical mass of housing, will propel the
development of more housing.

e.

Current rental rates in Sacramento will not support the costs
associated with downtown development. Office space can generally
be constructed for less and leased for more than housing units.
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3.

f.

A substantial subsidy of $38,000 per housing unit (given land costs
of $15.00 per square feet and rental rates of $.75 per square foot)
wHi be required to provide market rate housing within the downtown
area.

g.

In addition to higher land costs, construction costs in the Central City
are greater than the suburbs due to the costs to upgrade existing
deteriorated curbs, gutters, sidewalks and utility lines, and because
of the traffic and parking problems for construction crews in the
downtown area.

h.

Housing in the Central City can be provided over garage structures.
However, this type of construction doubles the cost due to the
structural requirements.

i.

The most effective type of housing construction is wood frame, which
is limited ta approximately four stories (i.e. 60 units per acre).

J.

Quimby Act fees for park acquisition will be greater in the downtown
area. It is unlikely that these funds will be utilized for park expansion
in the immediate area.

k.

School Impaction fees and Quimby Act fees will add costs for
downtown housing development. Downtown housing is expected to
attract smaller family households that would not be expected to
significantly impact school facilities.

Committee Recommendations:
The Committee's Charge, process, and findings have been discussed
above. Given these considerations, the Committee came forward with the
set of recommendations outlined below:
a.

Expand the Redevelopment Area boundaries east . to 29th Streets,
from the current boundaries of 2nd Street and 10th Street.
In an effort to meet eight percent of the housing needs for future "R"
Street workers, direct the Redevelopment Agency to purchase and
landbank 30 acres (12 blocks) in the corridor for housing by 1996.

c.

Set aside 75% of all tax increment funds generated from
development in the corridor to meet the housing goals.

d.

Direct available tax increment funds from the Central Business
District into housing for the corridor.

e.

Pursue, through state legislation, the waiver of Quimby Act bedroom
tax and school impaction fees to help reduce the cost of developing
housing.

f.

Permit office buildings up to the base height of 75 feet within
Intensive Areas and up to 150 feet if the housing option is exercised
(27 units for each 100,000 additional square feet . of space or in lieu
contributions).

g.

Permit office uses up to the base height of 45 feet within Multi-Use
areas and up to 75 feet if the housing option is exercised.

h.

Permit residential densities of at least 60 units per acre by right
within the Residential Target Areas.

i.

Preserve adjacent residential areas by developing standards and
guidelines for development within Transition Areas.
Concentrate the City's land banking efforts in designated Residential
Target Areas to help achieve an economically viable massing of
residential neighborhoods.

4.

Minority Report Recommendations:
The Minority Report believes that the primary function of the "R" Street
Corridor should be for the development of new housing and commercial
uses. The proposal envisions "R" Street as a residential community to meet
the housing demand created by major office development in the Central
Business District.
The Minority Report proposes to accomplish housing development primarily
by fostering opportunities in the private market place through land use
measures which conserve existing housing opportunities and stimulate
conversion of existing heavy commercial/warehouse uses to higher density
residential and mixed uses. The Minority Report Land Use
Recommendations are shown on page 63 of the Committee Report. The
report believes that consistently enforced residential mixed-use policy will
be more effective in the long run than the intensive development/tax
increment driven strategy proposed in the Committee Report.

The report spells out several public actions to curtail land speculation and
improve the economic feasibility of housing. These include specific
residential/retail development incentives, reduced parking standards, and
SHRA financial assistance. The Minority Report also includes specific
measures for urban design, transition zones, preservation and adaptive
reuse, and proposes limiting development based on holding capacities and
environmental impacts, and capitalizing on transit and other transportation
opportunities (see Exhibit II for proposed Minority Report revisions).
B.

Summary of Committee Response to City Council Charge

The Committee Report contains an in-depth analysis of housing needs and
financial strategies for housing development in the Corridor. City and
Agency staff appreciate the commitment and work of the Committee
members. The issues surrounding the appropriate land use designations
for "R" Street are many and complex. The Committee members raised
many excellent points and presented various philosophical perspectives on
the development of "R" Street. Staff agrees with many of the
recommendations, although there are several key significant points where
we do not agree with the Committee recommendations or believe their
recommendations are not specific enough to address the Council's
concerns. The Committee's response to each charge is discussed below
along with staff comments where appropriate.
1.

Charge: Formulate an action plan based on adopted policies.

Existing policy guidance for the "R" Street Corridor is distributed
among several plans adopted during the 1980's. These plans
address much larger areas that include the Corridor. The Committee
found that when reviewed collectively, these policies do not provide
sufficient policy guidance specific to the "R" Street Corridor which
could form the basis of an undisputed action plan.
The Corridor itself has evolved over time from an active industrial
corridor with rail freight service to an area served by light rail with
strong pressures for changes in land use. The 1987 Sacramento
General Plan update designates the entire Corridor as an "area of
opportunity for reuse". The 1980 Central City Plan and General Plan
support the redevelopment of the "R" Street Corridor as a residential
neighborhood with a mix of commercial and office uses. In 1989, the
City Council adopted the Southside Park Plan and made a
commitment to preserve and enhance this residential community on
the south boundary of the Corridor.

The Committee relied on policies contained in the Urban Design Plan
and Regional Transit Plan to justify the proposed "Intensive Area"
locations (150 foot heights) adjacent to light rail stations and on
major transportation corridors. The Intensive Area boundaries were
based on an interpretation of policies that support intensive
development within a 660 foot walking radius from light rail station
locations. Much of the corridor is located within 660 feet of a light
rail station. Other intensive area locations were selected because of
their proximity to existing freeway exits.
The City's policy regarding development within 660 feet of a station
location is intended to prohibit intensive uses outside this radius and
consider when more intensive uses near the stations are appropriate
(Ordinance 87-040). The Regional Transit Plan indicates that
intensive residential uses near these stations is important to ensure
reverse commuting patterns to more fully utilize the system.
2.

Charge: Provide input on appropriate residential densities and
non-residential Intensities based upon holding capacities.

The Committee plan identifies the location of needed street, curb,
gutter, sidewalk, and utility line improvements. It did not prove
possible for the Committee to fully analyze the level of development
that could be supported by existing infrastructure holding capacities
(including transportation, water, sewer and schools) because this
task was considered to be beyond the technical capability of the
Committee given• the budget. Furthermore, given the broad
development intensities endorsed by the Committee, it was
recommended that the impacts of specific development projects be
evaluated during . the development process relative to infrastructure
and service capacities. Because this charge was not effectively
addressed, a comprehensive environmental assessment will need
to be completed on the Committee's proposed land use
recommendations and any specific project applications to evaluate
1) the intensity of development that can be served by existing public
infrastructure and 2) the types of specific financing mechanisms (i.e.
expansion of assessment districts) that will be necessary to achieve
various infrastructure goals. For example, the General Plan ER
traffic analysis was based on the permitted heavy commercial uses
which generate significantly less traffic impacts than the intensive
office uses proposed by the Committee.

3.

Charge: Provide Input on aoprooriate land uses.

The C-4 zone prevalent throughout the area currently permits heavy
commercial and light industrial uses and a maximum allowable office
use of up to 25% of the total square footage and maximum height
of 75 feet. The Committee report documents that past council
actions in granting special permits for 100% office uses in this zone
have caused speculation and inflated land prices in the corridor and
in adjoining residential neighborhoods.
The Committee report recommends the designation of 18 blocks
(43+ acres) within the Corridor for intensive development that would
allow by right 100% office uses up to 75 feet and 100% office uses
up to 150 feet in height if housing is provided. This intensity was in
part recommended to generate the tax increment funds necessary
to achieve the housing goals based on an assumption that the
Agency boundary will be expanded and that unfettered demand for
office space in the Central City will continue. The intensive areas are
intended to provide lower cost alternative locations for prospective
tenants (primarily state office uses) and utilize the existing
infrastructure capacity available near transportation corridors and
light rail stations.
As discussed later in this report staff believes there is a role for some
intensive office use within the Corridor, specifically within the Merged
Downtown Redevelopment Area. However, the proposal for this
level of intensive office uses outside the area east of Eighth Street is
in our opinion likely to cause further speculation and increase land
prices even further beyond the ability of the market place to ensure
housing opportunities. Evidence to support the contention that the
state or other prospective office tenants have a need or demand for
the level of office development proposed for the corridor was not
provided during Committee proceedings. Further, there is a concern
that the Committee's proposed scale of office intensity throughout
the length of the Corridor will generate several impacts that are not
conducive to the expressed City goal of preserving the residential
and *transitional" characteristics of the area. Included in these
concerns are:
a.

Development of mid-rise (up to 13 stories) office buildings in
the areas specified by the Committee west of Eighth Street
should be sufficient to support the level of office demand
predicted and is complimentary of Downtown Urban design
goals and the designated transitional nature of the

redevelopment portion of the Corridor. The principal concern
east of 8th Street, is that mid-rise office buildings not be
developed throughout the Corridor, walling-off the adjacent
neighborhoods. Also, the scale of office development must
not compete economically or visually with the CM. We
believe that an overall scaling down in development intensity
from west to east is appropriate.
b.

The intensity level of proposed office development must be
weighed against traffic congestion concerns, limited freeway
access and surface street capacity in the area. (Regional
Transit estimates indicated approximately 15% of the
• downtown work force will utilize light rail).

c.

The level of office intensity to be allowed must also be
balanced against the need to enhance the quality of the
physical environment and liveability of the Central City, in a
manner, that is conducive to more people desiring to live in
the area The preservation and enhancement of such
amenities as open space, parks, trees, views, air quality and
pedestrian pathways are critical to achieve this goal.

d.

Intensive office uses provide an active, day-time street
population, leaving neighborhoods lifeless at night and
negatively impacting feelings of security for Downtown
residents. Thus, where office . uses are allowed, residential
uses must be developed in conjunction with offices in very
dose proximity

e.

While the Committee's recommendations allow both office and
residential uses in the intensive area, there is documented
evidence that land prices in the intensive area will reflect office
values and therefore mixed use residential development will
be prohibitively expensive, thereby eliminating the potential for
residential development needed to support Regional Transit
goals. This concern applies particularly to the areas east of
Eghth street. In the areas to the west, we believe there exists
some unique opportunities to leverage housing construction
in conjunction with the office development because of some
unique ownership configurations and opportunities for higher
density housing there.
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4.

Charge: Provide Input on aoorooriate mix of land use types
necessary for a balance with the corridor and surroundino areas.

Existing land uses in the Corridor consist primarily of Heavy
Commercial/Warehouse (31%), Office (20%), Parking (16%) and
Residential uses (15%). General commercial, surface storage and
vacant land make up the remaining uses. Staff calculations indicate
that the Committee proposal will significantly increase the amount of
land devoted to office land uses within the Corridor.
This is because the Committee report allows for increased office
height with the provision of housing as a trade off for the added
office space. Their plan sets base heights of 45 feet in multi-use
areas and 75 feet in multi-use areas if housing is provided. The
base height is the height at which these sites may be developed with
100% office use by right.
The corridor is located between several distinct residential
neighborhoods including the Southside neighborhood to the south
and the Capitol Neighborhood to the north. As proposed, the
building heights and level of intensity will adversely effect some of
these neighborhoods. While the Committee Plan proposes transition
areas along the edges of the Corridor, no guidelines or standards
are defined, other than setbacks or stepbacks for buildings over 75
feet in height to mitigate potential impacts on adjacent residential
neighborhoods. There is a concern that by setting the base levels
so high, most developers will elect to build offices at the base level.
This will eliminate much of the land needed for housing while also
driving up land costs.. The staff recommendations outlined later in
this report are designed to mitigate many of these concerns.
Additionally, the Committee report does not, in our opinion,
satisfactorily explain why the "R" Street Corridor is appropriate for the
proposed level of office intensive development vis-a-vis other
locations already planned for these uses. Given an average year
absorption rate of 163,000 square feet for downtown State office
space, it is expected that the state office needs can continue to be
accommodated primarily in the Central Business District, the Capitol
Area Plan boundary, the proposed Richards Boulevard area and
within the Corridor west of Eight Street. The State General Services
Department staff has indicated that proximity to the Capitol and other
state offices will continue to be a primary rationale for concentrating

these uses downtown. Some state offices Will inevitably loca+ outside the downtown because their function does not require
central location.
5.

Champ: Provide advice on housina needs

and financing

methods to achieve housing in the Corridor.
In 1980, the Census data showed that the ratio of total Central
Business District workers to workers who also lived in the Central
City was eight percent. The Committee's goal is to accommodate
eight percent of the "IR" Street Corridor housing demand associated
with the additional office development within the Corridor. Staff
calculations indicate that between 4% and 8% of the housing
demand associated with proposed office development within the
Corridor can be accommodated based on the Committee's land use
proposals. The Committee recommendations do not take in to
account the housing demand associated • with commercial
development in surrounding areas.
Since 1980 the overall Central City housing-to-jobs ratio has declined
further due to the addition of approximately 20,000 downtown
workers and the construction of only 150 (net new) housing units.
Recent vacant land surveys indicate there are few locations ft
housing in the Central City (13.4 vacant acres to accommodate 64k,
units). The proposed Corridor residential mix would need to
accommodate between 1,250 and 2,400 additional housing units (not
counting new housing demand associated with intensive office uses
proposed by the Committee in the "R" Street Corridor) to meet eight
percent of the housing demand associated with currently planned or
approved development in the CBD and other parts of the Central
City.
6.

Charge: Provide advice on methods to encourage and finance
rehabilitation of existing development.

The Committee addressed this charge by recommending the

development of provisions that allow for the conversion of
warehouse structures into artist living and working space (especially
brick and stucco warehouse structures located in the Capitol Area
Neighborhood). The report does not provide advice on methods to
encourage and finance the rehabilitation of buildings for artist lofts
or other uses.

The charge was more specifically addressed in a presentation made
by the Rural California Housing Corporation, which prepared the
Southside Park Housing Study. RCHC proposed several
preservation programs including:

II.

a.

Modify existing rehabilitation loan programs to encourage
preservation and reuse of existing housing.

b.

Prohibit office development on R-0 zoned lots.

c.

Implement an aggressive neighborhood improvement
program including code enforcement and rehabilitation
financing.

d.

Develop guidelines and design standards that are
architecturally consistent with the existing neighborhood.

PLANNING AND AGENCY STAFF COMMENTS

The following presents the staff analysis of the role of the "R" Street Corridor within
the context of various Committee proposals and Central City urban design
concerns. This section is then followed by a staff analysis and presentation of
what the planning and agency staff think the recommendations should be. Where
possible, we have attempted to balance the two philosophies apparent on the
Committee, highlight points of agreement or provide an independent analysis
substantiating a different course of action. Exhibit 2 identifies the staff
recommended Land Uses and Exhibit 3 summarizes the various Committee
proposals and the agency and planning staff positions.
A.

Role of NR" Street Corridor

Staff concurs with the thrust of the housing recommendations which is to
designate the "R" Street Corridor as a major land bank area to be planned
and held for development of market rate and, to a lesser extent, belowmarket rate housing. The "R" Street Corridor ought to be developed with
uses and activities which support and enhance the preservation, expansion
and livability of Central City residential neighborhoods. Conceptually, staff
is in substantial agreement with and is encouraged by proposals offered by
individuals and groups who testified and provided written reports to the "R"
Street Advisory Committee suggesting planning "R" Street as a pedestrian
village, or an urban "new town-in-town."
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Given the strategic location of the "R'' Street Corridor relative to the Central
Business District and Central City neighborhoods, its development will play
a critical role in the viability of the downtown as well as those residential
neighborhoods. As one of two large underdeveloped spaces remaining in
Sacramento's Central City (the other being the Southern Pacific or SP site)
the "R" Street Corridor offers a challenging opportunity to plan and cause
to be developed the intensity of development that is needed to complete
the revitalization of the Central City. While the SP site is likely to provide a
wide variety and mix of uses, hopefully a substantial proportion of which will
be housing, over a long time frame (ten to twenty years), it is anticipated
that the SP housing mix will primarily address the housing needs associated
with SP commercial uses. The "RN Street Corridor provides a substantial
amount of land within the Central City for expansion of the housing supply
over a shorter time frame - five to ten years. To achieve this housing mix,
existing uses will need to be converted to housing or mixed-use type
developments.
Of utmost importance at the west end of the Corridor is the development
of a mix of moderate density uses which provide for a transition from the
highrise office and intensive housing and commercial areas to the north
through to the lower density, older and historic Southside Park
neighborhood.
Two factors are critical here. The first is that staff believes that a sufficient
density of office development is warranted here so that subsidies may be
generated in support of a relatively high density housing project, compatible
with Governor's Square and the Capital Towers area. We believe that the
housing requirements proposed for commercial developments (Exhibits 4
and 5 attached), which we see being developed with the unique
parcelization opportunities presented by the proposed Duke Development
project, present an opportunity to demonstrate the type of housing
development we see as desirable elsewhere throughout the Corridor.
The second is a concurrent strong reaffirmation of the long-term
commitment to residential zoning in the Soutriside neighborhood. The
purpose of this is to quash any speculation in that area potentially fueled
by tient:ire intensive uses along "R" Street in that vicinity.

1.

Relationship to Central City Goals:
The development of the "R" Street Corridor must, as many adopted City
plans have stated, be considered in the context of the overall Central City
revitalization efforts. Some of those considerations are:
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Preservation of existing older and historic neighborhoods;
Complement, economically and visually, the highrise office
development of the Central Business District;
Support improvements to the transportation system in the downtown,
and improve freeway access, and reduce surface street congestion.
Also, the transportation links through the "R" Street Corridor are a critical
element in the revitalization of the downtown, as well as in the improvement
of regional environmental conditions. Of equal importance is the role that
development in the "R" Street Corridor can play in reversing the regional
jobs/housing imbalance.
It was pointed out during the "R" Street Committee process, in Planning
Department materials and through public testimony that over the past ten
years, most, if not all, of the plans and policies adopted by the City Council
for the Corridor have designated this area as a mixed-use transition area
with an emphasis on housing. For example, the adopted General Plan,
Central City Community Plan and other plans speak to this emphasis.
Other uses identified as needed include neighborhood and residential
serving retail/commercial and entertainment uses. The more recently
suggested concepts of "pedestrian village" and "new town-in-town" support
and enhance this previously adopted policy. Such a concept provides for
a mix of office, retail and housing uses.
2.

Relationship to other Central City Studies:

All of the considerations mentioned in the above paragraphs point toward
a strategy for the 'development of the "R" Street Corridor that has its
greatest emphasis on preserving and substantially increasing residential
uses. it would appear, then, given the adopted policy to designate
residential uses as the primary use, mixed with supportive retail/commercial
and entertainment uses, that the current staff emphasis ought to be in the
implementation of a comprehensive Central City housing strategy which
incorporates the "R" Street Corridor as an integral element. Staff believes
that the "R" Street Corridor recommendations can be effectively integrated
with a series of planning efforts either currently underway or proposed,
including:
a.

Consideration of the joint City Planning and Redevelopment staff
modifications to the Committee Report suggested for the "R" Street
Corridor herein;

C.

b.

Consideration of the fourteen Interim Housing Policy Measures
recommended by City Planning and Agency staff to conserve
existing housing opportunities until comprehensive measures can be
adopted as part of the Central City Housing Strategy;

c.

Consideration of appropriate recommendations resulting from the
Central City Housing Strategy consultant report, anticipated in late
1990; and

d.

Proposals for updating the Central City Community Plan during
1991-92 to comprehensively synthesize the land use issues
associated with the "Fr Street Corridor, Southern Pacific and
Richards Boulevard areas, Alhambra Corridor and the various
Central City neighborhoods.

Agency Staff Comments and Recommendations

This sub-section presents the Agency comments and recommendations on
several key Committee proposals. Each comment is organized as follows:
a) Committee Recommendation; b) Staff Recommendation; c) Staff
Discussion.
Agency staff comments attempt to respond to the Committee's
recommendations and are focused on that portion of the Corridor that is
within the redevelopment area, and those housing issues relative to
Redevelopment Agency concerns and resources. Agency staff and the City
Planning staff are in concurrence with these and all other recommendations
on the Corridor.
1a. Committee Recommendation: Expand the Redevelopment Area
Throughout the Length of the "R' Street Corridor.
1 b. Redevelopment Area Staff Recommendation: An expansion of the
downtown Redevelopment Area (or formation of a new area) is not
recommended. In this context, we believe that the staff proposed
land use plan will go far toward providing the housing opportunities
. discussed. The proposal for housing in the Intensive Zone, as well
as the Residential Mixed-Use and General Commercial land use
proposals support this contention.
1c. Staff Discussion: The appeal of this Committee recommendation
as expressed by Committee members, housing advocates and office
builders, alike, is that redevelopment provides the tools necessary to
improve infrastructure, acquire land through eminent domain, if

needed, and with the resultant redevelopment tax increment funds,
provide the financial resources to develop the level of housing that
is envisioned. Implementation of this idea is not recommended,
however, for the following reasons:
1)

In qualifying the area for inclusion in the redevelopment area,
a determination must be made that the area suffers blighting
conditions pursuant to State Redevelopment law definitions.
There may be sections of the "R" Street Corridor that could
reasonably be considered blighted. However, it may be
difficult to make that argument for the length of the Corridor
and certainty, taken as a whole, the case would be very
difficult to prove.

2)

Taxing entities, such as the County and the school districts,
are likely to strenuously resist expansion of the redevelopment
area due to the resultant loss of future tax increase revenues
that would be made available instead to the Redevelopment
Agency.
A questionable "blight' determination would
strengthen their case.

3)

4)

The implementation process for adoption of an amendment
to the redevelopment area is the same for adopting a new
area. The Merged Downtown Redevelopment Area and the
Capitol Improvement Plan for the area could be opened for
review and challenged during this long and arduous process.
Rather than expand the Downtown Redevelopment Area, the
Council could consider taking the "R" Street redevelopment
blocks out of the Downtown Redevelopment Area and adopt
a separate redevelopment area just for the "R" Street Corridor.
There are at least two advantages with this option. First, by
establishing an "R" Street Corridor Redevelopment Area, 100%
of the tax increments generated in the area would then be
restricted to just the corridor. Such funds could be used for
needed infrastructure improvements, and market rate and
below-market rate housing without competition from other
Downtown projects. However, new tax increments would not
be available for five to ten years. Second, given the desire to
designate "R" Street as a land banking area for housing and
related uses, having a distinct redevelopment area will make
it easier to adopt a plan specifically designed for the needs of
the area.
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Unfortunately, this option suffers equally from the negath impacts identified in 1) and 2) above and so is I
recommended.
5)

Alternatives to expansion or establishment of a redevelopment
area might include use of special assessment districts, or a
Mello-Roos Community Facilities District in order to provide a
funding mechanism for certain public improvements that are
needed. (Such alternatives, would not, of course, address the
primary concern of providing a tool to acquire land and funds
for housing.)

6)

Another alternative to including all of "R" Street within the
redevelopment area would be to use a market-based strategy
to accomplish needed housing outside of the existing
Redevelopment area portion, supported by other subsidy
resources, where possible. Such a plan would let the market
respond to demand and provide the type, style, and density
of housing and related uses that is desired. Under such a
plan the area would be preserved for housing and related
retail/commercial and entertainment facilities using traditional
planning tools - appropriate land use and zoning designation
This market-bas,
that prescribe the desired uses.
approach, as suggested to the "Fe Street Committee in ell
Minority Report and by Sacramento Old City Association
(SOCA) members is a long range strategy, suggests waiting
for the market to materialize when rents and/or sales prices
have risen to a level to support debt service for housing
developments where land and construction costs would be
high. Such a plan would place an emphasis on higher-end
market rate housing, certainly a desired goal for the Central
City. In addition, needed infrastructure improvements would
be provided by developers of specific projects and/or through
assessment districts. The major concern with the marketbased strategy is whether the City can and should wait for the
market to provide the needed housing. Given the rising cost
of housing and land, and the existing and rapidly growing
need for market and below-market housing, it may be
impractical to wait for the long term strategy to be realized.

2a. Committee Recommendations: SHRA to Purchase 30 Acres (12
City Blocks) and Direct 75% of Tax Increments Revenue
Generated Within the Street Corridor to Housing in the
Corridor.

2b.

Land Banking Staff Recommendations: Staff concurs with the
Committees recommendation that the City should as a goal, buy and
land bank "Fr Street sites for housing. Implementation will have to
occur over the long term. Sites should be purchased on an
opportunity basis as funding is available. Additionally, where
opportunities are available the Agency should negotiate with
developers of office and mixed-use projects proposed for the
existing redevelopment area of "R" Street in order to secure the
much needed land for housing. Such "trade-offs" for housing would
only be negotiated where office developers propose office square
footage above the entitlements allowed under base zoning.

2c.

Staff Discussion: These recommendations are tied to the proposal
to include all the "R" Street Corridor within the redevelopment area
in order to provide a sufficient level of tax increments to purchase up
to 30 acres, which is equal to 12 City blocks, to land bank for future
housing development. The following table indicates the cost to buy
30 acres at various amounts per square foot:
$ Per Square Foot

Total Cost
$25,136,000
$39,204,000
$52,272,000
$65,340,000

$20
30
40
50

Thus, assuming a price per square foot for land within the Corridor
of $20 to $50 per square foot, prices currently cited by real estate
agents and "R" Street land owners and developers, the cost of
buying 30 acres would range from $26 to $65 million. While the goal
of developing 30 acres within "R" Street for housing conforms with
the objectives stated in existing plans and policies and the thrust of
staff recommendations, a source(s) for those funds must be
identified. In addition, the Committee has recommended that the 30
acres be bought within five years.
,Currently, the Downtown tax increment flow is the principal
identifiable source for such a housing land banking program. Total
annual tax increment flow generated for the entire Downtown
Redevelopment Project Area(after 30 plus years of redevelopment)
yields roughly $12 million for all Downtown redevelopment activities,
including public, commercial and housing projects. At the current
time, those funds are fully allocated within the Agency's five-year
Capital Improvement Program or to debt service on Tax Allocation
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Bonds (TAB). Even if some of those funds Were available, tr
figures called for in the "R" Street housing land banking progra
would leave little or nothing for other redevelopment projects such
as Downtown Plaza, residential hotels, Memorial Auditorium,
riverfront development, or other housing or cultural/entertainment
activities. Nor, would there be funds available for needed gap
subsidy to support the actual development of the housing on "R"
Street.
Further, even if the "R" Street Corridor were added to the
redevelopment area, one estimate provided to the Committee found
that under a scenario which includes the build out of the Corridor
under the existing zoning, roughly $5 million of tax increment would
be generated annually. At build out, about $40 million (assuming the
sale of tax-exempt bonds) might thus be available to purchase land
for housing in the Corridor. Again, this amount would barely be
sufficient to buy land for the needed housing, and there would be no
funds for gap loans, if they were needed. (It is also important to
note that the "build our required to generate this level of funding
would probably take 15-20 years to be obtained).
This latter point (i.e. funding for gap loans). is no small matter. It
often mentioned by Committee members, public presenters and sta
that housing cannot be provided in the "R" Street Corridor, nct
anywhere else within the Central City, without a significant level of
public subsidy. This widely held belief is substantiated by our
estimates, performance and experience. During the Committee
process, various amounts were discussed as to the level of gap
financing needed. Agency staff found that based on a prototypical
unit, the cost of production would be about $93,040 per unit with a
funding gap (i.e. subsidy required) of $41,871 given current rent
levels obtained. (See Exhibit 5 attached for the computation). If all
of the 1,800 units that could be developed on the proposed 30 acres
(much less the 6,000 plus units called for by SOCA) needed a
subsidy averaging $41,871 per unit, the cost, in terms of today's
dollars, would be over $75 million This would be in addition to the
cost of $25 to $65 million to buy the 30 acres. (It is hoped that the
per unit subsidy will decrease after some projects are subsidized
and the private sector sees that housing is possible; and the
downtown market becomes more able to support housing.
Offsetting this however, is the fact that it may be necessary to
provide deep subsidies in order to provide the full range of housing
within the Corridor to ensure a steady supply of Central City
affordable housing.)

it should be noted, that the consultant for the Central City Housing
strategy will be addressing these subsidy questions and is expected
to provide hard data to support policy directions on the need for and
the amount of subsidies for market rate and below market rate
housing in the Central City.
3a.

Committee Recommendation:
Utilize Available Central
Business District Tax Increments for Housing on "R" Street

3b.

CBD Staff Recommendation: The Agency is in the process of
developing several new financing strategies which will stress housing
development. After 1992, it is recommended that an increased
percentage of all Downtown Tax increments should be allocated for
housing development

3c.

Staff Discussion: Presently all Downtown tax increments are
committed or allocated through the Agency adopted Five Year
Capital Improvement Program budget, or to debt service on prior or
proposed TAB issues. No additional funds are presently available
for any other projects, anywhere, including "R" Street Where the
Agency provides a subsidy for housing projects in "R" Street, such
projects will, typically, be required to provide 20% of project units for
low and moderate income households.

4a. Committee Recommendation: Land Write-Downs
4.b. Landbanking Staff Recommendation: Agency staff recommends
a policy guideline that allows some flexibility where the feasibility of
a specific project would be better served by an alternative subsidy
mechanism. 4c. Staff Discussion: In general, Agency staff agrees with this concept
as an officious way to subsidize housing. However, when
negotiating on a project-by-project basis, flexibility is often needed
to have available the full range of subsidy tools using that mix which
will help to make a particular project feasible. For example, a
leasehold may be appropriate in some circumstances, or a
construction subsidy. In some instances, the Agency or City may
want to sell the land at, or near, fair-market value, in order to provide
funds for other housing projects that need subsidies.
5a. Committee Recommendation: Allow Commercial Developers to
Satisfy Housing Requirements Anywhere Within theCentral City
(Outside "1:1° Street Corridor)
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5b.

Housing Requirements Staff Recommendation: This option is
opposed by staff because it would allow developers of housint
projects proposed for other areas of the Central City, which would
be built anyway, to enter into joint ventures with office developers in
the "R" Street Corridor to use those housing projects as credits
against the office developer's housing obligations generated in "R"
Street.

5c.

Staff Discussion: This option would diminish the likelihood that
housing will be built in the corridor. Joint ventures between office
and residential developers should be encouraged, in general, in
order to achieve the level of quality housing development that is
needed in the Central City. (Office developers typically are not
experienced in building housing and do not necessarily want to be
in the residential development business.) However, residential
projects proposed for Central City sites not within, or adjacent to the
"R" Street Corridor should be built on their own merits.

fia. Committee Recommendation: Designate 18 Blocks for Office
Intensive Uses (150' Building Height, 100% office use with
Housing Option)
6b.

Office Intensive Staff Recommendation: The intensive area is to
be targeted to five specific blocks located on the north side of "R"
Street (between R & 0). The area bounded by 2nd Street along "Q"
street to 8th Street, then to the alley between "Q" and "R" Streets,
and then south along 6th Street to "R" Street and back to 2nd Street
(See attached Exhibit 1; Revised Land Use Map) should be the only
designated Intensive Area within the "R" Street Corridor. Buildings
may be constructed up to 150 feet where office space is proposed
to be built above the maximum office footage currently allowed, or
25% of gross building area within the
entitled, by the C-4 Zone
existing 75 foot height limit) and where housing options, as defined
below, are provided. The buildings are to be designed in such a
way so that they address the design standards (discussed later in
the planning staff recommendations) to mitigate potential negative
impacts on the Southside neighborhood. The application of specific
*design standards to these buildings (i.e. setbacks and stepbacks)
should provide a transition into the neighborhood.

6c.

Staff Discussion: Agency and City staff recommend that the
maximum height for all structures within the "R" Street Corridor be no
greater than 75' feet within all areas except the "Intensive" Zone. The
decision on the height of structures - office, residential or mixed use

-is critical, and must be made in the context of the goals for the
entire Central City, especially the Central Business District (CBD). As
stated above, several factors must be considered when designating
heights, density, and massing of structures along "R" Street, or
anywhere else outside of the CBD. Those factors of concern are:
competition with the CBD in terms of the skyline and viewsheds;
protection of the integrity of the adjacent moderate and lower density
residential neighborhoods surrounding the Corridor; density of
population; traffic concerns; and economic viability. On the later
point, the public and private sectors have made a substantial
investment in revitalizing the CBD, the success of which is heavily
dependent upon the achievement of a dense level of development
which would bring day and night-time activity to support the retail,
entertainment and cultural facilities provided by that investment. It
would be counterproductive for the City to allow an intensity of
development along all of "R" Street that would compete with the
CBD. Staff, therefore, recommends that most of the corridor be
low/moderate density.
Higher intensity uses are recommended only for the west end of the
Corridor in the redevelopment area boundary. This area already has
a mix of moderate to medium density uses both office and housing
including Governors Square, the PERS Building, Capitol Towers area
projects, Twin Towers office building, and the existing Duke projects.
In addition, its access to the freeway and the desire to locate a light
rail stop at this end, justify higher intensity uses (both housing and
office).
There are several reasons for proposing a 150 foot limit in the
Intensive Area. There currently exist buildings in the 150 foot range
in the area immediately north of the Intensive Area. Thus, new
buildings situated along "0" Street, northerly of "R" Street would be
in keeping with the present scale of development and would not
compete, economically or visually, with higher rise buildings in the
CBD. The 150 foot limit would conform with the following:
A.

The Urban Design Plan

B.

The Regional Transit Plan

C.

The Height Limit recommended by the "R" Street
Advisory committee which was a compromise position
of office developers and housing and neighborhood
advocates on the Committee between proposals of

250 feet and above, and 75 feet and below.
The 150 foot proposal height allows for the construction of narrower
buildings leaving more of the building areas available for open
space, trees, pedestrian pathways, light-rail stops (where
appropriate) and view sheds. Also, 150 feet will enable builders of
higher rise housing projects to provide site amenities that will be
required to attract higher-income residents to the Downtown, such
as views, recreational facilities, roof-top restaurants, and improved
security.
Finally, and possibly most importantly, the 150 foot height limit
provides an incentive to landowners and builders of property
situated within the Intensive Area to provide sufficient subsidy such
that a portion of the housing that is needed within the Corridor and
the Central City may be developed. Staff expects that due to the
very limited boundaries of the Intensive Area, there are likely going
to be very few property owners/builders who Will exercise the
housing option.
The housing options shall apply based on 27 dwelling units per
100,000 square feet of net additional office space. (See Exhibit 4 for
the basis of the computation of the 271D.U.'s per 100,000 square .
feet). The net additional office space is defined as the difference
between the amount of square footage currently allowed under
existing C-4 zoning and the total square footage of the project.
The office developer shall build, enter into a joint venture to build, or
otherwise arrange to construct the required housing (based on
27/D.U.'s per 100,000 net square footage of office space) by the
following order of priority:
A.

On the subject site;

B.

Adjacent to the subject site;

C.

Within the "1=1" Street Corridor, or;

D.

Adjacent to the "Fl" Street Corridor; or

E.

Alternatively, if the developer finds it infeasible to fulfill
their obligation under A-0 above, they may donate
land to the Agency for the development of the required
housing. The amount of land shall be sufficient to
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accommodate 271D.U.'s per 100,000 square feet
equivalent at the density allowable under zoning
existent on the land donated (but in no case more than
60 unit/acre. The land shall be located based on the
same order of priority listed above in items A-D.
7a.

Designate Transition
Committee Recommendation:
Areas Between 'Fr and °S" Streets, 20th and 25th Streets.

7b.

Staff Recommendation:
The entire length of the Corridor between 2nd and 29th Streets
fronting on "S" Street should be designated for less intensive
compatible uses which provide a transition and a buffer between the
more intensive, higher density uses along "R' Street and the
residential communities situated to the south of "S" Street.

7c.

C.

Staff Discussion: Compatible uses within these transition areas,
should include residential, and neighborhood serving commercial
uses, where feasible in mixed-use projects.

Planning Staff Comments and Recommendations
1.

Guiding Principles
The Planning and Agency staff recommendations attempt to reconcile the
two major differences in philosophy that existed on the Committee. As
previously noted, the Committee recommendations are not specific enough
to adequately address several of the City Council charges because the
proposed development standards are very broad. In particular, more
specific recommendations are needed to address the following charges:
1) define appropriate development intensity standards based upon holding
capacities; 2) propose an appropriate mix of land use types necessary for
a balance with the surrounding areas, and; 3) provide advice on how to
retain residential property values and encourage the rehabilitation of existing
development.
The planning staff recommendations discussed below, together with the
previously discussed Agency recommendations, attempt to more
specifically address these Council charges and were developed based on
the following factors:
A.

The compromise land use map developed by the Committee, but
never formally voted on;

B.

The Committee findings relative to the economic feasibility of housing
development, and the need to generate seed tax increment funds to
stimulate private housing development;

C.

The specific residential mixed-use development standards, controls
and incentives recommended in the Minority Report to mitigate the
potential adverse impacts of non-residential development projects;

D.

A.

The need for further independent analysis to develop new land use
intensity standards that address the unique redevelopment
opportunities and preservation objectives that exist in and around the
"R" Street Corridor.

Market Based Housing Strategy
Given the redevelopment opportunities and strategies evaluated by the
Committee, staff believes that a market based housing strategy could prove
more effective in improving the investment climate for residential
development. The essential elements of the strategy are: 1) strong zoning
controls to require residential uses; 2) strong urban design controls to
assure building types that are compatible with residential uses, and; 3)
public support through redevelopment tax increment financing. A model for
this strategy is the Marina District Housing Development in San Diego
(Exhibit 6). Over a ten year period, these efforts were successful int
converting an obsolete industrial area into a high density downtown
residential neighborhood.
A critical recommendation in the Committee report that could prove
counterproductive to residential development is the proposal to set base
heights for 100% office use at 45 feet in multi-use areas, and 75 feet in
intensive areas. As previously stated in the agency staff comments, there
is a concern that by setting the base levels so high, most developers will
elect to build only at the base level (four to six story office buildings)
throughout the Corridor, rather than elect to exercise the housing option in
order to obtain additional office square footage. Land costs which currently
represent 15% to 35% of total development costs would continue to
increase beyond the price levels the market can support.

B.

Comparison of Alternative Land Use Proposals
Staff has made some preliminary estimates of the development potential
total at buildout for the Committee proposal, minority report and staff
recommendation. The Committee proposal development potential is
summarized in Appendix J-5 of the Committee Report (Base Zoning) and

Appendix J-20 of the Committee Report (Upper Range). The staff
recommended development potential is shown on Figure 7. The minority
report development potential is shown on Figure 8.
The following table compares the residential and non-residential
development potential estimates for the three land use proposals. Because
the Committee proposal includes very broad non-residential intensity
standards, staff has included the build-out calculations which estimate the
base zoning scenario and the upper range scenario.
'Fr STREET LAND USE DEVELOPMENT POTENTIAL
Committee Proposal
Base

Minority Proposal

Staff Proposal

Upper Rance

1.. Non-Residential
# Acres
Square Footage
(millions)

80.7

51.2

44.7

71.8

9.3

32.6

2.8

7.7

52.3
39.0%
2,950

81.8
62.0%
4,360

90.3
67.0%
5,913

4.0%

64.0%

2. Residential
# Acres
% Total
# Units

Housing-to-Jobs
Ratio

8.0%

•

643.2
47.0%
3,244

12.0%

Several conclusions can be drawn from these comparisons:
A.

Both the Staff Proposal and Minority Proposal would allow less
intensive non-residential development than the base Committee
Proposal. This is primarily due to the fact that the minority and staff
proposals specify lower base zoning entitlements for office use and
setbacks and stepback requirements similar to the C-2 zone.

B.

Both the Staff Proposal and Minority Proposal provide a higher
housing-to-jobs ratio which would create an additional housing
supply to meet the housing demand associated with Central City
commercial development located outside the Corridor. This greater
housing supply is based on proposed land use controls which

specify an 80% residential/20% non-residential land use mix
designated residential mix-use areas. The Committee proposal
only designed to meet 8% of the housing demand associated with
Street Corridor commercial development.
C.

Existing Zoning and Development Standards
Existing "R Street Corridor development standards are summarized in
Exhibit 9. Approximately 84% of the Corridor is currently zoned for Heavy
Commercial uses (C-4). Housing is currently not permitted without special
permit approval.
Because the zone does not define maximum lot coverage (square footage),
front, rear or sideyard setbacks, for buildings under 75 feet in height,
projects with bulky floor plates that extend from property line to property
line (i.e., Duke Development and Benvenuti Plaza) have became fairly
typical.
A major shortcoming of the Committee report is the absence of any design
guidelines for buildings under 45 feet and 75 feet in height, particularly
since the Committee recommendations would permit by right 45-foot office
buildings in 68% and 75-foot office buildings in 34% of the Corridor. Whil
the Committee report recommends stepback and setbacks for buildinheights between 75 feet and 150 feet, no guidelines are defined to mitigat
the proposed intensity of development on adjacent neighborhoods. These
massive building types are not compatible with the development of new
residential neighborhoods or the preservation of existing adjacent residential
uses to assure compatibility, design standards, similar to those recently
amended into the General Commercial zone (C-2), should be considered
as part of the C-4 zone to regulate development in transition zones adjacent
to the edges of the Corridor. These new standards should be developed
for height, bulk, setbacks, architectural style, open space amenities, parking
and other elements.

D.

New Land Use Intensity Standards
ThirCommiftee Report does not define intensity standards. Consequently,
a-- more detailed analysis will be required to define the specific standards
that should apply for each of the recommended land use categories given
the complexity and preliminary status of the various proposals. In
particular, staff recommends that the City develop new land use intensity
standards for the "RN Street Corridor (C-4) and other applicable Central City
areas, possibly as part of a citywide zoning ordinance update or the Centrao
City Housing Study.
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These new standards dealing with lot sizes, yard sizes and the height and
bulk of structures would be aimed directly at the qualities that collectively
contribute toward "livability." They attempt to control the population density
in various areas; to insure adequate light, air, and privacy; to afford safe
play space for children and recreation space for older persons; to reduce
fire hazards; and in general to maintain a healthful and safe environment.
They have sometimes been called dimensional requirements, since they are
generally shown as a series of measurements or relationships of one kind
or another.
In non-residential districts, intensity is most often controlled through the use
of standards that regulate the bulk of a building. Building coverage, floor
area ratios (FAR) in conjunction with building heights, are the principle
standards most frequently used to control building volume. Exhibit 10
illustrates different floor area ratios. An ordinance using the FAR control
specifies the relationship between: (1) the area of permitted floor space in
a structure, and (2) the area of the lot on which it is situated. The designer
may then choose a variety of building forms in which this relationship is
preserved. For instance, a floor-area ratio of 2.0 permits the builder to erect
a two-story building covering the entire lot, a four-story building covering
one-hatf of the lot, an eight-story building covering one-fourth of the lot, and
so on.
Floor-area ratios for different classes of districts might be 0.7 for residential
areas; in business districts, it might begin at 1.0 and increase to 12.0 of
16.0; and the new one-story type of manufacturing plant might be limited
to a maximum ratio of 1.0 in undeveloped manufacturing or industrial
districts. Any such regulations should, of course, reflect an analysis of
existing structures to determine what is reasonable in any given district.
For example, the Thompson Diggs project (2nd and R Street) has an FAR
of 2.6 with surface parking and the Duke Development .(4th and R Street)
has an FAR of 5.2 with a separate parking. structure. Staff has assumed a
maximum FAR of 7.0 in the Intensive Area with a requirement that parking
be provided within the structure. Parking and open space ratios should
also be incorporated into these standards to measure the amount of land
devoted to parking, landscaped and open space amenity areas.

2.

Planning Staff Recommendations

Given these concems,.therefore, the Planning staff, with the concurrence of
Agency staff, makes the following recommendations:

A.

1.

Reduce the "Intensive" office area from fifteen susceptible blocks to
five blocks as indicated on the attached map;

2.

Redefine the "Mixed-Use zone as a "Residential Mixed-Use" zone to
encourage development of housing;

3.

Redesignate several blocks identified by the Committee as Intensive"
to other uses, including four blocks redesignated as R-MU, and six
and one-half blocks redesignated as General Commercial;

4.

Establish transition zones along the edges of the Corridor;

5.

Umit intensive development to 150 feet, require mixed uses, and
eliminate intensive areas east of 8th Street;

6.

Umit general commercial development to 25% office use, unless the
housing option is pursued.

7.

Apply existing City ground-floor retail conditions to commercial uses;

8.

Amend the plan objectives to emphasize the Corridor as a major
housing resource to serve downtown employment growth and an
objective to accommodate 8% of the future housing demand
associated with CBD employment growth.

9.

Establish a Residential-Office/Preservation overlay in R-0 Zones
within the area.

Transition Zone Recommendations
The Plan should incorporate transition zones for height limits, setbacks and
other requirements to assure compatibility between new development and
existing uses on and adjacent to the Corridor.
Transition zones should be established along "Cr Street, "S' Street and near
existing lower-scale residential and commercial uses where the following
policieq would apply:
Height limit of 45 feet along "Cr and "S" Streets, with higher uses
allowed as the development steps back to "R" Street, up to 75 feet
(150 feet in the more intensive zone).

Establish buffer zones for existing residential below 45 feet in height
(such as Capital Terrace, Governor's Square East, Saratoga

Townhomes, Southside Neighborhood, and the R-3A area within the
Corridor) to assure that new development does not encroach on
light or air for existing housing.
Guidelines for shadows, heights, etc., should be adopted, similar to
those now in effect in the Urban Design Plan and the revised C-2
zone.

B.

Intensive Use Recommendations
To assure that "R' Street does not become a high-rise office area in
competition with the Central Business District, most of the Corridor should
be developed at a much lower scale of intensity. The only exception to this
is in the Redevelopment Area where, with a limit of 150 feet, office buildings
and housing up to twelve or thirteen stories can be constructed. Parking
should be included within the structure (i.e. 8 stories office, 5 stories
parking).
The most intensive development should include a mix of residential and
office uses, to prevent "dead zones" used only during the workday. To
assure this, the "Intensity Zone" should be redefined as an "Intensive Mixed
Use Zone" which would allow housing and office development up to 150
feet in height (subject to transition zones).
Development within the area designated for this use would be phased and
conditioned to provide that residential construction occurs before or
simultaneously with office/commercial development. This could be
accomplished through individual mixed use projects incorporating office,
retail, and housing, or through phased development of individual office
projects in tandem with housing projects in the area to maintain the mixed
use ratio. Since our proposed intensive mixed use zone is within the
current boundaries of the Redevelopment Area, the Agency would be an
essential partner in assuring the success of the housing development in the
area.

The intensive zone should be limited to the extreme west end of the
Cprridor (merged Downtown Redevelopment Area) where other large uses
are already in place. it is not appropriate to site intensive uses adjacent to
small-scale, low-rise buildings. For this reason, the two half-blocks
surrounding the 12th Street light rail station should not be redesignated as
intensive, since the areas directly abut two-story woodframe houses to the
north and south. This area should instead be designated as R-MU to allow
higher density housing served by light rail, with ground-floor commercial
uses adjacent to the station.

C.

General Commercial (GC) Recommendations
General commercial uses have been established for areas where
commercial use may be appropriate due to proximity to light rail stations or
freeways, but where the character of nearby development is such that the
density of new office structures should be limited to assure compatibility
and reduce price speculation. Office projects should be limited to the
current maximum office use allowed (25%), with housing trade-offs
assessed for office square footage in excess of the amount allowed under
the base C-4 zone (25% of the floor area of a 75 foot building).
Furthermore, maximum FAA's, setbacks, stepbacks and open space
standards should be developed for those areas adjacent to residential
zoned lots similar to the C-2 design standards. The proposed 15% Central
City parking reductions should also apply given the proximity of these sites
to light rail.

D.

Housing-to-Jobs Objective Recommendations
The Committee Report includes a plan objective to provide for a balanced
mix of residential and non-residential uses within the Corridor. Staff
recommends that the plan objective include a statement that "RI' Street
should serve as a major resource to provide new housing for downtown
employment growth. The Central City currently has a large imbalance
between housing and jobs, and recent studies indicate that the imbalance
is likely to deteriorate further. Consequently, the land use proposals should
be directed towards creating an adequate residential land supply to serve
downtown core area jobs (i.e. not only future housing demand reatted to "Ft"
Street commercial development).

E.

Residential-Office (RO) Recommendations
The Committee Report suggests several weaknesses in the existing R-0
zone which are encouraging demolition, vacancies, and building
deterioration because there is an expectation that the R-0 zone permits the
development of new offices (similar to C-2) rather than an area where office
uses may be allowed in order to preserve residential buildings.
An RO/Preservation overlay would not allow existing residential structures
to be converted to office use unless the infeasibility of the housing can be
demonstrated. This *overly would also not allow residential buildings to be
demolished or vacant lots to be developed unless at least 50% of the floor
area is developed as housing.
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F.

Residential Mixed Use (Res-MU Recommendations)
The elements of this zone would allow base C-4 uses to be developed, but
Umit development in excess of C-4 to a mix of 80% residential and 20%
commercial. To encourage the development of a true mixed-use
community, it is essential to provide opportunities for retail, restaurant,
service, and other neighborhood-serving businesses.
However, larger office uses are not appropriate, for three reasons: there are
other areas already designated for these uses; they would price out "mom
and pop" retail operations; and they would not contribute to the street life
and 24-hour community goal.
These areas have been designated based on factors such as proximity to
existing residential on or adjacent to the Corridor, or proximity to mixed use
areas where new residential development is expected as a component of
mixed use projects. This overlay allows base C4 uses. Housing
development up to R-5 densities may also be allowed by permit and subject
to the following conditions:
1.

Maximum height of seven stories (75 feet) fronting on "R" Street, with
a four story (45 foot) limit in transition zones along "Q" and "S"
Streets and in proximity to existing lower intensity uses.

2.

Design guidelines to assure security and pedestrian amenities and
compatibility with existing development.

3.

Up to 20% of the non-parking floor area may be used for
neighborhood-serving retail and commercial uses, on the ground
floor. This percentage may be increased up to 100% for projects
which proposed to renovate existing structures of historic or
aesthetic significance that are presently in commercial use in order
to provide neighborhood services or specialty retail, so long as the
project does not increase total square footage of the existing
structure by more than 25%.

4,

Parking requirements may be reduced to allow for a maximum of
30% of commercial parking requirements to be used to meet the
need for residential parking spaces within or directly adjacent to the
project.
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G.

Fee Waivers Recommendations
Stall does not support the Committee recommendation to seek State
legislation for waiver of park and school impact fees for several reasons.
First, the Committee did not develop any factual basis to support the
argument that downtown housing would create fewer service impacts.
Secondly, these fees are essential to finance City services. Third, the
Committee's cost analysis indicates that fees represent only two percent of
total development costs.
Staff supports appropriate financial incentives for private housing
development that do not impair the City's ability to provide essential
services. These additional incentives should include utilization of the build
option under the Housing Trust Fund Ordinance, construction of the
requisite units or donation of land as outlined above. This credit in addition
to the Committee recommendations to designate the corridor as infill (water
fee waivers of $1500/unit) will help accomplish housing in the Corridor.

HI

SUMMARY OF PROJECT APPROVAL PROCESS/JOINT STAFF •
RECOMMENDATIONS
A.

Pacific Plaza/Golden State Towers Applications:
There are currently two major project applications located in the Corridd
that are undergoing environmental review. These projects are the Pacific
Plaza proposal by Duke Development and the Golden State Towers
proposal by J.B. Company. These two projects were exempted from the
one year moratorium that was placed on development in the Corridor to
allow them to go forward since they were filed prior to the establishment of
the Committee. A description of each project is included in the Committee
Report. The current Pacific Plaza project generally meets the Committee's
recommended height of 150 feet and includes a housing component. The
current Golden State Towers project exceeds the recommended height limit
by approximately five stories and does not include a housing element. The
staff recommendations, define some development parameters which if
applied to these projects would allow 150 foot maximum heights, with
specific housing mitigation within the Intensive Areas. An independent staff
evaluation of these projects will be provided once the environmental review
process is completed and the requested planning entitlements for the
proposed developments are considered.

B.

Corridor Implementation:
Those "R" Street Corridor recommendations that are ultimately endorsed by
the City Council will require extensive environmental assessment pursuant
to CEOA guidelines. If an Environmental Impact Report is determined to be

necessary, the EIR will need to consider alternative scenarios as part of this
process. The Committee Report, Minority Report and staff
recommendations could define a range of land use development scenarios
that would need to be analyzed in the environmental analysis.
To implement the recommendations of the "R" Street Corridor Committee
Plan, the following specific actions would be required: General Plan and
Central City Community Plan Amendments; a Special Planning District
and/or Zoning Ordinance Amendments; Amendment of the Merged
Downtown Redevelopment Project Area Boundaries; and Environmental
Determination pursuant to CEQA.
C.

Joint Staff Recommendations:

Staff recommends that the City Planning Commission and the Sacramento
Housing and Redevelopment Commission consider the following actions in their
recommendations to the City Council:
A.

Consider the recommendations of "R" Street Corridor Committee Report
and Minority Report;

B.

Endorse the recommendations of the Planning Department and Agency
staff as described in the staff report and summarized in Exhibits 2 and 3,
including the following:
Agency Recommendations:
lb. Redevelopment Area Recommendation (p.16)
2b. Landbanking Recommendation (p.18)
3h. CBD Tax Increment Recommendation (p.20)
4b. Land Write Down Recommendation (p.20)
5tr. Housing Option Outside R Street Recommendation (p.21)
Office Intensive Use/Housing Options Recommendations (p.21)
Mt
7h. Transition Area Recommendation (p.24)
Planning Recommendations:
1.
2.

Transition Zone Recommendation (p.29)
Intensive Use Recommendation (p.30)

3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
C.

General Commercial Recommendation (p.31)
Housing-to-Jobs Objective Recommendation (p.31)
Residential Office Recommendation (p.32)
Residential Mixed Use Recommendation (p.32)
Fee Waiver Recommendation (p.33)

Direct staff to forward the Committee and staff report to the City Council
with the Planning Commission and Housing and Redevelopment
Commission comments and recommendations.

Respectfully submitted,

Ro ert Smith
Executive Director
Sacramento Housing and
Redevelopment

FOR CITY COUNCIL INFORMATION:
WALTER J. SUPE
CITY MANAGER

Michael M. Davis
Director
Department of Planning and Development
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SUPPORT MATRIX
Indicates support (X)
A.

Plan Objectives

B.

Housing Recommencations
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.

Expand SHRA boundaries
ST-IRA to purchase 30 acres
Direct 75% of corridor TI
to housing in the corridor
Use available CBD T1 for
housing in the corridor
Designate corridor as infill
Waive Quimby Act and
bedroom tax fees
Pursue waive of School
Impaction fees
Reduce parking requirement
for housing
Develop comprehensive
housing strategy
Adopt interim housing strategy

Minority

X

Staff
X

X
X

X
X

X

X

X

X

X

X
X

X

X

X
X

X

X
X

X

Property acquired by City
to be made available at
no less than City cost

X

X

Housing trade off at 27
units per 100.000 sq.ft.

X

X

3.

Housing on site

X

4.

Housing off-site
a.
nearest Res. Target Area X
b.
elsewhere in corridor
X
adjacent to corridor
X
c.
d.
elsewhere in Central City X
e.
pay fee of 40,000 per

10.
. C.

Committee

Housing Options
1.

2.

f.

required unit
donate land to SHRA
for housing

X

X
X
X
X

X
X

Indicates support (X)

Committee

Minority

Stair

D. Land Use Recommendations
1.

Zoning SP!

2.

Residential Land Use
a.
adopt residential
target areas
b.
residential density
at 60 du per acre
c.
residential massing with
1/4 block min.
d.
encourage mixed use
e.
guidelines needed for
residential near tracks
f.
20% of residential
building may be used for
for office/corn

3.

4.

5.

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X
X

X
X

X
X

X

X

X

X

X

X

Office Land Use
base height multi-use
a.
areas at 45 feet
.
X
b.
base height intensive
areas 75 feet
X
c.
allow height increase with
housing option to 75 feet
in multi-use areas
X
allow height increase with
housing option to 150 feet
intensive area
X
e.
develop bulk provisions X
5% retail in
intensive areas
X

X

X

X
X
X

Commercial/Retail Uses
a.
maximum height 45 feet X
limited commercial uses
b.
X
to C-1. zone
expand uses subject to
c.
X
current code only
Heavy Commercial Land Use
maximum height 75 feet X
a.
maximum office use 25%
b.
may expand subject to
c.
new codes and standards X

/

X

X

X

X

X

X

X
X

X
X

X

X

tes support (X)

E.

Committee

Minority

Staff

Transportation

1.

Guiding Principles

2.

Implementation
dedicate transit righta.
of-way north and south
X
encourage housing to
b.
fully utilize RT
X
encourage mix uses
c.
X
d.
modify parking
requirements (reduce)
X
e.
develop transit
improvement fund
X
f.
establish residential
parking program
X
base
to
extent
possible
g.
infrastructure capacity in
allowing new development X

X

X

X
X
X

X
X

X

X

X

X

X

X
X

Infrastructure
1.
G.

Address needs in each
neighborhood as identified

X

X

X

Neighborhoods
1.

2.

South West
a.
Intensive areas
Transition areas
b.
c.
Multi-Use areas
Public improvements
d.
e.
Standards

X
X
X
X
X

Capitol Area
X
a.
Intensive areas
b.
Transition areas
X
X
c.
Multi-use areas
d.
Residential Target areas X
Public improvements
X
e.
X
f.
Standards

X
X

X

X

X
X
X

X
X
X

Indicates support (X)

3.

4.

G.

Committee

Sacramento Bee Area
a.
Intensive areas
X
b.
Heavy Commercial areas X
Transition areas
c.
X
d.
Multi-use areas
X
Public improvements
e.
X
Standards
f.
X
Farmers Market Area
a.
Intensive areas
X
Transition areas
b.
c.
Residential Target areas X
d.
Multi-use areas
X
e.
Public improvements
X
f.
Standards

Minority

Star

X
X

X
X

X
X

X
X

X

X

X

X

Overall Policy Direction
1.
2.

3.

4.

Concentrate intensive uses
only on 'R" Street
Scale of development
a.
intensive
medium scale
b.
low scale
c.

X
X
X

Mix of Uses
predominately office
a.
X
predominately residential X
b.
balanced
mix
c.
d.
equal mix
heavy-commercial
e.
Depends on Neighborhood
South West
a.
Capitol Area
b.
Sacramento Bee
c.
Farmers Market
d-

I = Intensive
M = Medium Intensive
L = Low Intensity (neighborhood scale)
NA= Not Applicable

X

X

X

M
M-L
M-L

M-L

X

EXHIBIT 4
REQUIRED HOUSING UNITS FOR CENTRAL CITY/'R• STREET CORRIDOR
COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENTS
A.

REQUIRED CENTRAL CITY UNITS
1.

Estimate of employees
- Prototypcial size
- Employment density factor per employee
- Number of employees

B.

2.

Employees living in Central City
- Required housing units

3.

Adjustment for two employees households @
26.67 housing units
- 1.2 emp/household

100,000 sq. ft.
250 sq. ft.
400
8.00%
32

CENTRAL CITY HOUSING COST & SUBSIDY COST/SQ FT BUILDING AREA
1.
2.
3.
4.

Required housing units/100,000
sq. ft. of development
Cost of housing @
60 du/acre
$93,040/unit *
Cost of "market rate" subsidy © $41,871/unit *
Cost of subsidy per sq ft of
commercial building

26.67
$2,481,067
$1,116,572
$11.17

(* See Table II for construction and subsidy costs calculations)
C.

REQUIRED CENTRAL CITY LAND/SO FT BUILDING AREA
1.
2.

Required housing units/100,000
sq ft of development
60 du/acre
Land area required ©

3.
4.
5.

Land area/commercial sq ft
Illustrative land cost @
$50.00/sq ft
Land cost/sq ft commercial building

Source: Sacramento Housing and Redevelopment Agency

26.67
0.444 acres
19,360 sq ft
0.189 blocks
0.194 sq ft
$968,000
$9.68

EXHIBIT 5
CONSTRUCTION AND SUBSIDY COSTS PER HOUSING UNIT
CENTRAL CITYrR• STREET CORRIDOR
CONSTRUCTION
Number bedrooms & baths

2/1

Apartment size

800 sq ft

Development density

60 units/acre

Land costs

$40/sq ft

Construction (hard & soft)

$80/sq ft

Total development cost

Rent

$650/month

GSI

$7,800
$390

EGI

$7,410

Expense @ 3000%GSI

$2,340

NO1

$5,070

Max debt serv. @ 1.15 DSR

$4,409

CFBT

$661

FINANCING
Maximum debt @ 10.00%
Equity @ 10.00%

•

$64.000/unit

$93,040/unit •

OPERATING PROFORMA

Vacancy @ 5.00%

$29,040/unit

$41,865
$9,304

Gap/subsidy

$41.871

Total

$93,040

Source: Sacramento Housing and Redevelopment Agency

EXHIBIT 6

Case Study # 5
Marina District Housing Development
San Diego, California
Converting an obsolete industrial area into a high-density downtown residential Neighborhood

Project Sponsor Centre City Development Corporation
Project Location: Downtown San Diego
Project Type: High-density residential neighborhood with support commercial and limited
professional office uses. Mixture of historic rehab and new construction.
Key features:
1.Strong zoning control to require residential uses
2. Strong urban design controls
3. Incentives for historic preservation and public open space
4. Public support through redevelopment tax increment financing at the beginning of 15 year
old plan. Developers are now paying market rate values for the land which has been con
trolled by zoning since the inception of the plan.
Project results: Increase in assessed value by 1,416% since 1976. Development of 968 housing
units, two-thirds at market rate. Substantially increased rate of residential develop
meat in recent years since:
a. downtown office boom
b. downtown housing market as matured and risen to land values controlled
by zoning

EXHIBIT .7
Ygrsion;
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R STREET CORRIDOR
STAFF RECOMMENDATION
RECAPITULATION Of LAND USES -- SUMMARY
TOTAL
AREA
SOUTHWEST

CAPITOL
BEE AREA
FARMERS NKr
TOTAL

LIILDOUT

Al

TOTAL
AcRES

OFFICE
NFT

(ARK

INDUS
SOFT

ROUSING
SOFT

TOTAL
BLDG
SOFT

37.5
32.5
35.0
30.0

4,143,500
893,017
1,616,500
938,400

270,400
150,000
171,000
135,000

30,182
0
0
0

768,000
585,600
576,000
665,600

5,212,082
1,628,617
2,363,500
1,739,000

25.0
13.8
15.5
11.3

0.0
10.0
0.0
10.0

0.0
0.0
10.9
0.0

0.0
8.8
8.6
8.8

12.5
0.0
0.0
0.0

135.0

7,591,417

56,233

30,182

2,595,200 10,943,199

65.5

20.0

10.9

26.1

12.5

Altf A

DEMAND

MOUSIlifi
ROUSING
sUPPLy FINANCED

a a a.. a
ACRES

X LAND
SE§IDENTIAL

SOUTHWEST
CAPITOL
REE AREA
FARMERS MKT

1,312
358
534
336

960
732
720
832

390
. 117
316
234

16.0
12.6
18.6

43%
49%
36%
62%

TOTAL

2,541

3,244

1,056

63.2

4771

X Housing Demand Net

128%

16.0

MIXED RESID RCOMM SUWON INTER
ACM AMES ACRES ACRES ACRE
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R STREET CORRIDOR
COMMITTEE MINORITY REPORT
RECAPITULATION Of LAND USES -- SUMMARY
TOTAL

AREA

SOUTHWEST
CAPITOL
BEE AREA
FARMERS MKT
TOTAL

AT

BUILDOUT

TOTAL
ACRES

OFFICE
SOFT

COWL
SOFT

INDUS
SOFT

ROUSING
SOFT

TOTAL
BLDG
SOFT

MX

RO

C-4

1-3A

ACRES

C-4-1I
ACRES

GC

ACRES

ACRES

ACRES

ACREq

37.5
32.5
35.0
30.0

934,300
443,017
431,500
38,400

259,900
175,500
236,250
202,500

30,182
0
0
0

1,755,000
996,500
1,294,250
1,275,500

2,983,582
1,615,017
1,962,000
1,516,400

12.5
0.0
0.0
0.0

0.0
11.3
2.5
0.0

21.3
16.3
13.8
13.8

3.8
3.8
9.4
6.3

0.0
0.0
9.4
0.0

0.0
1.3
0.0
10.0

135.0

1,851,417

874,150

30,182

5,321,250

8,076,999

12.5

13.8

65.0

23.1

9.4

11.3

***HOUSING ***
DEMAND

SUPPLY

CAPITOL
BEE AREA
FARMERS MKT

261
118
115
10

1,950
1,107
1,439
1,417

TOTAL

504

5,913

AREA
SOUTHWEST

EXHIBIT • 9
EXISTING ZONING & DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS
"R" STREET CORRIDOR

pne Category

# Acres
Ii Bllial

%
Total

Max
nei9ht

Max Lot
g2Y2KAUJI

Front/Rearyard Sideyard
etback
§ etbagkg
2g

C-4) Heavy Commercial

112
(44.25)

84%

75 ft.

5 NR

piR
NR

3

C-2) General Commercial 6.3
(2.5)

5%

145 ft.
35 ft.

40,000 SF

5-25 ft.
15 ft.

5-15 ft.

R-0) Residential-Office 4.5
(1.8)

3%

35 ft.

60%

8%

4

50t(29 DU/AC)

R-3A) Multi-Family

1.410

10
(4)

35 ft.

25 ft.
15 ft.
25 ft.
15 ft.

NR

traima
No
No

5-12k ft. Yes
5-25 ft.

Yes

Requirement

:f building is located over 100 feet from a R zoned lot.
'f lot abuts R zoned lot, 15 feet setback is required (if no public alley).
f lot abuts R zoned lot, 5 feet side yard setback is required (if no public alley)
pecial permit required for larger projects
pedal permit required for major projects (over 75,000 sf) or if office use exceeds 25% of gross building
* ea.
n-dev.cht

EXHIBIT 10

offt

EXAMPLES
of
FLOOR AREA
RATIO

FIGURE

15-4. Examples of floor area ratio
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EXHIBIT 11
MINORITY REPORT
PART TWO: REVISIONS TO "It" STREET COMRITTZZ DRAPT PLAN
4-2-90
PAGE 4: Under "Plan Objectives", #1, add the following:

1. To provide for a balanced mix of residential, office,
retail, and other general uses in the corridor, with the
emphasis on new housing to serve downtown employment.
PAGE 4: Under "Plan Objectives", #3, add the following:
3. To establish programs to provide new housing
opportunities in the corridor in order that "R" Street may
serve as the major resource to provide new housing to serve
downtown employment growth.
PAGE 4: Under "Plan Objectives", #5, add the following:
5. To minimize the adverse effects on adjacent neighborhood%
of traffic, parking. noise. air pollution L land speculation.
and other environmental impacts generated by new development.
PAGE 12: Delete heading and paragraph "A. Existing
Policies", and replace with the following:
IV.

CREATING A NEW TOWN IN Imm OLD CITY:

A PROGRAM TO REDEVELOP TEE "R" STREET CORRIDOR AS A
RESIDENTIAL MIXED USE COMMUNITY
A.

INTRODUCTION

For the past year and a half, a diverse group of citizens
appointed by the City Council has studied alternatives for
redeveloping the "R" Street Corridor, an aging area of
warehouses and other industrial uses that is poised for
change. This report presents a vision of nr Street as a
new town - virtually the first new neighborhood built In the
Central City in sixty years.

We propose that "R" Street become a vital mixture of new and
renovated residences, retail establishments, and office and
commercial uses, with the emphasis on housing to serve
downtown core area jobs. Buildings would be built to human
scale, and the mix of uses would foster an environment where
the full range of daily activities - working, living,
shopping, and entertainment - could take place in an
attractive, secure environment.
The redeveloped "R" Street community would be oriented to the
pedestrian, linked together by Light Rail, and designed to
complement the existing neighborhoods surrounding the

corridor. "Wr.Street as a new town would reinforce rather
than compete with the intensive commercial and retail
development underway in the central business district.
We consider this to be an achievable vision, and one which
residents, the business community, and City leaders can
support. It is an exciting time for Sacramento, and nowhere
is there more excitement or potential than in the Central
City. We believe the "R" Street Corridor is the last, best
hope to provide much-needed new housing, reverse years of
neglect and decay, capitalize on new investments in light
rail and transit, and strengthen still-fragile residential
neighborhoods north and south of the Corridor. We believe
"R" Street, rather than becoming yet another office canyon,
can become something truly unique - a new town in the heart
of the old city.
B.
1.

FINDINGS

EXISTING CITY POLICIES FOR "R" STREET, THE CENTRAL CITY,
AND THE CENTRAL BUSINESS DISTRICT

The City's currently adopted policies in the General Plan,
the Redevelopment Plan, and the Central City Plan call for
the redevelopment of the "R" Street Corridor as a residential
neighborhood with a mix of some commercial and office uses.
Existing policies also call for the restriction of major
office uses to the Central Business District, in order to
protect residential neighborhoods and reinforce the viability
of the City's commercial core.
There are also existing policies which call for
transportation control measures to be implemented to reduce
traffic impacts in downtown residential neighborhoods,
policies to preserve historic structures and existing
buildings that contribute to neighborhood vitality, and
policies to promote additional housing development in the
Central City to serve the new employment centers built,
planned, and proposed. A summary of these policies is
contained in Appendix B.
2.

DOWNTOWN- JOBS/HOUSING IMBALANCE

The Central City currently has a large imbalance between jobs
and housing, and recent environmental studies indicate that

the imbalance is likely to deteriorate further. Projected
development in the Central City is expected to produce 46,000
new jobs, but recent research indicates there is only a
potential for 648 new housing units in the Central City,
assuming maximum buildout of all residentially-zoned land.
This imbalance is contributing to regional transportation and

air pollution problems, as well as local traffic, noise, air
quality, and parking impacts, by requiring workers who do not

have the opportunity to live near their jobs to commute long
distance.
vacancy rates in the Central City are the
lowest In the region, with 1.5% vacancy factors not uncommon.
This supply shortage is most severe in the moderate and upper
ends of the market, and is a major factor in the existing
jobs/housing imbalance in the Central City.
The City has proposed a goal of maintaining the 8%
housing-to-jobs ratio that existed in the Central City in
1980. To meet that goal will require 3,072 new housing
units, 2,424 short of the potential supply which can be
accommodated on land currently zoned for housing. For ten
years, the City has looked to the "R" Street Corridor as a
resource to provide a large portion of these needed housing
units.
City staff have recognized that addressing the downtown
jobs/housing imbalance is an important strategy for solving
these problems, and have proposed a comprehensive Central
City Housing Strategy as well as a set of interim controls
until the long-range strategy is put in place. Interim
controls suggested by City staff which are especially
relevant to "R" Street include proposals to:
- oppose rezoning of residential land to non-residential
use
- encourage mixed-use projects in suitable areas;
- adopt a jobs-to-housing goal for the Central City and
• require new commercial projects to meet the housing
• demand generated by their projects;
- limit office development in the "R" Street Corridor C-4
zone to 25% of the square footage (as allowed by
current zoning);
- discourage conversion of residential buildings in the
R-0 zone to commercial uses;
- reduce parking requirements for residential mixed-use
projects;
- provide financial incentives, waive fees and assist in
creating non-profit housing development corporations
for low-income and market-rate housing projects in need
of assistance; and
- increase the amount of tax increment financing targeted
for housing programs.

Each of these proposals has merit and warrants serious
consideration. Many of our specific recommendations are
consistent with these proposals.
3.

WTI= DEMAND AND LOCATION

Major office development along "R" Street is not necessary in
order to accomplish the City's goals for downtown
revitalization, and will instead undercut City efforts.

Adequate land is available, both in the long and short term,
to accommodate the full range of potential office users.
Areas planned for these uses includes Capitol Mall and the
Central Business District for upper-end high rise office, the
Capitol Area for state-owned offices, the Southern Pacific
yards for mixed-use office and commercial users, the Alhambra
Corridor for medical office users, and Richards Boulevard for
space-intensive "back-office" operations.
In addition, the development of new office space has resulted
in substantial backfill opportunities in existing, older
leased space for price-sensitive users such as the State.
The State has recently consolidated several agencies in
downtown lease space, and additional leases are in
negotiation.
While a few State "back-office" operations may be transferred
out of the downtown, the State expects to continue an
aggressive downtown leasing program, and will eventually
speed up its Capitol Area building program on the 42 blocks
of downtown State-owned land, due to the program needs of
many State offices for proximity to other agencies, the
Executive department, and the Capitol.
4.

IMPACT OF DEVELOPMENT ON INFRASTRUCTURE HOLDING CAPACITY
AND PRESERVATION OF RESIDENT/AL NEIGHBORHOODS

The "R" Street Corridor is surrounded by well established
low-scale residential neighborhoods that are the most
socially and economically diverse in the region. Recent
environmental impact reports prepared for proposed
development projects on the Corridor disclose that largo
scale office development will overwhelm the holding capacity
of the area's transportation system and other infrastructure
and threaten the viability of commercial and residential
neighborhoods adjacent to the Corridor.
Direct threats include serious ozone and carbon monoxide
pollution, high volume and high speed traffic on residential
streets, development out of scale and character with the
surrounding neighborhood, and the loss of existing buildings
to demolition. Indirect threats include the impact of
speculation on underlying land values, resulting in
disinvestment in housing, the intrusion of commercial
development into residential neighborhoods, and urban blight.
5.

THE IMPACT OF SPECULATION ON HOUSING FEASIBILITY

The Redevelopment Agency of the City Of Sacramento has '
limited funds for addressing the shortage of housing and the
need for neighborhood improvements in the downtown area.
Recent speculation that the industrially-zoned land on the
Corridor can be used for high-intensity office development

has raised land prices beyond the level that zoning would
warrant and substantially increased the feasibility gap for
now housing opportunities in tho downtown area.
The research and background materials prepared for the
Committee, as well as testimony from private and non-profit
housing developers, underscored the importance of a stable,
consistent, and strong land use policy as the basis for
making the housing market viable.
Stability is needed to assure property owners and potential
developers that the planned land uses will not be subject to
major change, and that proposals to rezone will not be
favorably considered.
Consistency is necessary to assure that the development plan
for the Corridor as a whole adds up to a viable community
that will be feasible to develop, marketable, and livable.
Strong measures are required to overcome the barriers that
inhibit center-City housing development, and to send an
unmistakable signal that the City intends to stick to the
plan.
6. "R" STREET IS APPROPRIATE. POR A RESIDENTIAL NIXED-USE
NEIGHBORHOOD
The "R" Street Corridor has many features which argue for its
redevelopment as a residential, higher-density, mixed-use
neighborhood. The current zoning of Heavy Commercial (C-4)
is inconsistent with the demand for industrial zoning in the
central city. Revising allowable uses to include
higher-density housing and the neighborhood services which
support it such as groceries, hardware stores, restaurants,
and other commercial uses would be a substantial upzone of
the property.
The area is in close proximity to major job centers and
adjacent to stable and attractive residential neighborhoods,
including several successful high-density housing
communities. This fact, coupled with the historic low
downtown vacancy rate, reinforces the market potential of the
area for downtown workers and others who wish to live
downtown.
In addition, a major portion of the Corridor is served
directly by Light Rail and frequent bus routes, providing an
opportunity for commuters to use transit to get to work
easily and conveniently. Housing near transit is an
important element of a balanced transportation system.
Opportunities for walking and bicycling are also among the
highest in the region.
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PAGE 12: Change paragraph "B. Guiding Principles" to
paragraph Z,
PAGE 13: Delete Section "C.. Housing Recommendations"
through page 15 and replace with the following:
D.

RECOMMENDED POLICIES PO TEE "R" STREET CORRIDOR

1.

EMPHASIS ON HOUSING

The primary function of the "R" Street Corridor shall be for
the development of new housing and support retail and
commercial establishments. The plan shall emphasize "R"
Street as a residential community to meet the housing demand
created by major employment development in the central
business district.
Housing opportunities should be provided for the full range
of incomes, With no single income level predominating. This
policy reflects the Central City's traditional character as a
diverse community and responds to the need to provide both
affordable housing and housing for residents with additional
disposable income to support retail and commercial
establishments in the neighborhoods and the downtown retail
core.
2.

RELIANCE ON PRIVATE MAREET INCENTIVES

The development of housing shall be accomplished primarily by
fostering opportunities in the private market place through
land use measures which upgrade the zoned uses from heavy
commercial/warehouse to higher density residential and mixed
use designations. Public actions to reinforce the private
market, such as Housing Agency assistance, are essential, but
are not adequate as a substitute for a healthy private
housing market. The most important public responsibility is
to create a positive climate for private investment in
housing construction and renovation.
3.

COMMERCIAL USES TO SUPPORT RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT

Commercial development shall be ancillary to residential
development, and designed to reinforce the new community
planned for the Corridor. In particular, opportunites should
be found to site a major grocery store to serve downtown.
Neighborhood-serving commercial uses may be allowed in new
residential and mixed-use developments, subject to conditions
which assure their compatibility with residential uses and
adjacent structures. There are a few locations where
predominantly office uses are appropriate, but most of the
Corridor is more suited to development as housing or
residentially-oriented mixed-use projects (which may include
office uses).
/1

LI

4.
UM. DESIGN STANDARDS AND TRANSITION
COMPATIBILITY

miss

TO ASSURE

New housing, commercial, and mixed-use developments may be
allowed at densities that are generally greater than those
typically found in many Central City neighborhoods. To
assure compatibility, transition zones will be established
and design standards shall be developed for height, bulk,
setbacks, architectural style, amenities, and other *laments.
Existing guidelines in the Urban Design Plan, the revised C-2
zoning code, and Regional Transit studies provide a good
basis for developing these standards. The standards should
address design issues only, and not modify the land use
controls or incentive provisions designed to achieve the
residentially-oriented mixed-use community planned for the
Corridor.
5.

ENCOURAGE PRESERVATION AND ADAPTIVE REUSE

There are significant opportunities to preserve,
rehabilitate, and reuse many structures on and near the
Corridor which represent some of the best and last examples
from Sacramento's rich and varied past. Strong programs are
needed to encourage preservation and reuse of this threatened
heritage, including modifications of the weak protections
offered by the R-0 zone.
6.
LIMIT DEVELOPMENT BASED ON HOLDING CAPACITY AND
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS
The ability of the infrastructure to accommodate development
on and near the Corridor is limited. Transit, street, and
freeway systems are at or beyond capacity, based on expected
development in the central business district. In addition,
impacts on the residential neighborhoods on and directly
adjoining the Corridor further limit the appropriate
intensity and scale of development. Development of the
Corridor should be strictly limited by these constraints in
order to avoid serious adverse impacts on public facilities,
services, and nearby neighborhoods.
CAPITALIZE ON TRANSIT AND OTHER TRANSPORTATION
7.
OPPORTUNITIES
For transit to capture a significant number of trips, it is
essential to provide both origins and destinations along
transit routes. Unfortunately, most cities pay serious
attention only to siting commercial development
(destinations) along transit, and ignore the equally vital
role that housing (origins) near transit plays in creating a
successful alternative to the auto.

/3g

Studies of systems in the Bay Area, Canada, and elsewhere
reinforce-the need to build higher density housing along
transit - not just offices and other workplaces. The Light
Rail line which traverses the Corridor from Alhambra
Boulevard to 12th Street provides a major opportunity to
build new housing oriented to transit.
Housing on "R" Street could reinforce Light Rail ridership in
many ways: by providing residents who work downtown a
convenient and inexpensive commute alternative to the car; by
providing the possibility for reverse commutes by Central
City residents to job centers clustered at suburban rail
stops, taking advantage of unused train capacity; and by
boosting the market for off-peak trips by residents using
rail to shop, visit, or attend cultural events in the city
center. In addition, the underutilized character of "R"
Street itself provides a major opportunity to create an
attractive pedestrian corridor throughout the area, as well
as improvements to the bicycle circulation system.
PAGE 16: Delete heading and insert the following:
E.

IMPLEMENTATION PROGRAM

LAND USE MEASURES

(Retain language in report from "Existing Land Use" through
section entitled "Residential Land Use", item / 6 on page
17.)
PAGE 17: Delete Section entitled "Office Land Use" through
page 18 and insert the following:
SPECIAL PLANNING DISTRICT OVERLAY REGULATIONS

1. The base zoning of the "R" Street corridor shall remain .
as it presently exists (0B, C-2, C-4, R-3A, and R-0).
However, a Special Planning District Overlay shall be
established to govern uses beyond those allowed by right
through the base zoning. The specific areas where each
overlay zone will apply are shown on the map 1. Land
uses within each overlay zone shall be governed as
follows:
A. ICED (Intensive Mixed-Use Overlay). This overlay will
be applied to areas currently zoned C-4 where
higher-intensity mixed use projects are appropriate due
to proximity to other high intensity uses, access to
transportation, and large development sites. This
overlay allows base C-4 uses: maximum 25% incidental
office use by permit, maximum 75 foot height limit.
Mixed-Use projects may be allowed by Special Permit
subject to the following conditions:
5
:7
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1.

2.

3.
4.

5.

Transition zones are designated fronting Q and S
Streets and adjacent to lower intensity residential
or neighborhood commercial uses. Heights in the
transition zone are limited to 3 stories (45 feet).
Heights may rise up to 6 or 7 stories (100 feet) on•
parcels directly fronting the "R" Street Corridor.
Setback and stepback provisions will be required,
consistent with the recently revised C-2 zone
provisions for projects adjacent to residential zones
or existing residences.
Office and commercial square footage may be included,
up to 50% of the non-parking square footage of the
project.
The project shall be required to include residential
uses occupying a minimum of 50% of the non-parking
square footage in the project. For purposes of
provisions 3 and 4, joint ventures may be established
or other measures implemented for phasing of multiple
projects within the MXD area which, taken together,
provide a minimum of 50% of the non-parking square
footage in residential uses.
Parking requirements may be reduced to allow for a
maximum of 30% of commercial parking requirements to
be used to meet the need for residential parking
spaces within or directly adjacent to the project.

B. GC (General Commercial Overlay). This overlay
applies to some areas of the Corridor presently zoned OH,
C-2, and C-4, where primarily commercial uses are
appropriate, but overall height and development intensity
should be limited. This overlay allows base C-4 uses for
parcels zoned C-4: maximum 25% incidental office use by
permit, 75 foot height limit.
Office square footage on C-4 parcels may be increased to
100% and office uses on OB and C-2 parcels may be allowed
subject to the following conditions:
1.
2.
3.

4.

Height limit of 3 stories (45 feet) with no variances.
Setback and stepback provisions consistent with the
recently revised C-2 zone provisions for projects adjacent
to residential zones or existing residences.
Provision in the project or on residentially-designated
land within the corridor to provide 54 housing units
(average 900 square feet) for each 100,000 square feet of
office space (beyond the level that would be allowed under
the 25% limit in the C-4 zone), in order to meet an 8%
jobs-to-housing goal for direct and indirect jobs
generated by new development.
Parking requirements may be reduced to allow for a maximum
of 30% of commercial parking requirements to be used to
meet the need for residential parking spaces within or
directly adjacent to the project.

HOUSING MEASURES

1.

Enact the interim controls suggested by staff prohibiting
rezonings, community plan or general plan amendments from
residential to non-residential uses throughout the
Central City until permanent controls to strictly limit
and condition the ability to convert land designated for
residential use to commercial uses are adopted.

2.

Sacramento must place mush greater emphasis on meeting
the critical demand for housing in Sacramento, where
rising housing costs are putting affordable housing out
of reach of an increasing number of residents. "R"
Street can serve an essential function as a "housing
bank" to provide new homes to meet the demand for
downtown housing generated by intensive office and
commercial uses in the central business district.
To accomplish this goal, the Sacramento Housing and
Redevelopment Agency needs to be an active partipant in
developing new housing on "R" Street and in adjacent
neighborhoods, especially Southside.

3. The Redevelopment Agency shall have as a priority the
purchase of land on the corridor for development of new
housing and the rehabilitation of existing housing in the
"R" Street Corridor and adjacent neighborhoods, where
aggressive measures are required to revitalize
neighborhoods in decline and to attain a better jobs to
housing balance.
4.

Designate the entire corridor and its contiguous
neighborhoods as an inf ill area and implement a
comprehensive inf ill development program for the area.
Direct the Housing and Redevelopment Agency to develop
a companion financing program to stimulate the
development of inf ill housing sites. Provisions for the
move and rehabilitation of structures which are acquired
as a part of land assembly activities should be a
priority of the program.

5.

The Redevelopment Agency shall purchase a minimum of 12
blocks- (30 acres) of land designated for residential use
on the "R" Street Corridor and shall participate in
projects to construct a minimum of 500 new housing units
on the Corridor or in adjacent neighborhoods by July 1,
1995. The property acquired by the City for the
provision of housing may be made available to developers
within the GC overlay zone for off-site housing
construction in the corridor. The costs for this
property shall be no less than the City's cost to acquire
the land or fair market value, whichever is higher. All
money received must be made available for future property
acquisitions for housing purposes.

6. To meet the tremendous need for affordable housing
throughout the community, the Agency shall allocate 75%
of all Tax Increment funds generated in the Merged
Downtown Redevelopment Area to housing and shall allocate
such funds as are necessary to accomplish this objective.
7. Expand the boundaries of the Redevelopment Area between
"Q" and "S" Streets to 29th Street and dedicate 75% of
the Tax Increment revenue to housing projects on the
Corridor or in adjacent neighborhoods.
8. Pursue the waiver of school impact, Quimby, and other
fees in order to increase the financial feasibility of
housing projects.
9. Develop a comprehensive housing strategy for the Central
City. The housing strategy should establish long-range
housing goals, identify specific areas for housing
development.and identify financing mechanisms. The
strategy should also address the stabilization of
existing neighborhoods. In the interim, designate the
"R" Street corridor as a downtown housing development
target area, and encourage the development of new housing
consistent with the policies and programs contained in
this plan to serve new downtown development projects
which generate employment.
PAGE 18: Delete the heading "E. Transportation
Recommendations" and insert the following heading:
Transportation Measures
(Retain language from paragraph beginning "As shown on Map 3"
through the first sentence under "Guiding Principles" on page
19, "...in the "R" Street Corridor."
PAGE 19: Under "Guiding Principles", #1, add the following:
1. The impacts of development projects should be evaluated
and fully mitigate during the development process in order
to reduce traffic congestion and to protect residential
areas.
PAGE 20: Under "Implementation Measures", add the following:
8. In addition to mitigating the traffic impacts of specific
projects, the City shall prepare Neighborhood
Preservation Transportation Plans for the neighborhoods
bordering the "R" Street Corridor, similar to the studies
presently underway for the G/H Street Corridor in Midtown
and the H Street Corridor in East Sacramento. The
objective of the plans shall be to implement measures

designed to protect residential neighborhoods from
adverse traffic impacts associated with existing
conditions as well as new development.
In addition, the City shall implement as soon as possible
all the adopted traffic control measures included in the
Central City Plan which have not yet been put in place in
neighborhoods adjacent to the Corridor, including
residential permit parking areas, conversion of "P" and
"Q" Streets east of 16th Street to one-way minor streets,
and conversion of 3rd and 5th Streets south of "R" Street
to two-way local streets. These measures shall be
implemented in advance of the Neighborhood Preservation
Transportation Plans.
PAGE 20: Under "Infrastructure", insert the following at the
end of the section:

;mplementation Measure
Conduct a study of needed infrastructure improvements in the
Corridor and establish funding mechanisms to provide these
improvements. Possible funding mechanisms shall include the
use of tax increment funds or the establishment of
Maintenance Benefit areas of Business Improvement areas which
would shift a majority of the responsibility to.commercial
developers and users by ascribing to them a greater benefit.

,
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(PROPOSED) PLAN OBJECTIVES
1.

Preserve the integrity of the Southside
Neighborhood;

2.

housing
feasible
Provide
economically
opportunities within the greater Downtown
area;

3.

Approve land uses near existing and planned
LRT stations or major bus trunk lines that
will promote maximum usage of the transit
system and thereby obtain maximum regional air
quality benefits;

4.

Discourage the State from locating new office
uses in areas not well served by existing or
planned transit (bus or light rail).

AGRICULTURAL
PEST CONTROL
FUMIGATION
SPRAY EQUIPMENT

rchard Supply Company
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(916) 446-7821
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August 27, 1990

LANDSCAPE AND
GARDEN SUPPLIES

Valerie Burrowes
City Clerk
City of Sacramento
City Hall
Room 304
915 Eye Street
Sacramento, CA 95814

Dear Ms. Burrowes:
It is safe, and reassuring, to say that government and related business as a major industry
in downtown Sacramento is not going to go away--which is why it makes ultimate good
sense to conduct land use planning in a way that makes most efficient use of the area, in
terms of tax base, transportation, and esthetics.
For these reasons, and others, the R Street Corridor is ideal for office development. To
restrict it to housing would not only hamper the city's need for an expanded tax base, it
makes poor use of our emerging public transportation network. Especially in times of
energy uncertainty, we can ill afford to scatter the collective work centers, when we have
just spent millions to provide environmentally sound transportation to that workcenter,
namely downtown Sacramento.
It is fortunate, for the citizens of California, that most of the state's functional bodies are
located virtually within walking distance of one another. It makes for good government,
it saves time, and expensive energy. It also helps Sacramento remain attractive in the
growing competition for these agencies, and all the jobs that come with them.
The R Street Corridor, with easy light rail access, fits readily into the already proven
scenario: Pleasant offices, excellent transportation to and from, and all adjacent to other
agencies and related governmental businesses. These are the attributes that continue to
make Sacramento the "bright spot" on any economists' map of the U.S.
To circumvent this proven city success formula by disallowing offices in favor of high
density housing does nothing to help the city, and much to harm it. First of all, the tax
income potential of housing units will do nothing to help the city find the added income it
needs in the years ahead. Secondly, it subverts the stated purpose of light rail: To
provide economical, environmentally sound transportation for the greatest number of
citizens. Any quick scan of the morning news will show that people driving to work
participate in traffic jams.
By inserting housing in what is provably prime work space adjacent to public
transportation doesn't answer to those light rail goals. It is far from a certainty that light
rail will take those R street dwellers to THEIR place of work. It IS a certainty that it can
take those who WORK on R street to THEIR place of work. Why not let the system be
the best it can be?
LICENSED AGRICULTURAL PESTICIDE DEALERS

LICENSED AGRICULTURAL PEST CONTROL OPERATORS

LICENSED AGRICULTURAL PEST CONTROL ADVISORS

August 27, 1990
Page 2

Denying office development along R Street encourages the "satellization" of state and
other offices, ultimately out of the city and out of our tax base. The city becomes poorer
for it, both in the short and long term.
As in any wise decision, there is a bottom line question. For the city, that question is
"What is the greatest good for the greatest number?" If the greatest good means fewer
traffic jams, higher tax revenues, and a cleaner environment with which to continue to
attract job-supporting business, then office development on the R Street Corridor is that
bottom line answer.
To do otherwise is to accede to the wishes of those concerned only with their smaller
vision of the city, removed from the economic and environmental facts of life that
continue to make Sacramento the great city it now is, and the greater city it can certainly
be.
I respectfully ask that the Council consider the points made here, and abide by the
majority opinion report of the R Street Corridor Committee.

Sincerely,

Rt_eAtRobert L.Moore
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CITY OF SACRAMENTO
CALIFORNIA

DEPARTMENT OF
PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT

1231 I STREET
SACRAMENTO, CA

August 28, 1990

ADMINISTRATION
ROOM 300
95814-2987
916-449-5571

Mayor Anne Rudin and
Members of the City Council
City Hall
Sacramento, California 95814

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT
ROOM 300
95814-2987
916-449-1223
NUISANCE ABATEMENT
ROOM 301
95814-3982
916-449-5948

Re: R Street Corridor
Honorable Mayor and Members of the City Council:

Due to the controversy surrounding the R Street Corridor, the City Attorney's office recommends
that a resolution setting forth the action that the City Council will take on the R Street Corridor plan
be presented for Council consideration and approval. A copy of a sample proposed resolution
prepared partly by the City Attorney's office and this department is attached for your consideration.
The sample resolution would result in City staff undertaking the necessary work, including
appropriate environmental review, to allow the City Council to consider at a future date the
adoption of the specified proposal for the R Street Corridor. Alternatively, if the Council does not
wish City staff to pursue any of the policies, it should so direct staff.
Respectfully submitted,

Michael M. Davis, Director,
Planning and Development Department
Approved:

Walter J. Slip e City Manager
)

August 28, 1990
All Districts
CONTACT PERSON:

Michael M. Davis, Director, Planning and Development; 449-5575
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DRAFT
A RESOLUTION DIRECTING STAFF TO PREPARE THE NECESSARY
DOCUMENTATION, INCLUDING ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW PURSUANT TO
ME CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT, TO PERMIT THE CITY
COUNCIL TO CONSIDER THE SUBSEQUENT ADOPTION AND
IMPLEMENTATION OF LAND USE POLICIES FOR THE R STREET CORRIDOR.

WHEREAS, in August, 1988, the City Council established an R Street
Committee to study land use, zoning and other development-related issues associated
with the R Street Corridor special study area; and

WHEREAS, the study of the R Street Corridor has resulted in the preparation
of five land-use scenarios for the studied area--the R Street Committee Majority
Report, the R Street Committee Minority Report, the joint Planning and Development
Department and Sacramento Housing and Redevelopment Agency proposal, the
Planning Commission proposal, and the Housing and Redevelopment Commission
proposal; and

WHEREAS, the City Council is interested in considering further the [specify
proposal(s)] for possible adoption and implementation;

NOW, THEREFORE,

City staff is directed to prepare the necessary
documentation, including appropriate environmental review, to allow the City Council
to consider the subsequent adoption and implementation of the [specify proposal(s)J.
It is understood that if the [specify proposal(s)] is determined to present significant
impacts within the meaning of the California Environmental Quality Act (Public
Resources Code §§ 21000 et seq.), and these impacts cannot be avoided or mitigated
to a level of insignificance, an environmental impact report will be prepared, and an
appropriate range of alternatives will be considered as required by CEQA. This range
of alternatives may include one or more of the other R Street Corridor land-use
proposals identified above. By this resolution, the City Council is not committing the
City to adoption of the [specify proposal(s)J, but rather, is committing the City only
to considering the adoption of the [specify proposal(s)] at a future date after
appropriate environmental review is done.

Mayor

ATTEST:

CITY CLERK

•

STUDY GOAL: CREATE A HOUSING ENVIRONMENT
IN THE 11" STREET CORRIDOR
COMMITTEE

STAFF/SHRC
613.7=MB
-

ASSUMPTION • HOUSING NOT FEASIBLE
WITHOUT SUBSTANTIAL
SUBSIDY FROM OFFICE
DEVELOPMENT

• HOUSING FEASIBLE
WHEN SUPPORTED BY
PROGRAMS/ACTIONS/
ZONING AND SOME "
SUBSIDY
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• HOUSING FEASIBLE
WHEN SUPPORTED BY
PROGRAMS/ACTIONS/
ZONING AND SOME
SUBSIDY
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APPROACH

• OBTAIN HOUSING WHEN MORE
INTENSE DEVELOPMENTS ARE
PROPOSED
• CREATE PROGRAMS TO
SUPPORT HOUSING

GOAL

• OBTAIN AS MUCH HOUSING AS
POSSIBLE AS SPIN-OFF FROM
OFFICE DEVELOPMENT -8%
JOB/HOUSING RATIO

• CREATE NEW NEIGHBORHOOD AREAS IN "R"
STREET FOR HOUSING
TO MEET BROADER
CENTRAL CITY NEEDS

• CREATE NEW NEIGHBORHOOD AREAS IN "R"
STREET FOR HOUSING
TO MEET BROADER
CENTRAL CITY NEEDS

• 652 -1,800 NEW UNITS

• 3,600 NEW UNITS

• 4,200 NEW UNITS

• DESIGNATE NEW AREAS
FOR HOUSING
• OBTAIN HOUSING FROM
MORE INTENSIVE OFFICE
PROJECTS IN CERTAIN
AREAS
• CREATE PROGRAMS TO
SUPPORT HOUSING

• DESIGNATE NEW AREAS
FOR HOUSING
• OBTAIN HOUSING FROM
MORE INTENSIVE OFFICE
PROJECTS IN CERTAIN
AREAS
• CREATE PROGRAMS TO
SUPPORT HOUSING

MAXIMUM BUILDING ENVELOPE*
WITH C-4 ZONE ON "R" STREET
75'
• 75' IN HEIGHT ( 5 STORIES)
• 88% LOT COVERAGE
• 4 SQ. FT. OF FLOOR AREA FOR
EACH SQ. FT. OF LOT AREA

AMOUNT OF OFFICE
PERMITTED BY RIGHT
WITHIN MAX.
BUILDING ENVELOPE
( NO SPECIAL PERMIT)

• 25% OF TOTAL FLOOR AREA

*BASED ON AVERAGE OF RECENT OFFICE PROJECTS

COMMITTEE PROPOSAL
OFFICE PROJECTS IN
INTENSIVE AREAS
""•• •-••••• ,

/

/

/
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75'

-It 50'
I75'
i

• ALLOW DOUBLING OF MAX. BUILDING ENVELOPE
( 150' ) IN EXCHANGE FOR AGREEMENT TO BUILD
OR PAY FEE TO PRODUCE 27 HOUSING UNITS PER
100,000 SQ. FT. OF OFFICE OVER BASE
• ALLOW 100% OF MAX. BUILDING ENVELOPE ( 75' )
WITH NO ADDITIONAL HOUSING REQUIREMENT
FOR BASE

STAFF/SHRC PROPOSAL
OFFICE PROJECTS IN
INTENSIVE AREAS

150'

• ALLOW UP TO DOUBLING OF MAX. BUILDING ENVELOPE
( 150 ) IN EXCHANGE FOR AGREEMENT TO BUILD OR
DONATE LAND TO PRODUCE 27 UNITS PER 100,000
SQ. FT. OF OFFICE OVER BASE ( 25% )
• ALLOW UP TO 25% ( AMOUNT OF OFFICE PERMITTED
BY RIGHT) OF MAX. BUILDING ENVELOPE WITH NO
ADDITIONAL HOUSING REQUIREMENT

CPC PROPOSAL
••••••

71

-

..

100.

• ALLOW UP TO A 33% INCREASE ( 100 ) IN THE
MAXIMUM BUILDING ENVELOPE IN EXCHANGE
FOR AGREEMENT TO BUILD HOUSING ON SITE
AT A 50/50 RATIO ( 1 SQ. FT. OF HOUSING FOR
1 SQ. FT. OF OFFICE) FOR ENTIRE PROJECT
• ALLOW UP TO 25% OF MAX. BUILDING ENVELOPE
WITH NO ADDITIONAL HOUSING REQUIREMENT

HOUSING PRODUCTION
BASED ON TWO RECENT 'R' STREET PROJECTS
(IF IN INTENSIVE ZONE)

Committee

Project

SHRC

CPC

Duke (75')
(226,000 sq ft)

0

46

126 du

Benvenuti Plaza (75')

0

81

222 du

(400,000 sq ft)

Proposed projects in intensive zone
Duke II (150')

169

295

465* du

49

90

80* du

(1,250,000 sq ft)

Golden State Tower (249')
(360,000 sq ft)

* This assumes maximum 100 ft building with 50/50 office to residential
square footage at 900 sq ft per unit

FROM REPORT BY WILLIAMS-KUEBELBECK & ASSOCIATES
SAN DIEGO

GOAL:

4,000 units in 3 Downtown Redevelopment Areas

STATUS:

1,900 units completed, 400 under construction

SIMILARITY:

Marina District project converts obsolete Industrial Area to High Density
Downtown Residential Neighborhood

TOOLS:

Strong zoning requires Residential Use
Strong Urban Design Controls
Incentives for Historic Preservation & Open Space
Tax Increment Financing
Density Bonuses
Reduced Parking
Land Write Down
Infrastructure Improvements

RESULTS:

Developers are paying market rate for land controlled by zoning .for
residential; assessed value increased 1,416% since 1976; 968 units
developed; 2/3's Market Rate

DEVELOPMENT STRATEGY

•

Forming a critical mass of housing

•

Create a cohesive & identifiable neighborhood

•

Stimulates interest in the Residential & Retail Development Sector

•

Increase Residential Density around Light Rail Stations and reduce
parking

•

Offer rehab loans for existing residential structures

•

Expand neighborhoods on the North & South into the Corridor

CITY OF SACRAMENTO

OFFICE-OF THE
CITY MANAGER

CALIFORNIA

August 21, 1990

CITY HALL
ROOM 101
915 I STREET
SACRAMENTO, CA
95814-2684
916-449-5704

MEDIA CONTACT:
Christine Olsen
Public Information Officer
449-5708
Sharon Caudle
Planning and Development
449-5381
REQUEST FOR CALENDAR/PUBLIC SERVICE ANNOUNCEMENT
INVITATION TO COVER
EVENT:

SPECIAL CITY COUNCIL MEETING

SUBJECT:

R Street Corridor

DATE:

Wednesday, August 29, 1990

TIME:

7:00 p.m.

LOCATION:

City Council Chamber
915 I Street, Second Floor

PURPOSE:

The public is invited to attend and speak or present written
comments during this hearing.
-EN D-

