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May 6, 1980

City Council
Sacramento, California
Honorable Members in Session:
SUBJECT: CENTRAL CITY PLAN (TRANSPORTATION)

SUMMARY
The Traffic Engineering staff recommends that the transportation elements
. contained in the report prepared by the Central City Study Committee be
substituted for the elements contained in the Planning Commission Report.

BACKGROUND INFORMATION
The Central City Study Committee, a group of citizens representing a variety of central city interests, spent about three years preparing the
Central City Plan. With the help of staff representing all affected agencies and several consulting firms, they developed a.comprehensive plan
that was considered the best compromise between many opposing views and
goals. Considerable testimony was heard on all facets of transportation
and eaCh transportation element in the plan was voted on by the full committee. The plan they produced recognized that large volumes of commuter
traffic through predominantly residential areas should be eliminated where
possible and controlled where it must continue. Their plan proposed to
provide facilities to attract traffic away from residential areas rather
than simply prohibiting it. They recognized that good access to the Central Business District is necessary for healthy growth and even with a
four times increase in transit, there will still be a need to serve a
small increase in auto traffic.
The Planning Commission's version of the plan seems to take the position
, that traffic through residential neighborhoods is the only major transportation issue of the central city. Their plan closes down many major
streets to through traffic and provides little in the way of alternative
routes.
The most important issue is the conversion of one-way streets to two-way
since this is the first of several changes in the implementation schedule.
The following table shows a comparison of the Planning Commission and
Traffic Engineering recommendations in this regard.

City Council

Starting
Year
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Planning Commission

May 6, 1980

Traffic Engineering

80-81

Convert all of E and F
Streets to 2-way.

Convert E and F Streets east
of 16th Street to 2-way.
Start to install signals
on 1-way streets to control
speed.

81-82

Convert all of S and T
Streets to 2-way.

Convert S and T Streets east
of 16th Street to 2-way.
Continue installing signals
on 1-way streets to control
speed.

82-83

Convert all of 3rd and
5th Streets to 2-way.

Convert all of 3rd and 5th
Streets to 2-way. Continue
installing signals on 1-way
streets to control speed.

83-84

Convert portions of G,
H, I, 9th, 10th and
15th Streets to 2-way.
Convert portions of N,
P and Q to 1-way minor?

Do not convert any more streets
to 2-way until alternative
routes have been developed
and/or there has been a significant increase in transit
service.

The attached paper contains further comments about the various transportation issues contained in the Central City Plans.

FINANCIAL DATA
The Planning Commission version of the Central City Plan would cost less
in public funds than the committee version since it contains fewer capital
projects. However, it could cost more in the long run if it prevents the
Central Business District from competing successfully with the suburban
shopping centers. It could cost more from environmental and energy standpoints if it prevents the central area from capturing a major share of the
commercial and office market since a much higher proportion of people use
transit and carpools for downtown travel than they do for travel to suburban shopping centers and office developments.

City Council
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May 6, 1980.

RECOMMENDATION
It is recommended that the transportation elements contained in the report
prepared by the Central City Study Committee be substituted for the elements contained in the Planning Commission Report.

Respectfully submitted,

_;e:00017

44.4"

L. M. Frink
Traffic Engineer

Recommendation Approved:

cm, Walter J. Slipe
City Manager

LMF/mf
Attachment

May 15, 1980
Districts 1, 3, and 4

CENTRAL CITY PLAN
TRANSPORTATION ELEMENTS
The Central City Plan addresses two important aspects affecting the economic
vitality of the central area, namely the transportation roadway network and
parking.
First, It is important to understand what purpose the plan was originally intended
to achieve: This was to provide for the orderly development and revitalization
of the Central City in both social and economic terms in view of previous trends
and expected growth projected over the next 15 years. To assist the study committee
with this task, consultants were engaged •by the City to develop the statistical
base and estimates for realistic growth projections. Stated briefly, these are
the 1990 projections for the centini0 area:
25% increase in population
30% increase in employment
32% increase in retail sales
100% increase in visitior expenditures
With all of these residents, employees, customers and visitors traveling in, out,
and around the central area, it was estimated there would be a 42% increase in
travel within the Central City. To accommodate part of the public's future
increased need for access to the central area, it was recommeded that there be
an expansion of the Regional Transit District's fleet, quadrupling its present
number to more than 950 buses. Based on the assumption that this expansion would
occur, the transportation and parking elements of the plan were then developed.
With regard to parking, the plan calls for a comprehensive Parking Management
Program to be adopted which will allow for the implementation of several related
strategies. These are intended to reduce the overall number of spaces available
for long-term parking (i.e., for commuters and employees), but still provide
sufficient supply to accommodate short-term parking requirements. It is expected
that without the implementation of these strategies (including the four-fold
expansion of RI), present travel trends would result in a 48% increase in parking
demand in the central area, or a requirement for 12,230 additional spaces. With
implementation of these measures, however, the plan projects a requirement to
construct 14,570 new parking spaces. Of this number, 9,670 are required to replace
existing parking removed in connection with new, on-going construction in the
central area.
The remaining 4,900 spaces are additional parking required to meet
increased demand by the year 1990. This represents an 18 percent increase
in parking supply over the 15-year period of the plan, a nominal increase when
compared to the projected 42% increase in travel. There appears to be no disagreement between the Central City Study Committee, the Planning Commission and
the staff on the parking management program and much of it is currently being
implemented.
The second important aspect of the plan deals with recommended chah9e$ in the
roadway network. It is here that two conflicting goals are expressed in the plan:
One recommends measures to reduce automobile impacts in residential neighborhoods
through a reduction in the number of major one-way streets serving as access to
the CBD and major employment areas. The other goal seeks to maintain an accessibility level which permits realization of the Central City economic development
plans.
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In the final recommendations by the Study Committee, a roadway network was proposed
that would largely accomplish both goals. It was intended to be staged through
implementation of a I5-year development schedule and provide for measures to bring
traffic into the CBD without impacting predominately residental streets leading
in and out of the central area. This can be seen through examination of the
attached Central City map depicting a number of specific roadway improvements.
These projects were recommended to provide the needed circulation and access to
the central area and reduce heavy commute traffic through those neighborhoods most
affected.
The revised plan submitted to the Council by the City Pl5nning Commission can be
compared by examining the second map, which largely deletes most proposed roadway
projects and greatly increases the number of one-way streets recommended for conversion to local, two-way streets. The affect of these changes will be to reduce
access to the Central Business District without providing alternate ways for people
to get to and from the central area.
From a review of the Cental City Study Committee's background material concerning
the transportation element, it is clear that it is desirable to channel large
volumes of commute traffic to the freeways and certain major streets which serve
as arterials for meeting peak-hour traffic requirements. However, of the two plans
developed for the Central City, the one which best provides the needed capacity
for accommodating expected increase in traffic to and from the central area is
that proposed by the Study Committee.
The following material discribes the major elements of the transportation plan with
Traffic Engineering comments on each.

Elvas-Richards Connector - The principle behind this proposal is to
provide access across the north side of the central area for east area
traffic to relieve the traffic load § on E,F,G and H Streets. The
project would include improvements on Elvas and Richards, improved
connection at Route 160 and the connector itself.
15th Street Extension - The Elvas-Richards project would make it
possible for large volumes of traffic to approach the CBD from the
north rather than travel long distances on residential streets east
of downtown. Since 12th and 16th Streets are already full of traffic,
it will be necessary to increase capacity in this corridor. The
extension of 15th Street would do it. Twelfth Street could then
be converted to two way and even accommodate exclusive bus lanes if
it is found to be appropfiate. This project could be part of the
I-80 Bypass substitution.
I Street Connection - Since I Street deadends at 29th Street, it is
not carrying its share of the load in the east Central Area. There
are residents on I Street but not nearly as many as on E and G Streets.
Therefore, it is proposed to connect I Street to 3 Street and to the
southbound 1-80 Ll Street off ramp. This will direct more of the traffic
into town • on I Street. This could also be part of the 1-80 Bypass
§ubstitution.
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1-5 Ramps at S. T and J Streets - Throughout the development of the
plan, it was suggested that more traffic should be encouraged to enter
the Central Business District and state office area from 1-5 rather
than travel along the residential streets on the east side of town.
This would be the best solution to the conflicting goals in the plan.
However, the 1-5 ramps will not carry many more vehicles than they do
now. With extensive growth in the Pocket Area and South Natomas combined with the emergence of a major downtown shopping center, there
will probably be considerable congestion on 1-5 without encouraging
more traffic from the east and northeast to use that route. It is
proposed that a new set of ramps be constructed to connect S and T
Streets to the southerly portion of 1-5. The idea of studying the
feasibility of a grade separation at 3rd and J Streets is also endorsed.
There is a set of under-utilized ramps at the 1-5 and 1-80 interchange.
We feel the capacity at this location will also be needed to meet the
future demands. Third and 5th Streets will need to be converted to
2-way to obtain the circulation and capacity needed to make full use
of these ramps. The southerly portion of 5th Street may need to be
widened to accommodate the traffic on a 2-way street and some reconstruction. will be necessary at the ramps.
7th and C Connector - At one time, there was .a new roadway connecting
7th and C Streets in the plan. It was later changed to a 7th and D
Street connector due to objections from Crystal Creamery. This was
also conceived as a project to encourage traffic to go aroun d. „ rather
than through residential areas. Part of this proposal was also to
connect to 8th Street for buses heading to the 8th Street Bus Mall.
We feel this project should be put back into the plan.
One-Way to Two-Way Streets - One of the major issues throughout the
development of the plan has been one-way vs. two-way streets. There
has been a lot of sentiment to convert many streets back to 2-way operation. The real issue is major streets running through predominantly
residential areas. The one-way streets in the central area are part
of the overall major street system for the whole metropolitan area.
The major streets are a mile or more apart at the periphery and are
progressively closer together as they approach the center. In the
central area they are as close as a block apart. Many of the major
(one-way) streets in the central area are bcirdred by residential
- developmentaand the residents object to heavy through traffic in front
of their homes. However, there are many miles of major streets in
the city and metro area bordered by residential development. The
residents along these other streets also are probably concerned, but
we can not shut down our transportation system for this reason.
The street widths in the central area are well suited to three-lane,
one-way operation. They are too narrow for four-lane operation and
too wide for two lanes. This reason combined with the inherent safety
and traffic carrying capacity of one-way operation has resulted in
many one-way streets in the central area. Since the freeways have
been built there is less traffic on central area streets than fifteen
years ago. Therefore E, F, S and T Streets could be converted back
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One-Way to Two-Way Streets (continued)

to two:way local Streets.
Even though they carry relatively small
volumes, thiS change will increase traffic on parallel streets by
22,000 vehicles per day or 27.5% based on today's traffic. Converting
portions of E, F, G, H, I, S, and T to two-way operation as suggested
in the Planning Climmission's version of the plan will increase traffic
by 39,000 vehicles per day or 63% on the remaining parallel streets
based on today's traffic. Under very congested conditions, some
traffic would divert to the freeway loop, but only to the extent that
the existing ramps can handle the traffic.
Specific cost items have been identified for conversion to two-way
operation, but full eost estimates have not been made. The two most
expensive items (striping and signals) add up to over $1,000,000 to
convert the 16 miles of streets in the Planning Commission's version
of the plan.
Spacer Signals - One complaint about the one-way streets is the high
-speeds on some segments. Most of these complaintsoriginate in the
areas where there are long stretches without signals. No one complains
about high speeds on the one-way streets in the CBD where there are
signals every block. Therefore, the plan recommends.the placement
of additional signals on the one-way streets to control speed. The
signal progressions can be set around 25 miles per hour and anyone
driving faster will encounter red lights every few blocks. The signals
will also provide more places where the one-way streets can be crossed
without •conflict. The signals are proposed to be staggered in a northsouth direction to avoid additional through streets.
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CITY OF SACRAMENTO

CITY PLANNING DEPARTMENT
725 "J" STREET

•

SACRAMENTO, CALIF. 95814
TELEPHONE (916) 449-5604

MARTY VAN DUYN
PLANNING DIRECTOR

April 29, 1980
MEMORANDUM
TO:

City Council
City Manager
City Clerk

FROM:

Gene Masuda, Associate Planner

SUBJECT: REVISED MAP FOR CENTRAL CITY PLAN COMMENTS

The attached map is to replace the map sent to you last week which was located
in the inside sleeve of the binder pertaining to Central City Plan Comments.
This replacement map contains several corrections to the previous map and is
color coded for easier reference.
TEe color code represents the following:
YELLOW—relates to letters from individuals submitted prior to the City
Planning Commission public hearings on the draft plan.

BLUE --relates to letters from groups/organizations submitted prior to
the City Planning Commission public hearings.
PINK --relates to letters received after the City Planning CoMmission
public hearings on the plan.
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CITY OF SACRAMENTO
CITY MANAGER'S OPICE

114 IN

CITY PLANNING DEPARTMENT
725 ''J'' STREET

SACRAMENTO, CALIF. 95814
TELEPHONE (916) 449-5604

U

MAY 919EURTY

VAN DUYN
PLANNING DIRECTOR

May 8, 1980

City Council
Sacramento, California
Honorable Members in Session:
SUBJECT: Draft Central City Plan and Proposed Zoning (M-432)
SUMMARY
At the first public hearing on May 1, 1980, the City Council
received public testimony on the Draft Environmental Impact Report,
and the Goals, Land Use, Zoning and Housing Elements of the Draft
Central City Plan. Much of the public testimony included requests
for a specific change in the proposed land use and zoning. Attached
to this report (Exhibit 1) is' a staff review of each request. Also
attached are additional written comments that were received.
The agenda for the May 15th public hearing indicates a discussion
of Transportation, Open Space and Implementation. During the
Council's study session on April 23rd, the City Traffic Engineer's
office was asked to identify the areas of disagreement with the
Transportation Element of the proposed Central City Plan as approved
by the Planning Commission. The City Traffic Engineer's report is
enclosed.
The final item on the May 15th agenda is City Council Action. This
includes: Adopting the Resolution Certifying Final EIR as Adequate
(Exhibit 2), Adopting by Resolution the Central City Community Plan
(Exhibit 3), Adopting the Implementing Ordinances regarding the R-I
Zone, R-3-A Zone, and the R-0 Zone (Exhibits 4 and 5), Adopting the
Ordinance for Rezoning various areas within the Central City in conformance with the Adopted Community Plan (Exhibit 6).
RECOMMENDATION
The Planning staff recommends the City Council:
1. Complete the public hearing on the remainder of the
Draft Plan Elements;
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City Council
2.

May 8, 1980

Review and discuss the Planning Department's report on
the various requests for a change in proposed Land Use
Designation and Zoning;

3. Adopt the Resolution Certifying the Final EIR as adequate;
4. Adopt by Resolution the Central City Community Plan;
5. Adopt the Ordinance to Amend the R-1 and R-0 Zones;
6. Adopt the Ordinance to Establish the new R-3-A Zone;
7. Approve the proposed zoning; upon approval staff will
\ proceed to prepare the final zoning map for adoption
at the next earliest meeting.
R spectfully submitted,

• Marty Van Duyn
Planning Dire
FOR TRANSMITTAL TO CITY COUNCIL

114) 0412k).
Walter J. S pe, City Manager
MVD:AG:jm
Attachments
M-432

May 15, 1980
District 1, 3, 4

EXHIBIT 2

RESOLUTION

Nogo-,29o.

Adopted by The Sacramento City Council on date of

RESOLUTION ADOPTING THE SACRAMENTO CENTRAL CITY
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN-FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
REPORT (M-432)
WHEREAS, the City has had public hearings on that certain document entitled
"Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement Sacramento Central City 19?0 Com7rehensive Plan;"
WHEREAS, the City has considered the documentary, and oral evidence submitted
at public hearings;
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Council of the City of Sacramento that the
Council hereby determines and certifies:
1. That the document has been prepared in compliance with the provisions of th
California Environmental Quality Act, the State EIR Guidelines, and the City Environmental Procedures, and that the decision making body has reviewed and considered the
information contained in the EIR;
2. That the Final Environmental Impact Report is adequate;
3. That the project will have a significant effect on the environment due to
substantial growth in population, increases in traffic, displacement of some existing
households, increases in ambient noise levels, and increases in air pollutants.

MAYOR
ATTEST:

CITY CLERK

M-432

EXHIBIT 3

RESOLUTION NO.

0.

Adopted by The Sacramento City Couna on dote of

RESOLUTION ADOPTING THE SACRAMENTO CENTRAL CITY COMPREHENSIVE PLAN
(M-432)
WHEREAS, the Council adopted a Community Plan for Old City in 1966.
WHEREAS, the Council adopted the Sacramento City General Plan in 197 4 .
WHEREAS, the Council is in receipt of a
recommendation of the
Sacramento Central City Comprehensive Plan, as amended, by the City Planning Commission.
The Sacramento City Planning Commission, on the following dates, held noticed public
hearings on the Sacramento Central City Comprehensive Plan: November 29, 1979;
December 20, 1979; Jnuary 3, 1980; January 17, 1980; and January 21, 1980; and, considered the oral and documentary evidence introduced at said hearings, including th..- Final
Environmental Impact Report/Statement on the Sacramento Central City Comprehensive Flan.
WHEREAS, the Council has had
noticed public hearings on that-certain document
"Sacramento Central City Comprehensive Plan."

- entitled

WHEREAS, the Council has determined that the project comprised of adoption of the
Sacramento Central City Comprehensive Plan will have a significant effect on the
environment;
NOW, therefore, be it resolved by the City Council of the :City of Sacramento that
the Council hereby finds and determines:
1. That the project updates the existing CommunitY Plan adopted in 1966 and that
the project will mitigate many adverse impacts that would result if the "no-change"
or "no-project" alternative were followed allowing the existing plan to be further
implemented:
(a) the project will guide, through recommended zoning regulations, housing
development and population growth in a manner that will conserve the existing sound
housing stock and improve neighborhood stability;
(b) the population increase in the Central City proposed by the project will
conserve land in undeveloped areas, which is of.an agricultural use, and will bring
additional housing close to the employment center for the region;
(c) the project will significantly reduce the increases in automobile traffic
volumes which would result if current trends are allowed to continue;
(d) the project contains measures which will discourage single occupant auto
trips by commuters and encourage trips by public: transportation;
(e) displacement of lower income households is currently occurring and the
alternative of continuing existing residential densities under the existing plan will
not appreciably reduce this displacement; and, .
(f) the alternative of "no change" or "no project" in residential density zoning
is not feasible due to the need for conservation of existing sound housing stock, improvement of neighborhood conditions, and elimination of dense development in neighborhoods
that are composed primarily of single and two-family housing.
2. That no alternative other than the "no-change" or "no project" alternative have
been identified which would mitigate or avoid the significant environmental impact
identified in the Final EIR; and that the benefits of the project identified above are
overriding considerations favoring adoption of the project and outweigh the negative
aspects of the project identified in the Final EIR.
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•
3. That the Council, therefore, hereby adopts that certain document entitled
"Sacramento Central City Comprehensive Plan" for the following reasons:
(a) it will revise and update the existing Community Plan for the area adopted
in 1966, and the Sacramento City General Plan adopted in 1974;

(b) it will provide specific policies for long-range physical development of
the Central City in a coordinated and well thought out manner and which can be used
as a guide in reaching future land use and general development decisions;
(c) it will provide standards and criteria for compatible land use patterns
and mixtures;
(d) it will encourage a variety of housing densities, types, and designs which
are consistent with the housing needs of the Central City and of the region; •
(e) it will establish a balanced transportation and circulation system which
will provide for safe and efficient movement of people and goods in and through the
Central City, emphasize public transportation and carpooling, 'and protect residential
neighborhoods from excessive commuter traffic and parking; and,
(f) it will encourage maintenance of an adequate level of public facilities
and services to serve the Central City and surrounding areas.

MAYOR

ATTEST:

CITY CLERK

M-432

EXHIBIT 6

ORDINANCE NO.

1.

, FOURTH SERIES

ORDINANCE AMENDING THE DISTRICTS ESTABLISHED BY THE COMPREHENSIVE
ZONING ORDINANCE NO. 2550, FOURTH SERIES, AS AMENDED, AS DESCRIBE:.
IN SECTION 1.
(FILE NO. PBE IT ENACTED BY THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SACRAMENTO:
'SECTION 1.

The attached exhibit described properties and their current zoning as
established by Ordinance No. 2550, Fourth Series. The exhibit further
designates the zones which the properties are to be placed pursuant to
this amendment.
SECTION 2.
The City Clerk of the City of Sacramento is hereby directed to amend
the maps which are a part of said Ordinance No. 2550, Fourth Series,
to conform to the provisions of this ordinance.
SECTION 3.
Rezoning of the property described in the attached exhibit(s) by the
adoption of this ordinance shall be deemed to be in compliance with
the procedures for the rezoning of property described in Ordinance
No. 2550, Fourth Series, as said procedures have been affected by
recent court decisions.
PASSED FOR PUBLICATION:
PASSED:
EFFECTIVE:

MAYOR
ATTEST:

CITY CLERK

DRAFT CENTRAL CITY PLAN
REQUESTS FOR LAND USE DESIGNATION & ZONE CHANGES
STAFF REVIEW & RECOMMENDATION

This report contains the staff's evaluation of each requested zone
change received by the City Council. The existing land use map for
areas under consideration for zone change has been updated_ The
following is a summary of the changes recommended for approval by
staff.
Changes Requested in Proposed Single Family (R-1 zone) Areas
1)
2)
3)
4)

Sacramento Unified School District (P.1) to R-3-A
Ben All Temple (P.3) to 0-2
Larry Ellis (P.6) to 0-2
Peter Klein (P.10) to R-3-A

Changes Requested in Proposed Multi-Family (R-3-A) Areas
1) Donald Luthringer (P.11) to C-1
2) Z. Enos (P.14) to C-2
3) Numerous requests (P.19) to R-3-A, R-0, OB
Changes Requested in Proposed Multi-Family (R-5) Areas
1) Asa Clark (P.21) to R-0
2) Kevin O'Connor (P.22) to R-0
Changes Requested in Proposed R-0 Areas
1)
2)

Steve Neville (P.23) to C-2
Frank Cirill (P.24) to OB

Changes Requested in Proposed 0-2 Areas
Edward Williams (P.25) to C-4
Changes Requested in Proposed 0-4 Areas
Robert Curotto (P.34) to R-0

SEVERAL OMISSIONS OR ERRORS HAVE BEEN IDENTIFIED ON THE PROPOSED ZONING
HAP THE ZONING MAP SHOULD BE ADJUSTED TO REFLECT THE FOLLOWING CHANGES:
- - LOCATION
ASSESSOR PARCEL it
010-131-13, 14
Two lots on NW corner of
Alhambra 6 U Streets

•

PROPERTY OWNER
Kirt Swanfold

CORRECT ZONING
C-2

006-295-14

1630 18th Street

Gloria Reynolds

C-1

007-252-18, 19

Two parking lots on
north side of P Street
between 21st 6 22hd

Owner represented
by Asa Clark
•

C-2

Lot on NW corner of 26th
and Capitl

Skip Lawrence

R-0

- 007-163-12

•
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REQUEST (Letter /IC-5)
Sacramento Unified School Dist.:
request zone change from
proposed R-1 to R-3-A

IF

IF

. to irgP F

GENERAL
LOCATION
Newton Booth School
site - 26th, 27th,
V & W Streets

EXIST.
ZONING
R-4

PROPOSED
ZONING
R-1

—1—

EXISTING LAND USES
Subject block: elementary Sch
North: Mix of.1F & Apts.
West: Mix of 1F & Apts.
East: Primarily IF
South: 1-80 Freeway

STAFF RECOMMENDATION
Change proposed R-1 zone to R-3-A based
upon:
1) Subject property is one full city block
and could be developed with
appropriate apartment housing.
2) Property is adjacent to R-3-A zoning
on north side.
3) Located next to Freeway junction of
1-80, Hwy. 99, Hwy. 50, and on fringe
of single family area.
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REQUEST (Letter #C-8)

GENERAL
LOCATION

Peter Const: retain multifamily zone

NE corner of 18th and
V Streets

EXIST.
ZONING
R-

PROPOSED

ZONING
.

R-1

EXISTING LAND USE

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Subject parcels: two vacant
40'x80' lots
North: 1F's
West: Apartments & 1F's
South: 1F's & 2F's

Maintain proposed R-1 zone based upon:
1) Adjacent uses & neighborhood are
primarily single family.
2) Two subject lots are 40'x80'.
3) Revised.R-1 zoning allows owner to
develop two units on each lot subject
to special permits.

GENERAL

REQUEST (Letter #0-10) BenAli Temple: request zone
change from proposed R-1 zone
to C-2

LOCATION

City of Sacramento's
old Fire House on 9th
Street alley, btwn T
& U Streets

EXIST.

PROPOSED

ZONING

ZONING

R-4

R-1

STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS
Subject parcel: previously a Change proposed R-1 zone to C-2 based
city Fire House
Adjacent uses 1) Existing structure is not a residNorth: Tire shop
ential structure.
West: 1F
2) Adjacent o C-2 zone.
East: 1F across 9th St.
3) Alley fOiws a reasonable boundary
South: 2F across alley
between C-2 & R-1 zones.
EXISTING LAND USES
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REQUEST (Letter fi0-31)
Bing Wong: retain R-4 zone
or R-3-A as minimum

GENERAL
LOCATION
2308 S Street

EXIST.
ZONING
R-4

PROPOSED
ZONING
R-1

EXISTING LAND USE
Subject parcel: 1F
Adjacent uses North: Warehouse across
S Street
West: 2F
East: 2F
South: Apts across alley

STAFF RECOMMENDATION
Maintain proposed R-1 zone based upon:
The low density residential character
of the half block on which the subject
property is located. 8 of 10 parcels on
subject half block is in 1F or 2F use with
only 2 lots developed with apts.
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GENERAL
REQUEST (Verbal)

LOCATION

James Harrington: oppose R-1
zone, maintain apartment zone

2214 E Street

EXIST.
. ZONING
R-4

PROPOSED
ZONING
.R-1

-5-

EXISTING LAND USES

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Subject parcel: 1F
Adjacent uses North: Primarily 1F
West: 1F
East: Alcoholic group care
in converted. IF
South.: Lucky market across
alley

Retain proposed R-1 zoning. Since the
current land use and character of the
neighborhood is predominantly single
family. Adjacent group care home is
housed in a single family structure.
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REQUEST (Verbal)

GENERAL
LOCATION.

Larry Ellis: retain 0-2 zone

316 29th Street

EXIST.
ZONING
0-2

PROPOSED
ZONING
R-1

-6-

[

EXISTING LAND USES

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Subject parcel: dress shop
in converted 1F
Adjacent uses North: Auto repair across
alley
West: Apartments
East: 29th St. & 1-80 fwy.
South. 1F

Maintain current C-2 zone . for thilee
parcels facing 29th. Street based. upon:
1) Current zoning is 0-2 6 one home
has been converted to commercial use.
2) Subject parcels adjacent to 0-2 zone
to north and. south.
3) Subject parcels face I-80 freeway and
are somewhat isolated from adjacent
residential.
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LOCATION
2609 S Street.

EXIST.
ZONING
R 4
-

PROPOSED
ZONING
R-1

-7-
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EXISTING LAND USES

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Subject parcel - duplex unit,
Adjacent uses.;
North: primarily 11"s
4cross alley
West:
primarily 1Fls
East:
primarily 1F's
South: mix of apts.
2F 1 s, & 1F‘s
across, T Street

Retain R-1 zone for subject
site based upon low density
character of subject site and adjacent. uses.
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REQUEST

LOCATION

Phil Gebhart rep.
Emma Carrillo - retain R-4 zone

2618 D Street

EXIST.
ZONING
R-4

'2'111.1 1
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PROPOSED
ZONING
R-1
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EXISTING LAND USES

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Subject parcel - 1F
Adjacent uses:
North: Mix of apts. &.
1F's across D St.
West:
1F
East:
1F
South: Mix of apts. &
1F's across alley

Retain proposed R-1 zoning
based upon adjacent uses on
subject block primarily 1F.
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REQUEST
Richard Pilant:

LOCATION
retain R-4, or as
alternative R-3-A
or R-1-A

2217 & 2219 T St.

ZONING

PROPOSED
ZONING

R-4

R-1

- 9--

EXISTING LAND USES

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Subject parcel - 6 unit
cottage apts.
Adjacent uses:
North: Apts. across alley
West:
1F & 2F
East:
1F's
South: Mix of 2F's & apts.
across T St.

Retain R-1 zone for subject
site based upon low density
character of subject site and
adjacent uses, applicant can
request R-1A rezone at time of
condominium conversion.
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LOCATION

Peter Klein: retain R-4 zone

2218 S Street

EXIST.
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R-4
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EXISTING LAND USES

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Subject parcel - 4-unit
apt. on rear portion
of lot
Adjacent uses:
North: Warehouse uses
across S Street
7-unit apt.
West:
East:
6-unit apt.
.
South: 6-unit cottage apts.
across alley .

Change proposed R-1 zone to
R-3-A for subject lot and for
lot on each side based upon
1) since last land use survey,
adjacent lot on east side developed with 6-unit apt.) and
adjacent to 7-unit apt. on west
side
2) open area 011 front portion
of lot to construct extra unit.
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Donald Luthringer: request a
zone which permits office use
of existing .commercial bldg..

Southwest corner of
26th & I Sireets
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REQUEST (Letter C-30)

f4F:

•

•

EXIST.
ZONING

PROPOSED

ZONING

EXISTING LAND USE

STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS

R-5

R-3-A

Subject site: Pucci
Pharmacy and remainder
of building vacant.
Adjacent uses North: Apts across I St.
West: '2F
East: Apt across 26th St.
South: Hair dresser &
residence above

Change proposed R-3-A zone to C-1 for
the two lots containing the Pharmacy and
hair dresser's shop based upon:
1) Both uses are viable and serve the '
surrounding neighborhood.
2) The owner of the Pharmacy bldg plans to
convert the unused areaof the bldg to
medical offices. Before conversion,
the off-street parking requirement must
be met or parking variance granted.
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REQUEST (Letter #C-32)

LOCATION

ZONING

PROPOSED
ZONING

Guido Lend: request zone
change from R-3-A to R-0

2221 9th Street

R-4

R-3-A
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EXISTING LAND USE

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Subject parcel: Cottage
Apts
Adjacent uses North: Apt across alley
West: 1F's across 9th St.
East: Apt & 2F
South: 1F's a Apt.

Maintain proposed R-3-A zone based upon:
Residential use of subject property
and surrounding neighborhood area.
Potential office use would not be
appropriate in this location.
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LOCATION

Ken Peters: requests R-4 zone

1515 24th Street
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. ZONING

PROPOSED

ZONING

EXISTING LAND USES

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

R- S

R-3-A

Subject parcel: 4 unit apt.
Adjacent uses.North: 1F
West:
1F's across 24t1i St.
East:
2F
South: 1F across alley

Retain proposed R-3-A zone. The
existing structure contains Li• units
which can be maintained. Typical
recent projects on this size lot have
been 2 and 3 units.
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LOCATION.

EXIST.
. ZONING

One lot near vicinity . C-2
.
of S.W. corner of 16th
F, E Streets
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PROPOSED

ZONING

EXISTING LAUD USES

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

R-3-A

Subject parcel: vacant
Adjacent uses North: Afacant, motel, mixed,
commercial
West: 2F
East Car rental
South: IF

Retain C-2 zone for subject lot based
upon:
1) Subject lot E adjacent lot to east
(zoned C-2) under common ownership.
2) Residential structure previously on
. lot was recently demolished.
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REQUEST (Verbal)

GENERAL
LOCATION

Ken Peters: requests R-4 zone

2408 0 Street
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EXISTING LAND USES

R-5

R -3 -A

Subject parcel: duplex
Adjacent uses North: Fremont School
across street West:
1F
East: Apartment
South: Predominantly. MF's
across alley
-15 -

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Retain proposed R-3-A zone based upon:
1) The existing duplex in the front
portion of the 40Tx160' lot appears
in good condition.
2) The R-3-A zone density allows 5
units; 3 new units could be built
in the rear and the existing
structure conserved.
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REQUEST (Verbal)
Emil -Tangetti: request zone •
change from proposed R-3-A.
to R-0
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'EXISTING LAND USE
Land Use/# of Lots/ 96 of Lots
67
1F
20
2F
13
17
5
Apts.
Comm.
3
30
100%

STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS
The proposed zoning of this area was
changed from R-1 to R-3-A by the
Planning Commission pursuant to
public testimony. Staff recommends
retaining the R-3-A as approved by the
Commission.

1r

1 li jdrAfil 11;1 I,F
F1 IFIFI,, F164.r

FRE MONT

wo•1
Fir: in

F.

1

Elf iF
i

F

•

SCHOOL

•1

•11;F F

iFi F

F
„.,,

-

r

1•

'

1,

z .F ,

IF

lc

H i z :M , LiZ 4111.1
F' ,1 f

'V' t4

ST.
11

ZC;FIr
ri

••

1-

141H

F 'F F r .F

;

,F

P

tiF;F l f-4FF ,IF

GENERAL
Lou Henis: request R-4 zoning

.

LOCATION
1513 24th Streets
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z;
I1 .fI

r

2F

i

'

!F.

H

'F

EXISTING LAND USES

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Subject parcel: 1F
Adjacent uses
North: Office
West:
1F's across 24th St.
East:
IF & 2F
South: MF

Retain proposed R-34\ zoning based on
the objectives of the Plan.. Although
the R-3-A zone will reduce the number
of units currently being built on a
40'x160' lot, it will have little or
no effect on the 40'x80' lots since.
typical projects have been primarily
duplexes or 3 units when they are on
an alley. The R-3-A zone would permit
3 Units on this size lot.
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REQUEST

LOCATION

Neva Cimaroli - include parking
lot in C-2 zone

2108 I Street

EXIST.
ZONING

PROPOSED
ZONING

R-5

R-3-A
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EXISTING LAND USES

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Subject paroe1:2F with parking Retain proposed R-3-A zoning
lot in rear. Adjacent uses - since parking is permitted
with Special Permit in R-3-1
North: Apts. across I St.
zone. This area along I St.
1F & apts.
West:
should remain in R-3-A zone
2F & parking lot
East:
based upon current uses.
South: Mix of office &
apts. across alley

GENERAL

REQUEST
• C-16/Louis G. Harding: retain
OB zone

LOCATION
St.Lukes Med.Bldg.
26th-27th a Capitol Ave.

EXIST.
ZONING

PROPOSED

ZONING

EXISTING LAND USES

OB

R-3-A

See attached map

C-17/Puccinelli a Loomis:
retain R-0 zone

2431 Capitol Ave

R-5

R-3-A

See attached map

C-18/Arthur Kahler; Bob
McKechnie, verbal:
retain R-0 zone

2615 Capitol Ave

OB

R-3-A

See attached map

C-19/Jeanne Adams; Daniel
Adams, verbal: retain
R-0 zone

2209 Capitol Ave

OB

R -3 -A

See attached map

C-20/Robert Powell: retain
OB or R-0 zone

2631 Capitol Ave

OB

R -3 -A

See attached map

C- /Joseph Montoya: retain
R-0 zone -

2405 Capitol Ave

R-5

R -3 -A

See attached map

Verbal/John Adams: retain
R-0 zone

1116 24th Street

R-5

R -3 -A

See attached map

Verbal /Richard Pilanti :
retain. R-0 zone

2219 L Street

R-5

R -3 -A

See attached map

Verbal/ Las Johnson: retain
R-0 zone

2305 Capitol Ave

R-5

R -3 -A

See attached map

Verbal/Tom Ross: retain
R-0 zone

2319 L Street

R-5

R -3 -A

See attached map

Verbal/John Urda: request
zone change from
proposed R-3-A to C-2

2118 L Street

R-5

Subject parcel: 4-unit
apt. Adjacent uses North: Mix of office
resid. across L St.
West: Surface parking lot
East: 1F
South: Mix of office, surface
parking across the
alley
- 19 -

STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS
•
Staff's original reComnendation to the
Commission was R-0 zoning for the area
bounded generally by 21st-26th; alley
between Kali to alley between Capitol
and N Streets. After hearing public
testimony the Commission approved
recommending R-3-A zoning. Staff has
identified 35 office or commercial uses
in this area. Nine of these have special.
permits; however, it is extremely
difficult to determine the legal status.
of some of the others. Staff recommended
the following:
1) For the subject area extending from
generally between 21st a 22nd to
26th Streets, change the proposed
R-3--A to R-0 for all existing offices.
parcels currently zoned. OB.
2) For the area between 26th to 28th
Streets, change the proposed
R-3-A to R-0.
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GENERAL

EXIST.

PROPOSED

REQUEST (Letter R0-12)

LOCATION

ZONING

ZONING

Asa Clark: request zone change
from proposed R-5 to R-0.

Three lots on SW
corner of 6th 6 S
Streets

M-1

R-5

EXISTING LAND USE

STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS

Subject parcels: vacant 6 IF
Adjacent uses North: . Warehouse across S St.
West: Laundry g 1F 's
East: Mix of 1F, 2F,. vacant
6 commercial
South: Mix of 2F, apartments

Original st a ff proposal for area bounded
by 4th-7th, south of S Street was R-0
zone. Staff feels R-0 zone is
appropriate for subject area based upon:
1) Mix of residential and vacant lots.
2) R-0 zone and low intensity offices
serve as a buffer between C-4 on
•north side and residential uses to the
south side.
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REQUEST (Letter #C-24)
Kevin O'Connor, et al: request
zone Change from proposed R-5
to R-3-A

GENERAL
EXIST.
LOCATION
ZONING
South side of S Street M-1
. between 4th & 7th
Streets

ZF.

PROPOSED
ZONING
'
R-5

- 2 -

EXISTING LAND USES
Subject area: predominantly .
low density (1F's & 2F's),
some apartments, many vacant
lots, few commercial

STAFF RECOMMENDATION
The Planning Staff's recommendation to
the Commission was for R-0 zoning.
This zone would:
1) Allow a density similar to R-3-A
(if amendment to R-0 zone approved).
2) High density residential projects on
larger sites could be approved under
a rezoning request.
3) Low intensity offices subject to a
special permit.
4) The proposed R-0 zone offers a good
transition into resid. uses to the so.
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REQUEST (Letter C-28)
. Steve Neville:
Retain C-2 zone

GENERAL
LOCATION
Four lots on SW
corner of 19th &
X Streets

EXIST.
. ZONING
C-2

PROPOSED
ZONING

p-o

-23-

EXISTING LAND USE

STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS

Subject parcels: four
contiguous lots with
1F or 2F uses
Adjacent uses North: 1-80 freeway
West: Surface parking
East: 19th Street
South: 1F's & restaurant

Maintain existing C-2 zone based upon:
1) Subject parcels somewhat isolated
from other residential uses by large
parking lot to the west.
2) Subject parcels at intersection of two
major streets and across from 1-80
freeway
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REQUEST (Verbal)
(Letter submitted before CPC
hearings; ref letter A-15,
A-17, A21 ) •
Frank Cirill: request zone
change from proposed R-0 to
OB

GENERAL
LOCATION
Area generally bounded
by 1-5, 4th, S S T
Streets

EXIST.
ZONING

PROPOSED
ZONING

M-1

R-0

tr.
IF

Z ,V
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a
, F F•f

c

f

EXISTING LAND USE

STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS

Land Use/# of Lots/% of Lots
Vacant
15
67
2
9
Vac Comm
Offices
1
5
1F
1
5
9
2F
2
Apt.
1
5
22
100%

Original staff recommendation was OB for
subject area. Staff still feels OB zone
is appropriate since approximately twothirds of subject area is vacant with
very little residential use.

GENERAL

REQUEST (Letter #C-1)
• Edward, Williams: retain
C-4. zone

LOCATION.
Two lots on SW corner
of 20th & P Streets

EXIST.
ZONING

PROPOSED

ZONING

. C-4

•
-5-

EXISTING LAND USES

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Subject parcels: mixed use
of commerical 8 residential
Adjacent uses North.: 2F & electronic shop
across P Street
West: W.P.R.R.
East: Mix of commercial,
office & residential
South: SaoramentoBee truck.
storage & maintenance
facility.

Re-Lain C-4 zone for subject lots based
upon:
1) Subject lots & adjacent lots to south
(zoned 0-4) are under common ownership.
Owner
plans expansion of existing truck
2)
maint. & parking facility for
Sacramento Bee on subject lots.,
3) Surrounding uses primarily nonresidential.
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GENERAL

REQUEST (Letter #C-6)

LOCATION

Charles Edward: retain
M-1 zone

Two lots on east side

EXIST.
. ZONING

PROPOSED

ZONING

M-1

of 18th Street between
Q S R Streets

-26-

EXISTING LAND USES

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Subject parcels: printing
shoos and vacant
Adjacent uses North: Primarily 1F's across
Q Street
West: Primarily residential
East: Mix of Off, vac, apts,
S W.P.R.R.
South: Sierra Spring Water

Maintain proposed. 0-2 zone based. upon:

1) Mix of small commercial and resid.,
buildings on subject half block.
2) Subject half block located across
from prOposed. R-S, RO, and, C-2 zones.
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170.1-1707 J Street
1616 I Street
1601 I Street
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PROPOSED
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GENERAL
LOCATION

1
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EXISTING LAND USES

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Subject parcels: Car dealership, car lot g auto garage
Adjacent uses Immediate vicinity includes
mix of commercial, wholesale,
office & residential use.
Clauss & Kraus Meat Co., plant
is.located across 17th Street
from the main dealership showroom.

Retain the proposed C-2 zone based upon
the Plan's objective for the .type and
intensity of uses for this area. The
current auto sales & repair use is
permitted in both C-3 and C-2 zones.
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GENERAL

REQUEST (Verbal)

LOCATION

Douglas Helmer: maintain
existing 0-3 zone

17th & LT Streets,
Schapp Brenner Tire
Shop

PROPOSED

ZONING

ZONING

C-3

C-2

EXISTING LAND USES

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Subject parcel: Tire shop
Adjacent uses North: Car dealer across alley
West: Furniture
Fast: Auto repair across
17th Street
South: Restaurant, Resid.

Retain proposed 0-2 zone based upon the
desired future intensity of uses in
this area and the fact that:
1) The tire shop is permitted in 0-2 zone •
2) The area is a mixture of commercial,
a residential uses.
of
3) The Chamber of Commerce commented that
the proposed boundaries of the CBD
appears to he adequate.
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GENERAL

REQUEST (Letter #C-25 6 C-25A)'

LOCATION

John elauss: request zone
change to M-1 from proposed C-2

1700 I Street

EXIST.
ZONING

PROPOSED

ZONING

C-3

-29-

EXISTING LAND USE

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Subject parcel: Sausage 6.
Retain proposed C-2 zoning based on the
meat processing plant.
long term objective of the Plan for the
Adjacent uses type of use and intensity of development
North: Mix of wholesale,
for this area. The food processing use is
office, commercial
currently non-conforming under the existuses across I Street
ing C-3 zone and has operated under that
West: Auto sales across
status for many years. The non-conforirdng
use regulations allows for continuing use;
17th Street
East: Office across 18th St. however, prohibits expansion.
South: Mix of auto repair,
off.,conun uses across alley
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REQUEST (Letters C-15 F 0-33)
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GENERAL

EXIST.

LOCATION

ZONING
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EXISTING LAND USES

(Verbal)
Lyle Deloe and
Bob Lovell (Rep. Mr. Deloe):
retain 0-3 zone

1715 Eye Street

0-3

Subject parcel: wholesale
warehouse
Adjacent uses North: Primarily apts across
alley
West: Primarily apts across
17th Street
East: Office
South: Clauss g Kraus meats
-30-

The subject wholesaling/warehousing use is
the only use identified by staff to be
placed into a non-conforming status as a
result of rezoning to 0-2. Although
the use is allowed in the 0-2 zone, the
size is limited to 6,400 sq.ft. The
property owners expanded the operation in
1977 and obtained a special permit for
providing off street parking in the 0-3
zone. At. that time, the staff report
indicated the project was compatible wi*ad'acent uses.
The property owners have requested to
remain in the 0-3 zone. In some areas of
the plan staff has recommended retaining
a specific zone for a single business;
however, it was first determined that the
existing business was not creating or
contributing to problems in the area. In
this situation staff has received a
complaint from the adjacent property
owner and an investigation reveals that
the intensity of LLuck loading and unloading is incompatible with the adjacent
residential uses. Staff must, therefore,
recommend the 0-2 zoning be retained.
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•GENERAL

EXIST.

REQUEST (Verbal)

LOCATION

. ZONING

Bruce Pope: maintain C-3 zone,
or need variance from required
off street parking to convert
residential structure to
office

1301 H Street

C-3

Iris.
OFF.

PROPOSED
ZONING
0-2
•

.

- 31 -

.
EXISTING LAND USES
Subject parcel: Apts.
Adjacent uses North: Apts. •
. West: Off E apts across
13th Street
East: Hairdresser
South: Apts across H Street

STAFF RECOMMENDATION
Retain proposed C-2 zone based upon the
intensity of future use desired for
this area. Similar to the conversion
of residential structures to office use
in other C-2 areas, the Planning Comm.
will evaluate the need and impact of a
parking variance. The Commission
generally grants such variances if no offstreet parking solution is feasible.
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CAPITOL

GENERAL

REQUEST (Verbal)

LOCATION

John Urda: retain C-3 zone,
Lutheran Church considering
elderly high-rise

1701 L Street
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PROPOSED
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ZONING

-32 -
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EXISTING LAND USE

STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS

Subject parcel: surface
parking lot
adjacent uses North: Mixed coNvercial
& surface parking
lots across alley
West: Church
East: Goethe Hall Bldg.
South: Mixed commercial
across L Street

Maintain proposed. 0-2 zoning based upon.:
1) Objectives of Plan for this area.
Subject area contains a mix of
commercial, office, resid. S inst. uses,
2) Residential use is permitted in 0-2
zone as well as 0-3 zone with special
permit.
3).Height limit of 4.5' could be exceeded
with special. permit.
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GENERAL

REQUEST (Letter #C-9)

LOCNTION

ABC Plumbing, Heating 6
Cooling: retain
zone

Half blocks between
22nd & 24th, S.P.R.R.
& alley
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PROPOSED_

ZONING
C-4

EXISTING LAND USES

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Subject parcels: plumbing
& tire recapping
Adjacent uses North: S.P.R.R. levee
West: Grant Playfield
East: Warehouse
South: Primarily residential
across alley

Maintain proposed C-4 zone based upon:
1) Plumbing, tire recapping, & storage
•permitted uses under C-4 zone.
2) M-1 zoning allows uses that may not
be compatible with adjacent
•residential uses south of the alley.
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REQUEST (Letter #0-7)
• Robert Curo;tto: request zone
change from proposed C-4 to
R-0

445

Ld.
?
S. •

GENERAL

EXIST.

PROPOSED

LOCATION

ZONING

ZONING

EXISTING LAND USES

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

•C-4

Subject parcel: 1F
Adjacent uses -.
North: State parking lot
West: State parking lot
East: Surface parking
South: Vacant & commercial

Change proposed C-4 zone to R-0 based
upon:
1) Existing structure is in residential
use.

Lot on SE corner of
10th E Q Streets

M-1

.

2) Owner intends to rehabilitate
structure into office E residential
use.
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REQUEST (Letter #013)
Bob Howse: retain M-1 zone
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GENERAL
LOCATION
So. side of R Street
between 16th g 18th
Streets

F F:S.' I

4

FA

4 5)..141,

•

EXIST.
ZONING

PROPOSED
ZONING

M-1

-35-

EXISTING LAND USE

STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS

Subject parcel: ice mfg g
warehouse
Adjacent uses North: Mix of commercial
West: Palm Iron works
East: Warehouse
South: Primarily offices

Maintain proposed. C-4, zone based upon.:
ice manufacturing plant and adjacent
warehousing 6 distribution.; uses
permitted under C 4 zone.' The meat
company use is allowed in C-4 zone.
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REQUEST (0-35)
Richard F. Barbeau:
Request zone change from
proposed R-3-A to R-0

GENERAL
LOCATION
901 28th St.,
SE corner of 28th
& Eye Streets

EXIST.
ZONING
R-5

PROPOSED
ZONING
R-3-A

EXISTING LAND- USES'
Subject Parcel IF house
used as attorney's office
North: Mix of vac. lot, IF,
2F, MF's across Eye Street
West: Marshall Park across
28th Street
East: IF
South: IF

STAFF RECOMMENDATION
Retain proposed R-3-A zoning
based upon: (1)office use is
located in converted IF without
Special Permit for office use;
(2)adjacent uses 8 surrounding
neighborhood predominantly residential, composed of mixed
low S medium. density residential
units.

LETTERS SUBMITTED AFTER
MAY - . 1 , 1980, CITY .COUNCIL
PUBLIC HEARING

CURTIS MEKEMSON

•
•
•

909 12th Street, Suite 202
Sacramento, CA 95814
Telephone 443-3680

MEMO TO: Members of the CitY Council
FROM:

Curt Mekemson

RE:

R Street Proposal

1. The R Street Corridor betwee!n Interstate 5 to Interstate 80 between Q and S
Streets should be identified as ; a Special study area for the purpose of
developing high density resideniial and office development.
2. The study should consider but not necessarily be limited to the following
issues:
A. How the corridor should be zoned to accommodate high density residential
and office development.
B. How the status of viable commercial developments presently existing
within the corridor can be accommodated if the above zoning changes
are made.
C. How the corridor can best be utilized to promote and/or take advantage
of potential transit developient. Consideration might be given to
designing R Street as a tranait corridor. Means of utilizing corridor
development to help finance transit should be explored.
D. Whether present City planning tools are adequate to bring about the
desired development. The City might wish to consider the use of a special
planning district such as that being utilized in the County. More
specific design criteria for intermixing residential and general
commercial uses with minimUm impact may have to be developed.
3. Present zoning should be maintained for the duration of the study. Any major
land use changes should be limited.
4. The study should be undertaken immediately and a report back date of three
months established.

CM:rf
5/15/80

Members of the Sacramento City Council
City Hall
91S I Street
Sacramento, Ca 95814
•

Dear Mayor Isenberg and Members of the Council:
The attached comments represent the combined efforts of
two Chamber task. forces. The Land Use Committee, chaired
by Tim Taxon, and the Transportation. Committee, chaired.
by Phil McGuire, have reviewed, the proposed. Central City.
Plan.
We, respectfully, offer our concerns and comments for
your consideration.
Sierely,
dri
Madelon Randall
Manager
Metropolitan Development

MR/r
Attachment

917 - 711^} Street
P.O. Box 1017, Sacramento, CA 95805 • (916) 443-3771

CENTRAL CITY PLAN
During the last two years the Sacramento Metropolitan. Chamber
of Commerce has monitored the development of the currently.
proposed Central City Plan, as presented to the City Council
in January, 1981. :During the course of the development of this
plan, two committees of the Chamber presented comments to the
- Planning Commission.
During the City Planning Commission deliberation the Chamber
expressed its concerns both verballyand in writing. Many of
those issues are the same as those that are expressed at this
time.
During the course of this study the Chamber has assigned two
task forces the responsibility of monitoring the development
of the Plan. Our Land Use Committee and our Transportation
Committee have - revieWe the Central City Plan fully and share
the belief that, while well intended, the Plan has some serious
impacts which may negatively affect the business community.
At this time we would like to share those concerns and questions
with you as Members of the City Council.

.•

.

LAND:USE AND HOUSING

The Housing Element of the Central City _Plan is questionable in
• terms of urban strategies for planning a metropolitan area. The
Land Use Committee of the Chamber.urges the City Council

to

'consider the following:

1.

Down zoning in areas that'have many businesses will have

a. serious economic effect on those businesses.
2.

Maintaining the character of the downtown, area can, in many

cases mean, maintaining the business and commercial uses on •
various•properties. Many business people have been on their
sites for 20 and 30 years and are quite indicative of their
neighborhood character. These people are being effected by down
zoning and the-property values may likewise diminish
3.. The downtown area i8 continuing to become a commercial office
and business center for Metropolitan Sacramento. While the main' tenance.and preservation of the Victorian architecture is admirable,
the Chamber urges higher density housing wherever possible_ • This
will be increasingly important as housing in our downtown area
becomes more desireable.. Even now, there is a demand, for additional
downtown, housing. 'Provision should. be _made for Thigh density
• residential'uses near the downtown nucleus for . transportation
and employment. This approach also is beneficial for air quality
and energy conservation, goals established by the community.
Likewise, costs will be reduced, in accommodating •increasing
populations with reduced expenditures for extending services:
4. • .The Chamber recommends that areas which include businesses of
long Standing. in the Metropolitan. Area be continued under

3

appropriate zoning designations. This may prevent a serious
negative effect on the continued economic health of those
businesses.

TRANSPORTATION
The Chamber of Commerce has serious questions and concerns about
the transportation element of the proposed Central City Plan.
These concerns were expressed before the Planning Commission
during its deliberations and are reiterated to you at this time.
To a large extent, these concerns are consistent with the concerns
expressed in the Housing Element and, in many ways, reflect the
problems which will occur if the central business district is
surrounded by low density residential housing.
Our concerns follow:
1. The development of the Transportation Element is based upon
a fourfold increase in the RT bus fleet. Me feel that is less
of a probability than a possibility.
2. The conversion of major streets into two way residential
streets with barriers will create traffic .congestion throughout
the downtown area. This is destined to happen as soon as the
streets are converted. We are concerned about the movement of
automobiles throughout the downtown, as this area is the heart
of commerce in Sacramento.
3. The Plan is based upon transit alternatives which are not yet
a practical reality.
4.

Parking restriction and, essentially, the reduction in the

number of available par king spaces in the downtown area in

reference to the work force, will be a severe limitation for
business. This concept seems contrary to the objective of
revitalizing the downtown business area.
Our recommendations to the City Council follow:
1. We recommend the development of an advisory body with business
input. The group would review the effects of any changes which,
might be implemented. We recommend that this body consider and
review the economic impact of any changes..
. 2. We propose that the Central City Plan provide for several
automobile corridors for travel between East 1-80 and the central
. _business district.
3. We urge consideration of additional . parking provisions in the
downtown area-if transit •alternatives are not available.
• 4. We urge a committment on the part of the City .Council to
monitor the economic impacts of any changes and a. committment to
timely revision in the event of adverse effects.
5. We urge the implementation of the parking and street restrictions
of this plan only as offsetting increases in transit service is
,made available.
IN CONCLUSION

The Sacramento Metropolitan Chamber of Commerce urges the City
Council to take into consideration the fact that downtown area
is the focal point for business in - our Metropolitan Area. In
keeping with that concept and the Plan's stated goal •of revitalizing
the central business district, the Chamber urges the City Council .
to take a close look at the questions which we have addressed

and to consider the development of an advisory body which,. will
monitor any changes or alterations in the flow of traffic in
the downtown. area. In addition, we urge consideration of higher
densities downtown. Consistency can be accomplished by giving
consideration to long standing businesses in the downtown area
in terms of the rezoning and modification of these properties.
Respectfully, we ask you, Members of the Sacramento City Council,
to consider these -aspects of the Central City Plan and urge that
you review these concepts with consideration for their impact
on the downtown area as the heart of business in Sacramento.
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SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 95814

May 14, 1980

Lorraine Magana
Sacramento City Clerk
Room 203, City Hall
915 I Street
Sacramento, California 95814
Dear Ms. Magana:

.

As Attorney for Lyle and Phyllis DeLbe, I
respectfully request an opportunity to refute the
revised findings of the City Planning Commission
made a few days ago by a presentation to the City •
Council at its hearing May 15, 1980. At the same
time I would like to bring to the attention of the
Council an abuse of discretion and conflict of
interest situation involving the down-zoning of my
clients' property at 1705-15 I Street, Sacramento.
Will you be kind enough to put this matter
on the Agenda.
Veryituly yours,

"I

Norman D.
NDB:mfp
cc: Lyle and Phyllis DeLoe

dwin

May 14, 1980
2307 L Street
Sacramento, California
95816
Sacramento City Council
City Hall
915 I Street
Sacramento, California 95814
Members in Session,
I testified May 1 on the matter of R3A vs. RO for the
L Street area between 22nd arid 26th and would like to add
two points to my previous thoughts, which support the staff
reccomendation of zoning existing residential uses R3A and
existing office uses RO.
of more
parking
to that
parking
parking

While the existing uses mix nicely, additional impact
office use will tend to make an already severe residential
problem far worse. Even several people that I have talked
own offices in the area have complained about the
problems as things exist now. More offices mean more
pressures.

There are a few people that have purchased residential
buildings in the area intending to convert to office uses, however,
the existing R5 zone requires a special permit. They seem to
assume that they have a right to that special permit as things
stand and that the planning Commission and City Council would have
agreed to each and every one that was brought before them. At least
this is the implied assumption judging from the screams of protest
over existing residential uses being zoned R3A by a few people.
There was a petition circulated and signed by many
property owners in the area on the R3A vs. RO zone. While I have
not talked to all that signed it I die find that most did not
understand the issue at hand and that those with existing offices
feared being out of compliance with zoning in case of fire, a
frequently raised cry. With the proposed compromise this would
no longer be a problem.
0 0
7:4

Sincerely,
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Rick Stevenson
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May 12, 1980

Office of the Planning Director
City of Sacramento
725 J Street
Sacramento, California 95814
Gentlemen:
Please be advised that I am the owner of property
at 901 and 903 28th Street. Said properties are contiguous
and situate at the southeast corner of 28th and I Streets.
I acquired these properties some years ago, both of which
were extremely run-down and I have done extensive remodeling
to both structures. The property at 903 28th Street is
presently being used for residential purposes. The property
at 901 28th Street, into which I have expended in excess of
$20,000.00 in remodeling costs, is presently being used by
me for a law office. At the time I obtained my building
permits and undertook the remodeling I was advised that it
would be permissible to use this property for a law office.
It has since come to my attention that my present
use is contrary to the existing zoning ordinances and therefore I would respectfully request that the City Council, in
adopting the proposed central city planning ordinance, change
the zoning on the property at 901 28th Street from multiple
residential to R-0.
A cursory examination of the properties surrounding
mine indicate the following general uses. The entire south
half of the block is commercial. North of the alley and on
my half of the block there are two commercial office buildings.
The entire remainder of the block, with perhaps one exception,
is multiple residential. Directly. accross I Street to the
north there is one commercial retail establishment. All of
the other properties are multiple residential. The northeast
corner of 28th and I Streets is improved with a commercial
office building. The remainder of the block is entirely
multiple residential. Directly to the west of my property
is a city park and senior citizen center.
Both sides of
28th Street between I and J Streets have parking meters, in-

C

Office of the Planning Director
City of Sacramento
May 12, 1980
Page Two
eluding my property. Your favorable consideration in rezoning
subject property to residential office would correct what
seemingly appears to be a technical violation of existing
ordinances and thus have the effect of having the zoning conform to its existing use.
I might also add that subject property has been
included on the "historical list" by the City Preservation
Board which for all intents and purposes makes it economically
unfeasible to develop the property into its highest and best
use per the proposed zoning R-3-A.
Thank you for your courtesy and cooperation in this
matter.
Very truly yours,
•

Ric' RD F. BARBEAU INC.
\ . B beau
ichar.

RFB/glc

1420 E STREET
SACRAMENTO 0 5 614

May 9, 1980
City Council of the City
of Sacramento
City Hall
725 J. Street
Sacramento, CA 95814
Honorable Members of the Council:
We are writing as the owners of the more than hundred year old Victorian house at the northwest corner of
Fifteenth and E Streets, within the Central City of Sacramento. We strongly urge the City Council to affirm the
Planning Commission's decision to remove the Fifteenth Street
connector from the proposed Central City Flan. We believe that the investment we have made here, like that of
our neighbors, amply justifies this request. We pledge to
work for the future improvement and betterment of our
. neighborhood if it remains undemolished by the Fifteenth
Street connector; we simultaneously pledge to do everything
within our personal and professional abilities to ensure
that the Fifteenth Street connector is not effectuated.
Five years ago, when state service brought both
of us to Sacramento, we deliberately searched for an unrestored home in the central city-for reason that at the
time seemed a bit avantTgarde, but which fortunately have
been vindicated by time and our fellow citizens community
values. We wanted to be close to our work places. We
wanted personally to salvage an architecturally worthy
building from destruction, and leave at least one corner
of the earth better off for our having been here. Finally,
we wanted to live in a community that was not prettified
by "aesthetic" outsiders, but rather one that consisted
of hard-working and honest citizens who owned and worked
to improve their homes. We have been fortunate; because
of our fellow citizens and because of the leadership of our
city government, we have realized these goals in restoring
our home in the Washington neighborhood.
We have frankly given of ourselves--both financially and personally--to improve our home and our neighborhood. Even though the relatively modest cost of our
home at the time, and available savings, made a loan unnecessary, we pursued every legal and personal avenue to
force one of the state's largest banks to make a loan to
finance our restoration--so that we could establish a precedent for our neighbors to follow as well. For two years,
we lived in semi-filth and discomfort while carrying out
the restoration in a manner that we afford and to a

C-36.2

1429 E STflE ET
SAC: PAM EN'TO 95814

City Council of the City
of Sacramento
May 9, 1980
Page 2
quality that we could respect.
When the going seemed tough, we found inspiration
from our neighbors. Most of them cannot claim to have been
Americans as long as we have been, but all of them have displayed the pioneer spirit that has built our nation, and
more specifically, built this city as one of the crucial
focal points of western and American culture. Even without
the relative benefits of financial assistance that we en-

joyed, our neghbors slowly purchased the homes in which
they lived and modestly but effectively improved them.
Our neighborhood works because its restoration has been effectuated not by outside "experts" but rather by the people
who mean to stay.
To these human qualities of our neighborhood,
must beadded the almost equally significant historical

qualities that render the Washington neighborhood one of
the outstanding surviving communities of Victorian structures not only in our state, but indeed in our nation.
Within the several blocks of our neighborhood, stand an
unparalleled continuity of structures graced not only by

age and architectural distinction, but also by historical
associations. When coupled with the magnificent elms and
other trees that line our streets, the Washington neighborhood truly represents--fortunately "undiscovered" by

tourists at large--one of the outstanding residential
neighborhoods in the United States. Speaking as one of us
does, as the first executive director of the National Center
for Preservation Law, we state unequivocally that this neighborhood is of the caliber to qualify as an Historic District for listing in the National Register of Historic

Places.
Our work as attorneys and preservationists has

brought us to many distinctive neighborhoods througout the
United Staes: New York City, Georgetown, Charleston, New
Orleans, Savannah. Frankly, in none of these neighborhoods
does there exist the qualities that exist in the Washington neighborhood: architectural distinction, natural
beauty, and above all, no displacement of the people who
are preserving this neighborhood. Not a city council in
the United States could deny its envy of your council in
presiding over this neighborhood: all of these wonderful

1420 E STRE ET
SAC,RAM ENTO 0 5 0 1 4.

City Council of the City
of Sacramento
May 9, 1980
Page 3
attributes, and effectuated without the investment of
massive governmental assistance. In a nutshell, as the
city council,you preside over an historical neighborhood
that works.
All of these fine qualities will be threatened
and indeed destroyed if the Fifteenth Street connector
is constructed. The quiet and safety that makes our neighborhood so appropriate for families with children will
disappear. The marvelous architectural and scenic qualities that we treasure--the unbroken line of century old
homes along Fifteenth Street from C Street south, together
with almost equally old elm trees--will be sacrificed in
the name of a high speed thoroughfare. The unity of our
neighborhood with the recently created Washington park and
elementary school to the east will be severed--as parents,
their children and their pets are forced to negotiate a
thoroughfare between their homes and the school and playground. With the loss of quiet and peace, many citizens
will rightfully seek to move away and convert their lovely
homes to commercial structures--or worse yet, remove those
structures to take advantage of new construction along
commercial frontage. What a sad and ironic counterpoint
to that which we have witnessed in the last few yearsvirtually every vacant lot along Fifteenth Street and in
our neighborhood occupied by a relocated Victorian house
saved from destruction in some other part of the city!
As neighbors and citizens, we ask you to recognize
that it would be unconscionable to destroy our neighborhood
in the name of facilitating suburban and rural commuting by
automobile into the central city. As lawyers, we ask you
to recognize not only the impropriety, but the illegality
of planning to use government funds to carry out the unnecessary destruction of a community that qualifies for
National Register listing. Fortunately, the Planning
Commission recognizes these concerns, but only you, as
our governing body, can show the wisdom and grace to give
our community values the force of law.

t"

14.20 E STREET
SACRAMENTO 05814

City Council of the City
of Sacramento
May 9, 1980
Page 4
So, in conclusion, we ask you to recognize your
debt to the citizens of the Washington neighborhood who
have made of it one of the rare communities in our state
and nation--to the great pride of the city of Sacramento--and to exemplify the priorities of people over wasteful
energy use that must govern if we are to remain a civilized
society for the remainder of this century. We urge you to
maintain the deletion of the Fifteenth Street connector in
the Central City Community Plan.

Respectfully yours,

AA"*"if

Ltiod-•4...114

Ce..‘}L104

Rosemary Woodlock
Antonio Rossmann
P.S. Because I must appear in San Francisco during the
day of the 15th, I will not be at your hearing before
7:45 p.m. I do expressly request an opportunity to address
you on or after my arrival. Thank you for your consideration.
AR
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Honorable City Council
City of Sacramento
City Hall
Sacramento, California 95814
RE:

St. Luke's Medical Building and Parking Garage
Rezoning Proposals (Assessor's Parcel Nos.
007-166-1700 and -1600)

Members In Session:
This correspondence concerns the proposed Sacramento
Central City Community Plan, dated January 31, 1980, heretofore presented to the City Council as a City Planning Commission
recommendation and its impact upon that certain office building
and parking garage commonly known as St. Luke's Medical Building.
This office has been authorized to represent Capitol Medical,
Ltd., a California limited partnership, 'lessee of the land and
the owner of the improvements thereon, to wit, the St. Luke's
Medical Building and the parking garage to the south thereof.
Said improvements consist of a four story medical building and
a three story parking garage.
On their behalf, may we supplement the record by bringing
the following comments to your attention, and may we ask that this
correspondence be made a part of the permanent record relating
to the hearing upon the Planning Commission's recommendation.
The property is presently zoned OB, Office Building. The
proposal of the Planning Commission is to lower the zoning to
the R-3-A classification. Said classification is a proposed
new multiple family zone described as having a slightly higher
density than the R-3 zone used in other parts of the city at this
time. Under the Matrix of Land Use Regulations, page 4, Zoning
Ordinance, City of Sacramento, revised August, 1979, hereinafter
referred to as Ordinance, item no. 27 under Commercial--Offices
could not be constructed under the present R-3, and we can presume not be authorized under R-3-A. This would place the present
St. Luke's activity into a non conforming use which, we are sure,
is not the intention of the Council. Since this would preclude

-2any act of capital Improvement other than simple maintenance,
it could be urged that in view of all the circumstances, St.
Luke's could be deemed to have been deprived of the beneficial
use of its property by the imposition of such a classification.
We have been advised that at the May 1, 1980 hearing the
Planning staff had recommended a change not to R-3-A, but
•
rather to R-0.
We will confine our comments in this note, therefore, to
the distinction between the OB and R-0 classifications.
Under the Ordinance, OB is defined as a zone designed to
promote development of business office centers and institutional
or professional buildings wherein the normal development of mixed
commercial uses would not be appropriate. This was the classification applied to the subject property in 1974, the year in
which our clients acquired their interestjherein.
On the other hand, R-0 is defined basically as a medium
density multiple family zone. This classification permits
development of office buildings subject to the granting of a
Special Permit by the Planning Commission;
In adopting - the Ordinance, the City Council declared that
the regulations contained therein were necessary in order to
encourage the most appropriate use of land; conserve and stabilize
the value of property; and promote health, safety and the general
welfare. (See page 1 of the Ordinance). The Report of the
City Planning Commission, at page 5, sets forth the Office Goal
which is to "maintain and encourage quality public and private
office development in selected areas of the central city.v•
May we respectfully submit that the present OB classification
is completely consistent with the declarations of necessity
set forth in the Ordinance and with the Office Goal expressed
in the Commission's Report.
St. Luke's Medical Center is a quality public and private
office development; it was determined prior to its construction
by the City Council that the activity of St. Luke's would constitute the most appropriate use of the land; its construction
did conserve and stabilize the value of the subject property
as well as surrounding properties; and its use over the years
has certainly promoted the health, safety and general welfare
of the City of Sacramento.
The fundamental function of the R-0 classification is twofold, first, to bring existing residential uses in conformance
with zoning and also to provide for small office . delielOpment.
The classification contemplates future development and to insure
that future development would be subject to an over view by the

-3Commission and Council, - a Special Permit requirement has been
included. The Commission's Report provides, at page 12: "The
Special Permit allows City review of the project to insure that
the proposed office use is compatible with adjacent residential
uses.
At page 15 of the Report it was noted that many smaller
areas are recommended for rezoning to R-0 and repeats that the
underlying reason is to provide for "some office development"
and repeats the comment that the Special Permit requirement
was viewed as a good device for insuring that the offices
were developed compatible with the existing character and scale;
of adjacent land users." (It should be noted that OB designation
appears on smaller parcels on the zoning map which was presented
at the time of the May 1st hearing. A review would indicate
that in every inStance the subject property meets all of the
requirements of OB and that, therefore, an unequal application
of standards has been exercised.)
We submit that St. Luke's should not be placed into a
zoning classification that is designed to bring potential and/or
future office development under the control of the Special Permit
device. St. Luke's is developed and is compatible with the
existing character al7ka scale of adjacent land uses. The City
review referred to at page 12 of the Commission Report is not
necessary.
In addition to the above points, may we point out that the
imposition of the Special Permit included in the R-0 classification would constitute a serious impediment in negotiations with
institutional lenders. In the
•
event that it should become necessary
for the owners of the property, to modify ,existing loans or to obtain
new loans, eastern and southeastern lenders, We are sure, not
desiring tofind themselves in a "Special Permit posture", would
be most reluctant to proceed with such financing.
The problem of obtaining financing in the face of a Special
Permit requirement would be particularly acute were the premises
to be destroyed by fire or Oth&r-cdfamity . resulting in need for
immediate financing. The owners would be subjected to what we
feel would be unnecessary and inappropriate hearings concerning
the issuance of the Special Permit. In addition, the owners
would be faced with the added possibility Of appeals from a
satisfactory determination at the Commission level with the
attendant time delays thus encountered.
The Planning Commission and the City Council have determined
by heretofore placing St. Luke's in an OB classification that St.
Luke's was developed in a manner compatible with the existing
character.and scale of adjacent land uses.

We would.respectfully-submit that this ,determination
should now be reconfirmedand that the site be retained in the
OB classification,
Respectfully submitted
DILLON & .CAVANAUGH

By

--%
F NCIS B. pILLoN
ttorneys for Capitol
Medical', Ltd., a California
Limited Partnership

FBD:mtm
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City Council members individually
Capitol Medical, Ltd
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May 15, 1930
Sacramento City Council
915 "I" Street
Sacramento, CA 95814
RE: PARCELS No. 007-033-1600; -1700; -1800; -1900
120 x 160 Lot on "I" Street, between 25th and 26th
Gentlemen:
On n)vember 19, 1979, we wrote the Planning Commission, with copies of our letter
to the City Council members, explaining our request for retention of the above
parcels in R-5 zoning-- a caLy of that letter is attached for your ready reference. We call your attention to the fact that the above parcel is a VACEE0
120 x 160 lot. Prior to the hearing on Jaauary 19, 1980, we were notified that
the City Planning Department had recommended the R4 zoning be retained, but at
a 3 Pi.: meeting that same day, the Planning Commission had changed that recommendation to R-3, and this was later decided on as R-4-R at the meeting.
We would like to point out to the Council that the block bounded by 25th and 26th
k and I Streets, with one exception, is entirely apartment and multi-family units.
density, one
There are twoenartment complexes on this square block with
directly across the alley from our parcel, fronting on H Street, with 29 units
on a 80 x 160 lot, and another with 21 units on an 80 x 80 lot. We would be
limited to 26 units on a 120 by 160 lot with an R-4-R zoning.
On the block between 26th and 27th, I and J Streets, multi-family dwellings and
apartments predominate, with St.Francis Manor, a nine-story structure facing J
Street, the largest single complex.:
The City has stressed as one of its goals that it desires to provide housing downtown to encourage people to live . where they work, or at least within public transportation distance of their work, and to discourage the use of the automobile.
Here is one of the few large vacant parcels left in the Old City limits wl:neh
could most efficiently meet such a goal with an R-5 zoning and still be consistent
with the use ef the lots that have already been built on in the same square Y...eok
as well as adjacent blocks. There is public transportation at its "front door"
and it is within walking distance to many places of employment, including an
office building on the next block and a major hospital (Sutter) 4 blocks away.
We feel that an R-5 zoning is not only consistent with existing. constructicn arn
use, but more importantly, best meats the City's transportation and housing goals,
conserves energy, and provides best use of City services.
'de respectfully ask that you give consideration to retaining this parcel in an
2-5 zoning.
tru,ly yours
Council Kembers:
Isenberg
a. SC=ARZ
Connelly
Donovan
'Asher
Daly= X. SCI-TdLZYJ
Hoeber
Pope
ifjfl
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November 19, 1979
Sacramento City Planning Comreission
915 "I" Street
Sacramento, CA 95814
RE: Parcels No. 007-033-1600; -1700; -1800; -1900
Gentlemen:
Reference is made to the proposed rezoning of various parcels within the City
of Sacramento, as per your notice of hearing to be held on November 29th.
We would like to register our opposition and objection to the rezoning of our
parcels for R-5 to R-3C: Our property is comprised of four lots, separately
acquired but adjacent to each other so that they constitute one parcel of
vacant land, 120 feet fronting on "I!! Street, with a depth of 160 feet to the
alley. Presently, this land is,being used rent free by - students and senior
citizens to plant vegetable gardens.
When we purchased these lots, the zoning was R-5, and the purchase price paid
w.ns based on this zoning. The planning department informed us at that time
that high density zoning for the "Old City Limits" was desirable, not only
because it provided the highest and best use of land, but primarily because
such services as utilities and tratsportation are provided at lower costs to
'
the City.
It was, and still is, our plan to eventually build a housing facility for
Seniors, similar to St. Francis Manor, but on a smaller scale; we underszend
are is demand dire need for such housing. Our plan would be completely
frustrated by the proposed change. By decreasing the dwelling desity, per
unit cost is pro?ortionatly increased, and rents are increased accordingly.
'eie feel the City should continue to encourage affordable housing rather than
pursue policies that make such housing beyond. reach.
?lease note that there is an office building on "1" Street at 26th Street, snd
that all builoings facing "1" Street on the same block as our parcel are
a:derzments.

We ask that you reconsic:er the proposed amendment and retain these parcels
A-5 zoning.
.Vesy truly yours,
.

CC: Council Members:
fl)
k /
Isenberg
(" ILBERT R. SCnWARZ
Connelly
Donovan
.
•
G
Fisher
MARCARE':"".v SCHWARZ
:i.beher
Pope
Rudin

i

(d',

CITY . PRESERVATION BOARD
•

915 "I- STREET

SACRAMENTO, CAUF. 95814

CITY HALL - ROOM 308

TELEPHONE (91E) 449-5804

City Council
Sacramento, California
Honorable Members in Session:
SUBJECT:

Central City Plan

At its regularly.scheduled meeting of April 28, 1980, the Preservation
Board again reiterated by unanimous motion the Board's approval and
spport of the Central City.Plan.

The Board wishes to commend the Planning staff and, the Central City
Study Committee for the time and effort put forth in developing this .
outstanding plan. The Board feels that the Plan is not only supportive
. of Sacramento'S preservation efforts, but will also be extremely beneficial in the stabilization and rehabilitation of existing Central City
neighborhoods. The Board realizes that many conflicting needs have
been presented to the Central City Study Committee and feels that the
.Committee and staff have developed 'a compromised plan to meet the
divergent demands of a changing area.
:Thc,. Board therefore wholeheartedly and enthusiastiCally- recommends that
' Council iopt the Central City Plan as presented.
Rc'eper.tfully submitted,
.,447
Barbara iomsino,
Chairperson
BL:bw

.
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May 1, 1980
Districts 1 3,4

•

May 1, 1980

City Council
City Hall
Sacramento, CA 95814

Honorable Member in Session:
Re: Central City Plan
I am unable to attend the City Council meeting tonight due to a work commit. ment. However, I do wish to share my views on the Central City Plan with
the Council.
Today I was informed that some non-resident owners and other parties would
be attacking the proposed 11 R-3-A" zoning for my neighborhood. While I
appreciate their speculative interest in the area, there are other critical
issues that must be considered: (1) the people who live in the area and
(2) the current mixture and character of the neighborhood. As a life-long
resident of the area, I have witnessed a deteriorization of the Central
City and now a revitalization. After coming so far, we should not be made
the brunt of the housing, office, and transportation problems of - the
entire Sacramento area.
•
Specifically addressing the issue of "R-3-A" zoning for my neighborhood,
there already exists a mix of residential and office uses. "Spot" zoning
of current offices to protect the owners is acceptable. However, further
intrusion of offices into the area would only deteriorate the existing
residential character.
So many times have I heard that we (Central City residents) are elitists.
People expressing that opinion should take a close look at the. "Fabulous
40's", Sierra Oaks, South Land Park, Oreenhaven, etc.--of course many of
them live there.
Granted there has been an influx of people. renovating old homes, but my
block, Capitol Avenue between 25th and 26th Streets, is composed mainly
of families owning and residing there for years. While certain interests
view the Central City as a ripe plum, it's just plain "home" to so many
more.
Needless to say, I support the Central City Plan and feel "R-3-A" zoning
is a reasonable compromise for my area.
Sincerely,
• . e'77
Julie K. Zanolio
2522 Capitol Avenue
Sacramento, CA 95816
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SINCE 198B

April 24, 1980
Sacramento City Planning
Commission
725 j Street
Sacramento, California 95814
Attention: Art Gee'
Dear Mr. Gee:
We are opposed to the zoning change from C-3 to C-2.
Clauss & Kraus, Inc. has been at this location since 1888 and
have made a very substantial contribution to the community
since that period of time.
Sincerely,

JOHN' C USS JR.
Chairman of the Board
Clauss & Kraus, Inc.

SAUSAGE MANUFACTURERS. JOBBERS & WHOLESALERS OF MEAT ct MEAT PRODUCTS C-

2.f6

CM' PLANNING CONNISS1013

414,

CLAUSS

MAY 7 1983
RECE IVID

s KRAUS INC. 1700 EYE STREET • P. O. BOX 207 • SACRAMENTO, CALIF. 95801 • PHONE 444-6640

SINCE 1888

May 7, 1980

Sacramento City Planning Commission
725 Jay Street
Sacramento, California 95814
Gentlemen:
Clauss & Kraus, Inc., has been located in this same location
since 1888 (92 years this September). We have played a major
role in Sacramento's growth and expect to continue to do so in
the future. We feel that the new change in zoning from C-3 to
C-2 would place this property in a non conforming position.
I therefore request that we be granted a selective M-1 zoning
for the lifetime of the business. In case of a major loss by
fire, we could be forced to move at a time when the economics
of business do not warrant this for Clauss & Kraus, Inc., or
the City of Sacramento. We have always employed a substantial
number of people and plan to continue to do so in the future.
Please do not put us out of business. We were here first.
Sincerely,

JOHN CLAUSS JR.
President
CLAUSS & KRAUS, INC.
JC/jo

SAUSAGE MANUFACTURERS, JoseeRs & WHOLESALERS OF MEAT & MEAT PRODUCTS

171T

CO, INC.
CM PLANNING COMMISSION

SELECT IMPORT CARS
•

1616 I STREET • P.O. BOX 2769

:,FR 3 o 19W

SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 95812 • PHONE 444-8480

RECEIVPM
April 24, 1980

Sacramento City Planning Commission
725 J ..Street
Sacramento, Calif 95814

Dear Sirs;
We own 1701-1707 J. Street properties and lease 1616 I. Street ,
1601 I. Street and 1515 I. Street which are presently in use as an
auto dealership and supportive shops.
We are concerned with the proposed re —zoneing of this property
at this time for the following reasons,
Wheras the present economic conditions , of which you are well
aware, do not permit changes to be made at this time.
Wheras the properties are designed for their present uses and
•are providing a needed service for the people in the downtown area
•of Sacramento
Wheres these properties are and have consistently been a very
substantial source of income for the City of Sacramelto and the
community. The 1979 Sales Tax generated by these properties was
$ 123,279.54 and the payroll for 1979 was $ 971,048.00 and it is
projected that both these amounts will increase substantially in 1980.
We oppose a change . in the zoneing at this time. We feel the change
would jeopardize the incentive to. improve and further this important
asset to our community.
Yours truly,
WINTER MOTOR CO. Inc.
/7/?_<c,/
Ellard Winter, President.

•
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May 5, 1980
.Steve Neville
1826 X Street
. Sacramento, CA.
442-6565 or 989-2078
Anne Rudin, City Councilwoman, District 4
Members of the City Council
City of Sacramento
City Hall
Sacramento, CA.
RE: Downzowning of peoperty located at
2406- 2414 19th Street
1826 X St.
Dear Ms. Rudin:
This letter concerns the downzoning of prcperty located
at the corner of 18th and X Streets. I visited the Planning
Department today and spoke with Gene Masuda about retaining
the C-2 zoning for the captioned peoperties. He indicated
that zoning considerations were handled at your May 1, 1980
meeting. The ..notice that was posted on my property indicated
that Public Hearings on the proposed rezoning" would be held
on May 1, and on May 15, 1980. I hOpe I'm not too late to
have my request heard.
Please note that the property in question is to be downzoned from a C-2 to an R-0. I am requesting that the 4 lots
(1826 X, 2406-19th, 2408-19th, and 2414-19th) remain a_C72
for the following reasons:
a)

19th Street from H St. to Broadway is already and is

to be commercial with the exception of the property in
question. For continuity, I believe that all of 19th
Street should be commercial.

b) My property on 19th Street faces Tenco Co., a block
long heavy commercial concern. It would seem prudent to
have the property located across the street also coMmercial t
as residential properties would be less desirable. :Perhaps
retail establishments could be located in,my buildings.
c) My four properties (and two that I own at 2416-19th
and 2420-19th) are an island bound by the commercial
establishment "The China Wagon" and its parking lots.
It would seem wise to make this entire corner commercial,
instead of . creating a residential island in a commercial sea.
d)

The properties are located on two busy manor one-way

thoroughfares with traffic especially heavy on 19th St, .
My properties areaffected by a great deal of noise, from
19th ST., X Street, and from the elivated freeway adjacent
to. X Street, Such traffic levels and noise levels make
renting residential property very , difficult as I have
experienced in the past few months. In fact, no families
will rent my houses beciU .Se-of the traffic dangers to their
children. These properties are much more suited to commercial establishments which depend on high traffic counts.
e) Although there is much on-street parking, additional
off-street parking could be provided On most of the lots,
or could be created by paving over some of the vacant land
on some of the lots.

For all of the above reasons, would you please consider
retaining the present zoning for the'oaPtioned properties.

Sincerely,
Steve Nevill e

XO: Gene Masuda
Planning Department

,

PO Box 22175
Sacramento
Cal. 95831

Pg. 1
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May 1, 1980
City Planning Dept.
725 J St.
Sacramento
Cal. 95814

Re: 1. Center City Plan
2. Property at 2319 L St.

To whom It may Concern,
Before I go into the substance of this letter I would like to
take this opportunity and compliment all the people involved
in putting together a very well thought out proposal for the
Center City of Sacramento.
In this letter I will address two issues, the first one is
a General Neighbourhood issue, the second issue is a personal
issue, both matters . are in the 21/22 - 27/ 28 to K/ L - Capitol /N
Street Corridor.
Why do I bring this matter up when I said that the proposal
and most of the needs of the different zoned uses have been
very well thought out?
Because no matter how_careful one might be, unless he lives
with a certain situation or unless he is in a situation it is
hard to be tuned into the different inner workings of the
nucleous.
The above described neighbourhood is a - mixed use neighbourhood,
I have discussed the zoning changes with most of the people
in the area, I have walked from door to door and I have encountered
less than 10% of the people wishing for the neighbourhood to be
zoned R3A, the majority wants YO zoning.
I have listened 'tonight to the comments made by different
individual and groups and I can see that some people might want.
to live here and have their children live here and since there
--is
so much controversy and discussions about it why not zone the
area R3A-0 ?
Why not allow both uses,' which allready are in existance? and
I would like to assure you that there are much more office uses
in the area than your master plan shows, I would venture to say
that more than 50 of the area described above is used as offices,
laboratories, churches and service type of uses.
I think that if we take away the RO zone designation from this
area we will have two major problems: 1. All the office users
will be in non conforming situations. 2. Them is no other major,
desirable area for professional people to practice short of moving
to spot zoned RC or C zoning which is more conductive to retail
use than profecsional type neighbourhood.

Pg. 2
7- -■
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In closing, it would seem to me that a very appropriate resolution
would be to have the R3A/0 zoning so that all those people who
want to keep their buildings for Residential use may do so and all
those in favor of the Office Use ma7 proceed to do so as outlined
in the Summary Report of =,,acramento Central Uity Comprehensive
Plan.

In regards issue No. 2
I purchjsed this 11 unit Apartment/ Rooming house
2319 L St.
in December 1979 for the single papuse of converting it to
office use.
The building has approximatly 4000 Sq. Ft. on a 40 X 160 Lot
with the adjoining building being a 3 story medical Dental
building.
8 of the rooms in the building are used as rooms only and share
two bath with no kitchen facilities, the previous owner has
had continuous marginal tenancies especially in renting those
rooms, since the building is still producing a negative cash
flow I must continue renting those rooms as marginal tenancies.

Under the R3A Zoning I shall be able to leave the situation as
it is and continue receiving complaints from neighbours about
some of the "Characters" in the building, who could very well
be_just as happy at a monthly _motel.
My solution to the problem would be to turn the building to
one or two office users, create sufficient parking in the rear
of the building (postibly having to take a garage down) and
improve the building and the grounds, -yes and also eliminating
a million or so termites.
I would very much welcome any suggestion or comments from any
one as to the issues discussed herewith.

Very Truly

Thomas (To

Roth

cc Phillip L. Isenberg
City Hall, Room 202
915 I St. Sacramento
958/4

Donald Luthringer
9601 Calvine Road
Sacramento, Calif. 95823
May 1, 1980

City of Sacramento
Planning Department
Sacramento, California 95814
Attn:. Eugene Masuda
Dear Mr. Masuda:
I am the owner of the property at 2530 I Street Parcel #007-034-10, a
.40 X 80 lot, currently housing Pucci's Pharmacy and an apartment upstairs.
Part of the building downstairs is vacant and there is room for an additional
space upstairs to use. I would like to propose the following:
Rezone the building so I may add a doctors office downstairs; convert the
upstairs apartment to three offices (it was formerly a doctor's office), and
build an - additional unit-upstairs for three more offices. This would, of
course, depend on my securing adequate parking facilities. Please have yourself or some one on your staff look at the facility and talk with Tom Nelson,
the owner of Pucci's Pharmacy who is familiar with my intentions.
If you have further questions, please call me at my office, 421-9999
between 9-5, or at home 682-9809.
Thank you for your consideration.
Sincerely, •
' - T
. .6 14( / /•'-'
(.1
Donald Luthringer
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May 2, 1980

Mr. Art Gee
City Planning Commission
725 J Street
Sacramento, CA 95814
Dear Art:
As per our phone conversation today, I am putting my request
in writing to the City Planning Commission to have my
property at 2308 S Street to remain an R-4 zoning or at least
an R-3-A. There are only two single family building on the
block. Right after our conversation, I was able to contacted
Mrs. Leo Schwartz at 1901 23rd Street, Mr. and Mrs. Schwartz
is one of the two single family building owner on the block,
she told me that they wanted their property to remain an R-4
zoning too. I could not get in touch with the other single
family property owner on the block. As for the rest of the
property owner on the block, their properties are all multiple
family units, I would think that they would want to keep the
R-4 zoning, or at least an R-3-A. After contacting the
Schwartz, I's sure that the silent majority do not come forward to voice their objection for one reason or another.
As I am sure you know, the properties across the street on
S Street are M-1, and there are couple of light manufacturing
users there, and also a Bar on the corner of 24th Street
would not think with that kind of a surrounding would be
an ideal situation for single family home.
purchased this property about seven years ago because
of its R-4 zoning, therefore I again request that the City
Planning Commission leave it as it is, or at least zone it
R-3-A. Thank you.

94.0

CC:
Councilwoman Anne Rudin

I

LENCI INSURANCE AGENCY
General Insurance

2008 - 28tk SE-reaL
Sacramenia,

OAF.

95818

451-4635
May 2, 1980
GFIY PU,N7:ING
City . Planning Department.
. 725 "Xi Street
Sacramento, GA 95814

RECEIVPo

Attn: Art Gee
Dear Art:

In reviewing the present proposed zoning of my property at 2221 - 9th street - which is
on the south east corner of the alley of 9th and V and WSts., I wish to state that
after having consultations with people who are involved in the rezoning process I
believe that a more proper class would be R-0 in view of the fact that this is such a
my present tenants have
large area (80 x 160) and it is so close to the freeway.
complained several times of the noise from the freeway, and also of the heavy traffic
on 9th Street going south one way. This is not conducive to residential living.
There is also the dust and dirt to be considered. Residential would be my first choice
if conditions improve I would consider building new units. On the other hand, at a
later date I would like the option of being able to build offices as an alternative.
Please take these items into consideration as you study this rezoning.
Thank you for your attention.
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Sacramento City Planning Commission
725 J Street
Sacramento, California 95814
Gentlemen:
Associated Supply Company has been located in the same location
for 40 years. The company is engaged in the wholesale distribution of air conditioning, refrigeration parts, supplies, and
equipment. Additionally, the company has a Builder Appliance
Division. Business is conducted in an open style floor plan
similar to a market operation.
The company was established in 1938 and occupied 1717 I Street,
until December of 1977.. In 1974 Phyllis C. and Lyle E. DeLoe,
owners of Associated Supply Co., built a new building on a
vacant lot adjoining 1717 I Street. In 1977 an additional adjoining building was built on 1705 I Street on the corner of
17th and I Streets. This lot was also vacant except for an
old residence at the rear of the property. Both buildings were
approved by the planning commission and the_Architectual Review
Board. The first building was approved without incident. The
second required minor concessions by the builders. i.e., a five
foot set back from the sidewalk on Seventeenth Street.
The second building was approved by the planning commission staff
with these salient points:
1. The project is based on sound principals of land use
by the following facts:
a. Proposed use is compatible with the existing warehouse located on the adjoining property.
b. Landscaping is being provided.
2. The proposal is not injurious to the public as indicated
by the following:
a. The project will not change the characteristics of the
•
area.
Additional
offstreet parking is provided.
b.
The
development
will not significantly increase
c.
traffic along 17th and I Streets.
3. The project conforms to the 1974 general plan and Old
City Community Plan.

C-33

.A complete copy of the planning commission staff report is attached
to this letter.
.

-

We would not have proceeded with this project without such a favorable report.
It should be noted that five offstreet parking places were provided
for the second building - Thirteen for the two buildings - And that
the carriage house mentioned in the report was dismantled and taken
away by a Mr. Rick Stevenson.
The building of these two buildings resulted in the rejuvenation
of at least one other business on the same block and through our
efforts with a Chicano organization we were able to remove a
massage parlor on the same block. We believe that - building these
buildings on long vacant lots enhanced the neighborhood.
Now, three years after approval of this project and 2½ years after
completion of the project there is a recommendation to down zone
business.
this property from C-3 to C-2, making us a non ,.conforming
This creates a serious potential hardship for the owners of the
buildings and Associated Supply Co. In case of a major loss by
fire tve could be faced with a requirement to move a well established
business to a new location which must be found and negotiated
for under duress. We are confronted with a continuous concern '
that such an incident could occur, and we are in a weakened position
when it comes to refinancing while conducting business in a nonconforming zone.
We respectfully request that because of the recent approval of
this project by the planning commission staff - for a C-3 operation
and because of the potential hardship caused by down zoning
that this property remain 0-3, and further we invite you to visit this
company which consists of 5,000 sq. ft. of sales area, and
1800 sq. ft0 of office and the remainder warehouse area.
Very truly yours,
•
•

■

,C

t‘E. DeLoe

•

President
Associated Supply Co.
encl: 1) Planning Commission Report
2) Petition
LED/1dt

!'

CITY PLANNING 'COMMISSION
915 "In STREET - SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 95814

Lyle_DeLoe, 1715 "r Street, Sacramento, CA 95814
owNTER Lvle DeLoe. 1719 "T" Street, Sacramento,_ . CA 998.14
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APPLICATION:

Special Permit CP-7736) to develop a parking lot in the
C-3 Zone (Sec. 6-C-1)

LOCATION:

1705 "I" Street

PROJECT INFORMATION:
General Plan Designation:
Old City Community Plan
Designation:

Commercial and Offices

Central City Preferred Plan:
Existing Zoning of Site:
Existing Land Use of Site:

Commercial - Offices
C-3
Single family dwelling, and
partially vacant
Parking Provided: 3 spaces
80' x 160'
Square Footage of
Building:
9,200 sauare feet

Parking Required:
None:
ProPerty Dimensions:
Area:
12,800 sauare feet

General Commercial

The avolicant proposes to construct a 9,200 square foot warehouse structure
at the northeast corner of 17th and "I" Streets. This use is a Permitted
use in the C-3 Zone. The structure is 22 feet in height. It will be
utilized primarily for storage of air conditioning and refrigeration
equipment - and supplies. Although parking is not required, the applicant
is proposing to include three parking spaces as part of this development.
The Zoning Ordinance, however, specifies that parking lots are allowed
in the C-3 zone subject to approval of a Special Permit by the Planning
Commission.
the applicant is also proposing to demolish the existing
single family dwelling that is located on the northerly portion of the
site, adjacent to the alley.
STAFF EVALUATION: The parking area is designed with 45 degree parking
sta.i.s with ingress along "I" Street and egress along 17th Street. It
should be noted that the proposed driveway along 17th Street may involve
the removal of a large tree. The proposal was reviewed by the Recreation
and Parks Department, and they had no objection to the removal of the
tree.
The subject site presently contains three separate parcels. The staff
suggests
that the three parcels be combined into one parcel.

APPLC. NO.

-

-

7736

MEETING DATE

APril 28, 1977

CPC ITEM NO.

-2 The Preservation staff reviewed the project and had some concern regarding the demolition of the existing carriage house. The carriage house at
the rear of 817 - 17th Street was probably designed by Nathaniel Goodell
in conjunction with the 'Goodell designed residence at 1705 "I" Street.
Since the barn may have architectural importance, the applicant should
attempt to find someone who would be interested in relocating the barn to
a new site and/or request the Preservation Board to consider their possible
use of revolving funds to relocate or dismantle and store the structure.
If the methods to preserve the structure should prove unsuccessful, then
. the structure could be demolished. The Preservation program ordinance,
however, does not provide the Board with the authority to review and suspend
demolition of the structures which are not on the adopted list or in a
Preservation Area.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Staff recommends approval of the Special Permit
subject to the following conditions:
1.

Review and approval of building elevations by the Architectural
Review Board.

2.

Final site plan review and approval by staff.

3.

The three parcels shall be combined.

The staff's recommendation is based on the following:
1. The project is based on sound principles of land use as indicated
by the following facts:
a. the proposed use of the property is compatible with the existing
warehouse located on the adjoining parcel to the east;
b. adequate landscaping is being provided between the parking area
and public right-of-way.
2. The prosal is not injurious to the public as indicated by the
following:
a. the project will not change the characteristics of the area;
b. additional off-street parking spaces are being provided;
c. the development will not significantly increase traffic along
17th and "I" Streets.
3.

The project conforms to the 1974 General Plan and Old City Community
Plan as indicated by the following facts:
a. the 1974 General Plan designates the site for Commercial and
offices;
b.. the Old City Community Plan designates the site for General
Commercial;
C. The warehouse is a permitted use in the C-3 zone.
-

P-7736

April 28, 1977

Item No. L.
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Winston Management, inc.
1530 Rollins Road
Burlingame, California 94010
(415) 692-6723

May 5, 1980
Mr. Gene Masuda
City Planning Department
725 11 .3" Street
Sacramento, CA 95814
RE: St. Luke's Medical Building
2600 Capitol Avenue
Proposed re-zoning
Assessor's Parcel: 007-166-1700
Assessor's Parcel: 007-166-1600
Dear Gene:
We feel strongly that St. Luke's Medical Building
Office Building, not R-3-A, or R-0. It should be
such as Sutter General should have medical office
I'm sure you are aware of the legal and financial
develop on a building of this size and stature if

should be zoned as OB,
obvious that hospitals
buildings nearby it.
consequences that can
it isn't properly zoned.

It was my impression at the hearing that staff recommended to the City
Council at least R-0 zoning for the area, however this is not sufficient.
OS is what it should be for our building and garage.
Enclosed are two photos: one of our building and one of the building
across the street which has been given the zoning designation of OR by
the latest plan. With that classification for that building it just has
to be that our building and parking garage would at least be considered
in the same light.
I would hope that would be your recommendation to the City Council when
they vote May 15, 1980.
I might add that the OB designation is in line with the goals of the
Central City Plan.
Please be advised that we have retained the services of Francis B. Pillion,
Attorney at Law, to assist us in obtaining the correct zoning of OB for
St. Luke's Medical Building.
Approved:
Capitol Medical, Ltd., a

Very truly yours,

California mited partnership
By:
Trevoil C. Roberts-General Partner

Louis G. Harding

LGH:NM
Enclosure
cc Francis B. Pillion
cc City Council Members
ARIZONA. CALIFORNIA NEVADA • OREGON • WASHINGTON
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CITY OF SACRAMENTO

CITY PLANNING DEPARTMENT
725 "J - STREET

SACRAMENTO, CALIF, 95014
TELEPHONE (916) 449-5604

MARTY VAN DUYN
PLANNING DIRECTOR

April 25, 1980
City Council
Sacramento, California
Honorable Members in Session.:
SUBJECT:

Draft Central City Plan - May 1, 1980 Public Hearing

SUMMARY
On May 1, 1980, the City Council will be hearing public testimony on
the following elements of the Draft Central City Plan: Goals, Land Use,
Zoning and Housing. In order to reduce the time needed for individual
testimony people were asked to submit their comments in writing prior
to the Planning Commission and City Council hearings. Enclosed with
this report are copies of the written comments received, those that
relate to land use/zoning are summarized by a Table in the front pages
of the public comment document.
The Land Use and Zoning elements of the Plan proposes to establish new
single family (R-1) zoning, new multi-family (R-3A) zoning and additional residential-office (R-0) zoning in the Central City. The R-3A
is a new zone which currently does not exist; the R-1 and R-0 zones
currently exist, however, amendments to these zones are recommended.
The ordinance to establish the R-3A zone and the ordinance to amend the

R-1 and R-0 zones are attached for the Council's review.
BACKGROUND INFORMATION
The binder enclosed with this report contains all the written comments
received on the Draft Central City Plan. Those that relate to a requested
land use and zoning change are summarized by the table in the front of
the document. The table identifies those comments that were received
at the Planning Commission hearings and the Commission's actions. The
comments that were received after the Commission hearings are in a
separate group. The table also contains a staff recommendation on each
of these comments. A useful tool to assist in evaluating each comment/
request is the land use map previously transmitted to the Council.
This map identifies the existing land uses, the existing zoning and the
proposed zoning.

City Council
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April 25 ). 1980

The Central City Study identified areas which are currently predominately single family however zoned for High Density Multi-family
(R-4 or R-5). These areas are recommended for rezoning to R-1, Single
Family Zone to preserve the neighborhood character and enhance their
stability. In many instances an additional unit could be accommodated
either on a corner or interior lot. Therefore, the R-1 provisions are
recommended to be amended for application in the Central City to allow
for this possibility under a special permit. The staff report and
ordinance amendment approved by the Planning Commission for recommendation to the Council is attached (Exhibit 1).
Many areas of the Central City are predominately multi-family in character
and should remain zoned for that use. However, the Central City Study
found that: the constraints of the narrow and small lot sizes, the
desire by the owner to maximize a return from development and the
currently permitted densities have produced apartment projects which
are not compatible to the neighborhood •character and scale, which do
not offer a variety in design., and which do not offer living amenities
for the occupants. The Draft Plan (page 14 of plan) therefore recommends
a reduction in permitted densities for various multi-family areas.
The recommended new R-3A zone for these areas would allow approximately
36 units:per acre. Attached (Exhibit 2) is the staff report regarding
the new R-3A zone approved by the Planning Commission. The report
discusses the new zone in detail and includes the ordinance for establishing the zone_
The density reduction in the multi-family areas is not to imply that
higher densities are totally discouraged. A stated policy of the Plan
is to consider higher densities on larger sites (page 14 of plan) which
offer flexibility in design and room for.amenities. AS a guide a
minimum of 9,600 square feet was used to define a larger site.
VOTE OF PLANNING COMMISSION

The Commission voted unanimously to recommend the Council's adoption of
the Draft Central City Plan.
The Commission voted unanimously to recommend the Council's adoption of
the R-1 and R-0 zoning ordinance amendments. The Commission voted 7 ayes
and 2' noes to recommend the adoption of the proposed R-3A zone.
RECOMMENDATION

The City Planning Commission recommends the City Council adopt the Goals,
Land Use, Zoning and Housing Elements as set forth in the Draft Central
City Plan. The Commission also recommends adoption of the zoning
ordinance amendments which are necessary to implement the recommended
land use and zoning recommendations.

City Council.

April 25, 1980
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The appropriate time for such actions is after the Council has completed
hearing and discussing all elements of the Draft Plan and Certified a
Final . EIR.
• Respectfully submitted,

_ACT

GOL_

Marty Van Duyn
Principal Planner
FOR CITY COUNCIL INFORMATION
WALTER J. SLIPE
CITY MANAGER
MVD:AG:bw
Attachments

May 1, 1980
Districts 1,3 a t

Exhibit I

City Planning Commission
Sacramento', California
Members in Session:
Subject: Amendment to City Zoning Ordinance Relating to
the R-1 Single Family and R-0, ResidentialOffice Zones
SUMMARY: Pursuant to the Planning Commission's action on the draft
Central City Plan, the following Zoning Ordinance amendments to
the R-1, single-family zone and the R-0, residential-office zone
should be recommended to the City Council for adoption:
1.

R-1 Zone-Amend for Central City to permit duplexes on
interior and corner lots subject to the granting of a
Special Permit.

2.

R-0 Zone-Amend the minimum front yard setback from the
current 10 feet to the average setback of the adjacent
building as set forth in Condition 4/1 of Section 3-C,
Special Height and Area Conditions, of the city Zoning
Ordinance. Amend the minimum lot area per dwelling unit
requirement from 750 sq. ft., to 1.200 sq. ft..

•

Staff requests the Commission review the proposed Ordinance
amendments (attached) and recommend its adoption by the City Council.
The Ordinance would amend Sections 2-E-3; 3-B-1 and 6a of the City's
comprehensive Zoning Ordinance, No. 2550, Fourth Series, relating
to the R-1 and R-0 zones.
BACKGROUND INFORMATION: As a result of hearings on the . draft Central
City Plan, the Commission approved recommendations to amend the
Zoning Ordinance pertaining to the R-1, single family and R-0,
residential-office zones. Within areas designated low density
residential on the proposed land use plan, the Commission recommended
rezoning to the R-1 zone. Included with this recommendation was the

provision to permit, in the Central City, duplex developments on
either interior or corner lots subject to the granting of a special
permit. Presently the Ordinance for the R-1 zone permits duplexes
on corner lots only. The proposed Ordinance amendment permitting
duplexes. on any lot in the R-1 zone wauld apply only in the
Central City.

The second ordinance amendment pertains to changing the front yard
setback and minimum lot area per dwelling unit requirement for th ,R-0. zone. Currently the minimum front yard setback is 10 feet.
The amendmment calls for the following requirement:
The minimum front yard setback shall be the average of the
two nearest buildings on the same side of the street on the
same block. If there is only one other building on the
same side of the street on the same block, the minimum
front yeard setback shall not be-less than that of such
building. In no event shall the required minimum front
yard setback be greater than 25 feet.
If there is no other building on the same side of the street
on the same block, a minimum front yard setback of 25
feet shall apply in all zones except for the R-4, R-4-A,
and R-S zones in which a 10 feet setback shall apply.
The requirement currently applies to all residential zones within
the Central City and is listed under Section 3-C-P1, Special
Height and Area Conditions, of the City Zoning Ordinance.
The minimum lot area per dwelling unit for the R-0 Zone is also
recommended for change from the current 750 sq. ft. to 1200 sq. ft.
This is consistent with the density standard which applied to the
proposed R-3-A zone.

RECOMMENDATION: Staff recommends the following Commission actions:
1.

Review the proposed ordinance which amends pertinent sections
of the City's comprehensive Zoning Ordinance related to the
R-1 and R-0 zones.

2.

Ratify the negative declarations.

3.

Hear additional public testimony on the proposed ordinance
amendments.

4.

Recommend adoption of the ordinance amendments by the City
Council.

Respectfully submitted,

Ari
Art Gee
Gee
Principal Planner
AG:lrl
Attachments

FOURTH SERIES

ORDINANCE NO.

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING SECTIONS 2-E-3; 3-B-1 and 6a OF THE
COMPREHENSIVE ZONING ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF SACRAMENTO,
ORDINANCE NO. 25 -50, FOURTH SERIES, RELATING TO THE R-1 AND
R-0 ZONES

BE IT ENACTED BY THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SACRAMENTO:
'SECTION 1
Section 2-E-3 of the Comprehensive Zoning Ordinance of the City
of Sacramento, Ordinance No. 2550, Fourth Series, is hereby
amended to read as follows:
Outside the Old City, duplexes are permitted on corner
lots only. Within the Old City, duplexes are permitted
on interior and corner lots only if a special permitis first granted for such location. A duplex may be
built-as one building or as two detached buildings;
provided, if a duplex is built as two detached buildings,
the builder must comply with the court requirements of
Section 4.
SECTION 2
Sections 3-B-1 and 6a of the Comprehensive Zoning Ordinance
of the City of Sacramento, Ordinance No. 2550, Fourth Series,
are hereby amended by amending the chart set forth therein
insofar as it relates to the R-1 and R-0 zones and certain
designations thereunder to read as follows:
•
Zone

.

Maximum
Location , Height

Minimum Yard Requirements
Front Rear Inter Street
Side
Side

R-1

General
Old City.

35 ft.
8

1

R 0

General

35 ft.
8

1

-

Ola-CIty

15ft
2

Lot
Cover

5ft
3

12ft
-.

40%
10

3

121/2ft
3

12
-

I5 -----

Min. Lot
Area Per
D.U. In
So. Ft.
52001
6200 C
No minimum

1200

Exhibit 2
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City Planning Commission
Sacramento, California
Members in Session:
SUBJECT: Amendment to City Zoning Ordinance Establishing
R-3-A, Light Density Multiple-Family Zone
• SUMMARY
The City Planning Commission is nearing completion of public hearings on
the draft Central City Plan- The land use and zoning recommendations of
the plan proposes to establish a new multiple-family residential zone
with 'a permitted density consistent with the goals for various residential areas in the Central City. This zone, originally designated R-3-C,
has been changed to R.-3-A to remedy the confusion over the meaning of
the letter "C". The development standards for the R-3-A zone are similar
to the existing R-3 zone, except that the minimum lot area requirement per
dwelling units is 1,200 sq. ft. rather than - 1,500 sq. ft. Staff requests
the Commission review the proposed ordinance (attached) and recommend its
adoption by the City Council. The ordinance would amend Sections 1-D, 2-B,
2-C, 2-D and 3_B-4a of the City's comprehensive Zoning Ordinance, No. 2550,
Fourth Series, establishing the R-3-A zone.
BACKGROUND
The draft Central City Plan contains a proposal to create a new multifamily residential zone which would permit a density between the current
R-4 and R-3 zones. The R-4 zone permits approximately 58 units per acre,
the R-3 zone permits 29 units per acre. The proposed R-3-A zone would
allow approximately 36 units per acre. The new zone is proposed to be
utilized in most of the neighborhoods designated by the draft plan for
multi-family use. Based on the R-3-A proposal, the maximum allowable
densities for a typical 40' x 160' Central City lot would be five (5)
units as opposed to the current trend of seven (7) units.
. The major reason for the reduction of permitted densities for multi-family
areas is: The constraints of the narrow and small lot size, the desire by
the owner to maximize a return from development and the currently permitted
densities have produced projects that are not compatible with the neighborhood character and scale, which do not offer a variety in design, and which
do not offer living amenities for the occupants. This is not to imply that
higher densities are totally discouraged in the multi-family areas. The
Planning Commission will be discussing the application of higher density
zoning in circumstances where a larger site can be designed to accommodate
more units.

-2The development standards for the R-3-A zone are the same as the R-3. zone
with the exception of the minimum lot area requirement per dwelling unit of 1,200 sq, ft. rather than 1,500 sq. ft.
The Planning Commission on numerous occasions during the course of public
hearings have discussed the merits of changing the minimum lot area requirements from 1,200 sq. ft. to 1,000 sq. ft. which would permit one
additional unit per each 40' x 80' or 40' x 160' lot (see table below for
a general dwelling unit comparison for each respective zone).
,
LOT SIZE

40' x 80'

-

R-3-A
Lot Area
Lot Area
1200 s . ft.
1000 sq. ft.
-

7 units

40' x 160'
.

R-4, R-5'
(Densities based on
recent projects)

. 'Interior
Lot
Alley
Lot*

,
,

6 units

5 units
,

2 "

2 "

2 "

3 tt

2 "

3

.

1,

*Alley lots allow increased physical flexibility to provide an
additional unit

RECOMMENDATION
Staff recommends the following Commission actions:
1. Ratify the Negative Declaration.
2. Review the proposed ordinance which amends the City's comprehensive
Zoning Ordinance to establish the R-3-A light density multi-family
zone as originally proposed under the draft Central City Plan.
3. Hear any additional public testimony on the proposed ordinande.
4. Recommend adoption of the ordinance by the City Council.
Respectfully submitted,

Ar-1
Art Gee
Principal Planner
Attachments
ldc

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING SECTIONS 3-D,
2-B, 2-C, 2-D, and 3 -.B - )4a OF THE
COMPREHENSIVE ZONIN ORDINANCE ()
THE CITY OF SACRAMENTO, ORDINANCE
NO. 2550, FOURTH SERIES, RELATING
TO THE R-3-A ZONE

BE IT ENACTED BY THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SACRAMENTO:

SECTION 1.
Section 1-D of the Comprehensive Zoning, Ordinance of the City of
Sacramento, Ordinance No. 2550, Fourth Series, is hereby amended
by adding thereto between the paragraphs designated R-3 and R-4
the following paragraph:
R-3-A- This is a light density multiple family zone generally
located inside the "Old City" and in certain areas adjacent thereto.
This zone is established to provide development regulations that
• are consistent with goals for various residential areas in the
"Old City." In addition to residential uses, this zone may include
public, semi-public, institutional uses after special review.

SECTION 2.
Sections. 2 7 B, 2-C, and 2-D of the Comprehensive Zoning Ordinance of
the City of Sacramento, Ordinance No. 2550, Fourth Series, are hereby
amended by amending the chart set forth therein to add the R-3-A
zone and certain designations thereunder. Said amendment shall be
set . forth in the same form shown in the existing chart of said
Ordinance and shall read as follows:
BRARBRRHT4 ROBHSCCCCM-1M-2A}
1 1 2 2 2 3 3 4 4 5B0CC1 2 3 4 M-1M-2

USE

A B

A

(S‘(S1

A

A

A

B. RESIDENTIAL (SEE ORDINANCE #3362-4TH SERIES-Section 11
1. Apartments
2. Rooming and Boarding House

3.

Single Family Dwelling

x

x

5

5

5

5 13

13

13

2

2

2

2

5

x

x

5

5

5

5 13

13

13

x 17

x

x

xxxx5

x

x

5

5

5

5

13

13

13

x

5

5

5

533

13

23

5

5

5 15

5

13

13

13

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

xxxxx

17

3a.Townhouses, row houses, cluster •
housing developments, patio developments and other similar types of
housing units
4. Two Family Dwelling

xxxxx5

5

5

Le%

6. Major Medical Care Facility

5

5

5

8. Group Care Facility
9. Family Care Facility

x

5

5

x

5

5 15

5

15

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

6

x

6

x

x6

18 18 18 18 1

38 18 18 18

x

18

x

x

x

x

x

19 19 19 19 1

19 19

x

x

x

x

xxx

x

xx

6

6

6

6

6

6

6

x

x

C. COMMERCIAL
1. Advertising signs and structures

SEE 0 RD INAN CE #2868- 14TH SE RIE

2. Agricultural uses, General
11

3 . Amusement centers, Indoor onl

8

4. Auto soles, service, storage, rental
5. Bakery or bakery goods store
6. Bank-Savings and Loan

x

17 17 17 17 17 17 17

5. Fraternity-Sorority House-Dormitory

'

5

xxxxxx

3

7. Day Care Facility

2

9

5

8

18

x

1

USE

beauty sh
8.Business colle.e Trade chool
9.Cabinet Shop
10.Cleanin /ant commercial
lA Cleanin laundry wienc
12. Dance music voice studio
7. Berber,

Drive -in restaurant-food stand

rental & sales
. Florist
16. Food store, delicatessen
14. Equipment

17.

d

Furniture refintshi

Furniture ore
1. Hotel
20.Laborator -med ic1 dental o tical
28.

21. Laundr

commercial .lant

22.Laundromat-self serve cleaner
23.Mortuar
24.Motel
25.Repealed by Ordinance No. 3005.
26.Nursery _for flower and plants
27.Offices
28.Parkin. Lot era e or fact/
2 4 . Pho o ra • bin studio
O. Prescriotio harmac o.ticien
32. Printin & blue.rintin
31a.Rec din. Center
32. Reducin salon-masseur
. Restaurant-bar
4. Retail stores & services
S ervice Station
6
f m build in contractor
37. Sian Shop

Tire sho.

nci.udin re ca. in
•. Trailer sales yard.
40. Used car lot
U. Wholesale stores & diStributOrs
A2. Commercial Recreational
Vehicle Store e
6.

14 . Christmas Tree Sales Lots

1
A

•
ME

ii
2

2
A

NEM

Eli
2 3

3

ti

A

.
ii
A

5

0
B

RI
0 C

S
C

r

r c r

1

2

3

Li

M-1H-2 A
M-1M-2
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F
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IIIIIIMIIIII
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5
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5 5 5 5

111

20 '0 20

1 1

USE

2 2 2

3

3

1

Estab/ishment or ctivity
Astrolod and related
45.
Practices

R U
4 5 B 0

44. dnit Entertainment

(

1 2

3 4

M-1M-2

2 22 22 2 2
23

Massaw. Parlor
D. INDUSTRIAL
46.

1. Bevera.e bottlin. .lent
2. Bil/bo rd manufacture

Boat building small ■
4. Concrete batch ant
. Cement or cla °duct cif-.
6.Contractors , store e rd
roduct ocessin:
7.D
8. Food rocess n - . ant
9. FItel.._.,yl.L -d .
1.0. Ice manufacture--cold stora:e .lant
1. junk Yard
12. Lumber ard—reta 11
13. . Machine sho
14. Monument works stone
5. Petroleum storae
3.

6. Finnnth min.

x X x
24 24

x
-4

2 11111111

11 1111111111.1.
1111111111111.11111111111
EMILIE 1111111F IMMISIMINIE
EU
11
.111111111111111E11111
11111111111911.111

N MI ME •111•11111
1111
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1111111111111111
•E
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x
111111
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111111MII
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•
111•1111111111111111111111 11111EIMMI

11111111111111•111111.11111 I Ilic 31.11
111
11111 ORIMIS.1111111111111.111111M
11111

1111111.111.

11.1.111111PIEMEI

I • u11111.11
IN • 111111111
x x
111
/11 MIMI 111111.111 11111111/111=

111.1111111111.111 •MIN II•111111111111

•

17. Public utilit ard
11/11111111111111.11111,111111111111111111111111
170,Recylcing Plant
111111.11111111111111.111111 11,11111/1111111111
18. Railroad ' ard or sho.s
NIA
MI . NM 11111 • ffill1111111
19.
Terminal yard truckin:
1111111111111111111
111 .11111/11.1111111
20.
Truck and tractor repair
NMI • 111111111.11
11111 111111111111 111
21.
Warehousine - wholesaling
x
SECT ON 3.
Section 3-B-4a is hereby added to the 'Comprehensive Zoning Ordinance of the City of Sacramento, Ordinance No.
2550, Fourth Series. Said section shall be set forth in the same form shown in the existing chart of said
ordinance and shall read as follows:
Wainum TanlEbm Yard Requirements
Max.
Min, Lot
Height Front Rear Inter .Street Lot
Area Per
Zone Location
side side
Cover
D.U. In
Sq. Ft.
5 ft. 25 ft.
35
ft.
1
R-3-A General
a
50%
8
10
1200
Old_City
-

PASSED FOR PUBLICATION:
ENACTED: .
EFFECTIVE:
MAYOR

ATTEST:
.CITY CLERK

Th

(Th

r-t\

sumARy REPORT -"--NE CHANGE REQUESTS

During the City Planning .Commission hearings various reouests were made to change the zoning proposed . in the Draft
Central City Plan, The table below summarizes . actions taken by the City Planning Commission -(CPC) on each request.
The latter part of the table summarizes the letters of request made after the Commission hearings. The table
includes the following information: name of the individual and/or organization making the request for zone change;
the specific zone change requested; general location of property; the existing zoning of the property; the proposed
zoning of the property; the final decision made by the Commission regarding each request; staff recommendations for
those requests made after the Commission hearings. XRefer to section of report with letter "C" prefix).-

LEITER

'PROPOSr.0
ZONING
PRIOR TO CPC
HEARINGS

REQUEST

GFNERAL
LOCATION

Verbal
request

Steve Williams - retain.
C-3 Zone

SE Corner 12th, & H Sts.

C-3

C-2

Maintained proposed
C-2 zone.

A-6

John Boudier - designate the
area low density rather than

Vicinity of 14th St.,
between FEG Sts.

R-5

R-3 -A

A-22

Bernadette Simpson - retain
R-5 zone for- area .

R-S

R.-3-A

A-25

John Roberts - request zone
change from pro posed R -3,A
to R-0
Kevin Muldering - retain
R-4 zone
•

15th St., between
F&G Sts.
815 17th St.

Maintained proposed
R.3-A. zone, multifamily zone.
Maintained proposed
R -3 -A zone.

R-5

R.- 3-A

Half block bounded by 20th,
,21st, C, & alley between B
Sts.
Vicinity of I between 26th .
and 27th Sts.
Near corner of 29th & G Sts.

R-4

R-1/R-2

Changed from proposed
R-1/R-2 zone and approved
R-3-• for area.

R-4

R-i/R-2

Maintained proposed R-1
zone.

0-2

R-3-A

3O;01 St.,.between ICJ Sts.

R-5

R-0

• Block bounded by 26th, 27th,
HCI Sts.

R-5

R-3-A

A-30

A-19
A-12
A-25
Verbal
request

Kay Summer - retain, R-4
zone
JameS Fazzali C Stan.-Paul
retain 0-2 zone
John Stevens - request zone
•:change from prbPosed R-0 to
,

EXISTING
ZONE

O 2
-

A-9.

Helen Vogel - request zone
change'frOm proposed R3-A
to R-0

CPC ACTION

Maintained proposed
R -3 -A zone.

Retained existing 0-2
zone.
Changed from proposed
R-0 zone E approved
0-2 for subject lots.
Changed from proposed
R-3-A zone and
approved R-0 for
subject black.

TETTER

PROPOSED
ZONING
EXISTING. PRIOR TO CPC
BEARINGS
ZONE

REQUEST

GENERAL
LOCATION

A-20

Gilbert Schwarz - retain
R-S zone

Vicinity of I St., between
25th 6 26th

R-5

R-3-A

A-80

Neva Cimaroli - retain R-0
zone

South side of I St.
between 21st 6 27th

R-5

•R-3-A

Verbal
request

Jim Strawkamp - retain C-2
zone

SE corner of 21st St., and
I Street •

C-2

R-3-A

3-36

SOCA 6 Ray Ball - request
zone change from 0-4 to 0-2

Corridor along W.P.R.R.
between 19th 6 20th Sts.,
C to Q Streets

C-4

C-4

A-65

Lawrence. Mayflower Co., retain C-4 zone
L.E. Canon - retain C-4 zone.

20th St„ between IEJ

C-4

0-4

Retained existing
C-2 zone.
Changed existing 0-4
zoning to 0-2, retained
0-4 zone for certain
viable heavy comlercial
uses.
Retained C-4 zone.

20th St., between G&H
SW corner Of 28th & L Sts.

C-4

C-4

Retained, 0-4 zone.

R-5

R-0

Retained OB zone.

R-0

Changed from proposed
R-0 to R-3-A; maintained
R-0 6 OB zones for
certain office uses.
Change from proposed
R-3-A to 0-2 for
existing surface
parking lots.
Retained existing R-5
zone.

#

A-66

•

A-33

Mark Parrin on. - change
proposed R-0 zone to 08 .

A-32
B-1
3-36

Julie Zanolio, Pres. Board,
SOCA. - request zone change
from proposed R-0 to R3-,A,

Area generally bounded by
Capitol E L Streets between
22nd and 26th Streets

Asa Clark - request zone
change from R-5 to 0-2

P Street between 21st & 22nd
Streets

R-5

R -3 -A

SOCA - request zone change
from proposed 0-2 to R-0;
Howard Fong - retain existing
C-3 zone

Area generally bounded by
17th, 19th, K, Capitol

C-3

C-2

3-36

CPC ACTION
Changed from proposed
R-3-A and approved
R-4-R zone for
subject lots.
Maintained proposed
R-3-A zone and approved
R-0 for two existing
office uses.

REQUEST

GENERAL
LOCATION

B-38

SOCA request zone change
from R-5 to R-3-A

Area generally bounded by
17th, 19th, Q 6 Capitol

R-5

Retained existing
R-5 zone.

Verbal
request

Bill Atherton - request
zone change from proposed
0-2 to R-3-A

Portion of half block bounded
by 18th, 19th, F6Q

C-2

Changed from proposed
0-2 to R-5.

A-8

Steve Kasower - request
zone change from proposed
C-4 to residential zone
So. of S Street. Residentsrecuest:zone change from
proposed R-3--A to R-1

So. side of Q Street between
16th & 19th Streets

C-4

Changed from proposed
C-4 zone to R-0.

LEIILR
# •

A-50

EXISTING
ZONE

PROPOSED
ZONING
PRIOR TO CPC
HEARINGS

Four areas in southeast sector
of Central City proposed for
R-3-A zones

R-3--A

Maintained proposed
R-3-A zones.

R-3 -A

Changed from proposed
R-3-A to 0-2.

R-3-A

Retained existing 0-2
zone
Retained existing 0-2
zone. •

A40

Peter Manston - requests
zone change from proposed
R-3-A. to 0-2

1724 S Street

A-64

Sam Castro - retain current
C-2 zone

East side of 18th Street
between S & T

A-59

Cruitt - retain.
current 0-2 zone

Area in vicinity of 22nd
X Stl ,eets

Verbal
request

Emil - Tangetti - request
change from R-1 and R-3-A
zones to R-0

No. side of W Street between
10th & 19th.

A-44

Merle Peterson - retain
existing C-2 zone.

1318 V Street

C-2

R-0

A-44

Merle Peterson - retain
existing R-4 zone
Glen Rosander - retain
existing 0-4 zone

1321 W Street

R-4

R-1/R-2

SE corner of 12th & S Sts.

C-4

A-58

C-4

CPC ACTION

- • R-0
R-1/R-2 and
some R-3-A

C-2

Changed proposed R-1/R-2
areas to R-3-A, R-0 for
Northeast corner of15th
E W Streets.
Retained 0-2 zone.
Changed proposed R-1/
R-2 zone to R-3-A zone.
Maintained proposed
C-2 zone.

LEIIER
REQUEST
A-34
Verbal
request
A-13 -

EllioLL Sevier - change
proposed R-3-A zone to C-2
Guido Lend i - retain R-4
zone
Joe Angelo - . request zone
change from proposed R- 3-A
to R 0
Dave Perednia, Frank Cirill,
Richard Turner - request zone
change from proposed RO to
C-2
Sam Kaneko
retain existing
R-4 zone
Sam Kaneko - retain. existing
R-4 zone
Rithard Pilant - retain .
existing R-4 zone, or R-3--A
as minimum. zone
-

A-1S
A-17
A-21
A-71.
A-71

GENERAL
LOCATION
So. side of S Street
between 10th & 11th
2221 9th Street
No. side of T Street,
generally between 3rd &
5th St.
Area generally bounded by
1-5, 4th, S & T Streets

General vicinity of 12th
and V Streets
No. side of V Street
between 14th & 15th Sts.
2217 & 2219 T Streets

EXISTING
ZONE

PROPOSED
ZONING
PRIOR TO CPC
HEARINGS

C-4

R- 3-A

R-4

R-1/R-2

R-4

R- 3-A

M-1

R-0

R-4

R-3-A

R-4

R-1/R-2

R-4

R-1/R-2

CPC Acl4N
Changed proposed_R-3-A
zone to 0-2.
Changed proposed R-1/
R-2 to R-3-A.
Maintained proposed
R-3-A.
Maintained proposed
R-0 zone.

Maintained proposed
R.-3-A zone.
Changed fruin proposed
R-1/R-2 zone to R-3-A.
Maintained proposed
R-1/R-2 zone.

(Th

#

,

LDIERS REQUESTING ZONE

jE AFTER CPC PUBLIC HEARINGS

EXISTING PROPOSED
ZONING
ZONING

REQUEST

LOCATION

C-1

Edward Williams - retain
C-4 zone

Two lots on S.W. corner of
20th & P Streets

C-4

C-2

0-2

Z. Enos - retain 0-2 zone

One lot near vicinity of
S.W. corner of 16th &
E Streets

0-2

R-3-A

-5,

Sacramento Unified School
District - request zone
change from proposed R-1
to R-3-A

Newton Booth School site 26th, 27th, V & W Sts.

R-4

R-1

STAFF RECOWENDATIONS
Retain C-4 zone for subject
lots based upon:
1) subject lots & adjacent
lots to south (zoned C-4)
under common ownership.
2) Owner plans expansion
of existing truck
maintenance and parking
facility for Sacramento
Bee on subject lots.
3) Surrounding uses primarily
non-residential.
Retain 0-2 zone for subject
lot based upon:
1) subject lot S adjacent
lot to east (zoned. 0-2)
under common ownership.
2) existing residential
structure was recently
demolished.
Change proposed R-1 zone to
R-3-A based upon:
1) subject property is one
full city block and
could be developed with
appropriate multi-family
housing.
2) property adjacent to R-3-A
zoning on north side.
3) Located next to Freeway
junction of 1-80, Hwy. 9,
Hwy. SO.

EXISTING PROPOSED
ZONING
ZONING

='ER #

REQUEST

LOCATION

C-6

Charles Edward - retain
M-1 zone

Two lots on east side of
18th St., between Q & R
Streets

M-1

C-2

Maintain proposed 0-2 zone
based upon:
1) mix of small commercial
and residential buildings
on subject half block.
2) Subject half block located
across from proposed R-S,
R-0, and 0-2 zones.

0-7

Robert Curotto - request'
zone Change from proposed
C-4 ro R-0

Lot on SE corner of 10th
& Q Streets

M-1

C-4

Change proposed 0-4 zone to
R-0 based upon:
1) existing structure is in
residential use.
2) owner intends to
rehabilitate structure
into office & residential
use.

Peter Const - retain multifamily zone

NE corner of 18th and
V Streets

0-8

STATE' RECOMMENDATIONS

,

R-4

• R-1

-

Maintain proposed
zone
based upon:
1) two subject lots are
40'x80'.
2) adjacent uses are single
3) owner can develop two
units on each subject lot.

0-9

ABC Plumbing, Heating &
Cooling - retain M-1 zone

Half blocks between 22nd
& 24th, S.P.R.R. & alley

M-1

C-4

Maintain. proposed C-4 zone
based. upon:
1) plumbing, tire recapping,
& storage permitted uses
under C-4 zone.
2) adjacent to residential
uses south of the alley.

EXISTING PROPOSED

LETTER #

REQUEST

LOCATION

C-I0

BenAli Temple - request zone
Change fromproposed R-1 zone
to C.-2

0712

ZONING

ZONING

City of ,Sacramento's old
Fire House on 9th Street
alley, btWn T & U Sts.

R-4

R-1

Asa Clark - request zone
change from proposed
to
R-0.

Three lots on SW corner
of 6th S S Streets

M-1

0-13

Bob Howse - retain M-1 zone

So. side of R Street btwn
16th & 18th Sts.

M-1

0-4

Maintain proposed. 0-4 zone
based, upon: ice mfg plant and
adjacent warehousing & Distr.,
uses permitted under 0-4 zone.

C-14

Kurt Swanfold request
C-2 zone

Two lots on NW corner, U &
Alhambra

0-4

0-2

CPC approved 0-2 zone for
subject lot, correct error
on proposed zoning map &
include subject lots in C72
zone.

STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS
Change proposed R-I zone to
0-2 based upon:
1) existing structure - is not
a residential structure.
2) adjacent to 0-2 zone.
3) alley forms a reasonable
boundary btwn 0-2 S R-1
zones.
Original staff proposal for
area bounded by 4th-7th,
south of S Street was R-0
zone. Staff feels.R-0 zone
is appropriate for subject
area based upon: .
1) mix, of residential and
vacant lots.
•
2) R-0 zone serves as a.
buffer zone btwn 0-4 on
north side and R-3-A on
south side.

EXISTING
ZONING

PROPOSED
ZONING

0-3

0-2

St. Lukes Med. Bldg. 26th-27th and Capitol Ave.

OB

R3-A.

Puccinelli a Loomis retain R-0 zone

2431 Capitol Ave.

R-5

R-3-A

0-18

Arthur Kehler - retain
R-0 zone

2615 Capitol Avenue

OB

R-3-A

0-I9

Jeanne Adams— retain R-0
zone

2209 Capitol Ave.

OB

'R-3-A

0-20

Robert Powell - retain
OB or R-0 zone

2631 Capitol Avenue

OB

R-3-A

LEmER

REQUEST

LOCATION

P-15

Lyle Deloe - retain
C-2 zone

Western portion of the south
half block bounded by 17th,
18th, H C I Streets

0-16

Louis G. Harding - retain
OB zone

C-17

STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS
Staff found this to be the
only new non-conforming use
.created by the zone change,
and would be non-conforming
due to its size. 0-2 zone
allows wholesale F.; distributing up to 6,400 sq.ft.
Staff is investigating the
effects of the non-Lconforming
regulations on this use.
Staff's original
recowendation to the
CommisSion was R-0 for area
bounded generally by 21st-26th, ,
alley btwn K CL to alley btwn
Capitol and, N Sts. Based
upon additional public
comment, staff recommends the
following:
1) for subject area extending
from 21st to 26th sts.,
change proposed R-3 -A zoning
for parcels with existing
offices est. with special
permit to R-0 zone. Maintain R-3-A zoning for
parcels with existing
residential. uses.
2) for subject area extending
generally from 26th to
28th Sts., change proposed
zoning to R-0.

EXISTING PROPOSED
LETTER k REQUEST

LOCATION

0-21

Block bounded by 20th21st, U-V Sts.

Phllis Bleyen - Change
existing 0-2 zone to
R-0

ZONING

ZONING

0-2

0-2

STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS

.

This block was not originPlly
proposed for zone change
and no requests for rezoning
were received, during the
CPC hearings. Staff concurs
that western portion of
subject block is in
predominantly residential use
and supports rezoning to a
R-0 zone or to a. more
restrictive zone. Council
should consider this request
at a subsequent public
hearing to allow for proper
public noticing of property
owners.
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Mr. Art Gee
Principal Planner
Special Studies
Sacramento City Planning Dept.
915 I Street, Room 308
Sacramento, Calif. 95814

TJ IHUD

ST.

juirM'''O E

iuin

HUE

r

i jj

re: Assessorts Parcels Nos. 7-252-07,08, 09, 10,
18, 25, 26, and 27.
Dear Mr./ Gee:
This letter will serve as a follow-up to a conversation
had by Mrs. Smith of my office with you concerning the
proposed rezoning, under the Central City Study Plan,
of the captioned parcels.
These parcels are part of the operation, and necessary
to Parcel No. 7-252-28, which is the site of the Midtown
Building, a 60,000 square foot general office building.
The captioned parcels are necessary to meet the parking
requirement for the Midtown Building, and we feel they
should be in the same C-2 zoning category as the Midtown
Building site.
would be most appreciative of your advisory concerning
this request after you have had a chance to review same.
Thank you for your attention to this matter.
Sincerely,
it2(

Asa M. Clark, Jr.
Managing Agent
AMC:ds
cc: Midtown Enterprises,
A General Partnership
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CllY PLANNING COMMISSION

NOV - 21919
RECEIVED29

OCT 79

Sacramento City Planning Commission
915 "I" Street, Room 308
Sacramento, Calif. 95814
Dear. Sirs:
I read the project Pamphlet you recently sent me and I found it
very interesting--especially the section that dealt with rezoning of
properties in the central cities.
For some time, I have been quite concerned with the proliferation
of apartment houses in my neighborhood and the problems they bring.
For one example. During the construction two years ago of an
apartment house between 26th and 27th on U Street, the firm hired
to install a plumbing line tore up my lawn and that of my neighbor,
Mr. Brown. Neither of us received any warning that it was going to
be done and the city never did anything to compensate us for the
destruction of our front lawns.
The increased number of apartment houses is also resulting in
traffic-parking congestion and an increase in crime.
If the rezoning results in control of runaway apartment house
building, it will have accomplished much.
Because I am currently on active duty with the Navy, I will not be
able to attend the scheduled meetings; thus this letter.
Also, I am heavily in favor of increasing Sacramento's mass tranSit
capabilities, though the frequency with which public transportation
employees strike bothers me.
sincerely
-72
JameS41
2019 26th St.
Sacramento, Ca.
95818

AgC

Sacramento City Planning Commission
915 I Street, Rm. 308
Sacramento, Calif. 95814
Attn. Art Gee

November 6, 1979
r,

Dear Sir:
Thank you for your time and advise last week. It is very
enlightening to see attention being drawn to the central city.
Just to give you a brief background regarding my interest;
Several years ago I purchased a single family dwelling which was
constructed in 1878 and has since been designated historically
significant. The home is located at 613 14th Street, just i block
from the Music Circus. Some restoration has been commenced on
a future project to completely restore, maintaining its original
design.

v•

4

A,

Over the years myself and the persons residing in the area
have seen many changes occur. Some good -- some bad. On the
good side: During the last several years all of the "old time"
residents have improved their homes (ie. new roofs, fences and
painting) Additionally, a victorian home has been moved onto the
same block and completely restored. Looking at the other side of
the coin, several of the multi-family flats and apartments in the
area have been purchased by "out of town" landlords and those
( ) properties have completely dilapidated. Hopefully soon these will
-/ be removed or updated.
Not for only the interest of myself and the residents of
the area, but also big concerns such as the Music Circus, Mansion
Inn and handball club, located just steps from this area, I feel
certain criteria should be explored and followed in the block or
two area surrounding these businesses.
1. Single family and low density should be emphasized' in
this area.
2. The parking problems should be solved. These
problems are not only attributable to residents but to the 'Music
Circus and handball club. (particularly during the summer months)
Either the existing parking at 14th and H should be expanded or
additional parking should be provided. A suggestion would be
to re-zone the only remaining _single large portion of property
located at 1415 G Street, directly across from the Music Circus
to accbmodate the problem and also eliminate a large "slum
apartment" complex now existing on the property. It is my opinion
this one portion of property in particular should not be
designated for future apartment development. There are more
appropriate uses considering its size and location.

Unfortunately, some mistakes have already been made,
which may never be rectified; recently two large apartment units
were constructed on G Street between 13th and 14th Streets.
(note a long standing attorney office remains squeezed between
the two) It appears to me that for some reason the owners of
these apartment units have not attempted to screen tenants.
Serious problems have already devoped with the new residents
(ie: Particularly on weekends when the weather is good,persons
sitting out in the front areas, drinking beer, playing loud
music and a significant rise in automobile traffic speeding
up and down streets and alleys) Hopefully as the demand for
housing close to downtown becomes even more in demand the problem
will rectify itself. I realize this problem is not a matter
of enforcement by your agency, but I intend to show that the
large units are not appropriate for this area.
I'm sure that many subjects will arise when the public
meetings commence. I will attend and try to assist in any manner
to help develop an area that is compatable for local business
and residents alike. If you wish any assistance prior to the
commencement of the meetings, please feel free to contact
me by phone (440-6181) or write.
Thank you,
■

)

S -nce-i61y,
E. BOUDIER
8 38th Street
Sacramento, Calif. 95816

cc. Preservation Board

• ,GITY PLANNING CONIIVIlsiuri

.

NOV - 71Y19

RECEIVPD
Mr. Steven Kasower
1720 'Q' Street
Sacramento, CA 95814
. November 5, 1979
Mr. Art Gee
Sacramento City Planning Commission
915 Eye Street, Room 308
Sacramento, CA 95814
Dear Mr. Gee:
I have recently reviewed the city rezoning plan as it affects my residenct at 1720
'Q' Street. Currently, the 1700 block of 'Q' Street (south side) is zoned M-1 and is
proposed to rezone to C-4. Both of these zones are not representative of the use of
this block as well as most of 'Q' Street from 16th Street to 19th Street, both south
and north sides.
On the south side of the 1700 block of 'Q' Street (including the 17th and 18th Street
portions), there are seven structures, only one of which is a commercial structure;
the remaining six being family residences (three are single family residences and
three are multiple family residences). my particular residence is an 1899 Eastlake
•, Victorian which is to be reviewed by the City Preservation Board for priority status.
The 1700 block of 'Q' is also completely residential on its north side, zoned R-5
(except for a pleasant historical structure containing a residence and corner grocery
store). The 1800 block of 'Q' is proposed C-2 on the north side and C-4 on the south.
The north side has four single family residences, and two commercial ones, while the
south side has three Victorian family residences and two commercial structures. I
feel that the rezoning in the 1600 to 1800 block of 'Q' Street should be carefully
reviewed. Similar situations exist on the 1600 block of 'Q' and I recommend at least
an R-0 zoning for the north and south sides of 'Q' between 16th and 19th Streets, if
not R-5 or R-4.
In closing, I would like to commend you and your staff for this tremendous undertaking.
I sincerely hope that we can reach a satisfactory conclusion for the appreciation and
betterment of our neighborhoods and Sacramento's heritage.

Steven Kasower
cc: Honorable Anne Rudin, Councilwoman
District Four, City of Sacramento
City Hall
915 Eye Street, Room 202'
Sacramento, CA 95814

Mr. Steve Larson, President
Sacramento Old City Association
P.O. Box 2288
Sacramento, CA 95811

Sacramento City Planning Commission
915 Eye Street, Room 308
Sacramento, California 95814
Dear Chairman,

5 November 1979
2625 Eye Street
Sacramento, Ca. 95816
CITY PLANNING COMMIS=
NOV - 7 W9

RECEIVFM

An extensive review of the Central City Community
proposal to rezone portions of Sacramento has been made by the
undersigned property owners.
The proposal to rezone Eye Street.(between 21st
and 29th Streets) makes absolutely no sense, and particularly
between 25th and 29th Streets, since both sides of Eye Street
in this area is already in an R-5 or R-0 mode as currently zoned.
Many of the cross streets in this area are also business office
or small business occupied or have been converted to apartment
complexes in excess of the proposed zoning.
You may wonder why we are so concerned about the
proposed rezoning since we are presently the only single family
dwelling within blocks of our location on Eye Street. The answer, of course, is fairly simple. We purchased this property
at a sizeable price because it is zoned R-5 and has use variance.
We completely renovated and restored this property, which was in
bad disrepair, since it had a variety of potential investment
possibilities (single family or up to five apartments or business
offices). The general use of the surrounding area was a major
consideration and certainly justified our contention that our
investment, which is sizeable, would be protected. This rezoning would severely jepoardize this investment and thus cause us
a great deal of financial hardship.
We are sure that other property owners in this
area must feel a similar impact. For example, we are the only
single family resident on Eye Street between 26th and 27th
Streets as the Medical Clinic of Sacramento occupies the rest
of this block,and one of their parking lots fronts on H Street,
between 26th and 27th Streets as well. Thus rezoning of this
block would be applicable only to our lot which is sandwiched
between the Medical Clinic building and the Medical Clinic
parking lot. The parking lots to the east and north of our
property are vital to the operation of the Medical Clinic. To
attempt to rezone these would be an exercise in futility,
especially since the city requires adequate parking for office
buildings (one parking space for every 400 gross square feet
of office space). Request that an on site inspection be made
of this block by the Planning Commission in order to be completely familiar with this particular situation.
It is our opinion, that after a survey of the
area, you will agree that the only reasonable and logical

AI

zoning of our property would include business office as well as
residential and apartment uses. Request current zoning of R-5
with use variance be included in your Central City Plan for this
block.
We are attaching, for your easy reference, a
schemeatic of the block bounded by 26th and 27th Streets and
H and Eye Streets showing current uses as described in this
letter.

-

As for the overall plan we agree that your general
plan has merit as we are certainly in favor of any improvement to
the Central City. However, we don't agree that the method used,
blanket rezoning, is the proper way to proceed. With the increasing shortages in fuels and the increased desire of the populace
to move to the city, to conserve fuels and escape the high price
of fuels by walking or usink public transportation, the city
needs more housing units not fewer. This need complements the
need of the city property owner, who r in many cases because of
the inflated cost of property maintenance, must convert to apartments to obtain the, additional Income to retain ownership and .
accomplish proper maintenance on the property. Rezoning to
reduced apartment numbers and in many cases reduced sizes of
apartments encourages high rise construction, where permissable,
which does not aid the local citizen but:_benefits the corporate
investor who builds such complexes. Then, too, high rise buildings are not in keeping with retaining Sacramento in an original
We hope that the citizens will be heard on this
Plan andthat consideration will be given to their suggestions
and requests...,
•

.Sincerely yours,
1-j1('Iftig,".!7

1 Attachment
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RECEIVED
November 1,1979

City of Sacramento 915 I-Street, Room 308
Sacramento, California 95814
Attention: Mr. Art Gee

Re: 5 Lots, Northwest corner, 29th & "G" Streets, Sacramento, California. Parcels 003-204-08, 0337204-09,
003-204-10, 003-204,
11 & 003-204-12.
Dear Mr. Gee;
Mr., Stan Paul has brought to my attention that parcel 003-204-08
is to be considered in a new zoiiing plan to be re-zoned as R-3.
•

All five of the above parcels were purchased by me and recorded
August 31, 1979. I purchased these lots as C-2 with a commercial
development in mind..
If the planning department re-zones the one lot it would destroy
the. commercial use intended for the five lots, and create a financial
burden.
I believe a vibrant commercial project done in good taste will
enhance the - neighborhood and be beneficial to Sacramento.
• Any consideration given to leaving the present zoning will be
appreciated.

ruly,

arnes V. Fazzari
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RECEiVPD
DAVID S. PEREDNIA
REAL ESTATE DEVELOPMENTS
P. 0. Box 160756 • SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 95816 • (916) 455P,C9r766

446-2561

November 12, 1979
Sacramento City Planning Commission
915 I Street, Room 308
Sacramento, California 95814
Re: 1990 Central City Community Plan
Honorable Commissioners:
I am the owner and developer of a new garden office building located
at 1990 Third Street, at the corner of 3rd and T Streets in downtown
Sacramento. I would like to comment, and with your permission, critize
some aspects of your proposed 1990 Central City CoMmunity Plan. Your
plan as it relates to the block of property which I own bounded by 15, 3rd,
$ and T Streets has several proposals which I believe will contribute to
and foster the successful redevelopment of this neighborhood. However, it
also contains several negative aspects which I feel would impede orderly
development to improve the neighborhood and the central city area.
The property which I own is presently zoned M-1. In this industrial zone I have had maximum flexibility in the way in which my property
could be improved. I feel I have demonstrated my intentions, attitudes
and committment to improving this neighborhood and also my abilities for
tasteful and successful development. Your proposed new General Plan would
rezone my property from M-1, Industrial, to R-0, Residential-Office. This
would require that I obtain a special 'permit in order to build my second
building which I have already planned and announced. I would request that
this zoning be changed from M-1 to 0-13. This office zone would facilitate
and encourage further ordeily development given the change that is already
taking place in this area.
Additionally, I have been working with the property owners across 3rd
Street to the east to plan and develop an office building on their property which will include most of the north half of the block between 3rd and
4th Streets along S Street. Some 20,000 square feet of the proposed 50,000
square feet is pre-leased to professional tenants. I feel that this property should also be zoned O-B. Most of the land in this neighborhood is
vacant and those parcels with improvements have extremely rundown residential or commercial structures, many of which are abandoned- One aspect
of your R-0 zone which I particularly object to is the restriction on the
percentage of a block which would be for office use. I feel it is not
socially or economically practical to mix the residential and office type

Sacramento City Planning Commission
Re: 1990 Central City Community Plan
November 12, 1979
Page Two

uses in this way. This area of the city is and should be a transition
area between the heavy commercial, now industrial, R Street corridor and
the T Street residential neighborhood. I feel that a professional office
strip alon S St t would be the most viable transition between the ina -heavy commercial area and high density residential Southside
area.
Regarding traffic patterns, I encourage the conversion of 3rd, S, T
and 5th Streets to two-way streets from the present one-way circulation.
However, it would be a mistake to locate a freeway on/off-ramp at either
S or T Streets since this -would heavily congest traffic in this area.
Based upon my observations from my office at 3rd and S Streets, the traffic along 3rd, S and T Streets at various times of the day is already extremely heavy. It is neither a practical nor a good planning goal to
encourage freeway traffic onto S, T or 3rd Streets into the proposed
office and high density residential areas. At present the freeway on/off
ramps at Q and P Streets seem to be more than adequate. The engineering
feasibility of freeway on/off-ramps at S and T Streets should also be
explored since given the hazardous curves at the Q Street exit, a T or S
Street ramp may just create another hazardous condition.
.

In brief, I ask th atn
erort across
the street, be zoned QR wffh a 45 fot height limitation and I encourage •
th-e—alange frnaffic circulation pattern of 3rd, S, P and 5th Streets to
two-way. I feel that the freeway on/off-ramp at S or T Streets will negatively impact the neighborhood and encourage traffic and congestion in
the central city area.

-

Respectfully,

David S. Perednia
DSP:ah

PrI4

CITY PLANN;NG COWMYAN
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RECEIvrn
November 9, 1979

Sacramento City Planning Commission
915 I Street, Room 308
Sacramento, California 95814
Re: 1990 Central City Community Plan
Ladies and Gentlemen:
(we4 efe- the owners of
OCt parcel of land (Assessor # )0
in the
ddrea,$).31
COb .-- 0,i71.-O0)) located at 3 11 t
vicinity of Third and 'S Streets in downtown Sacramento. .The Central .
City Plan which you have proposed would rezone our property from M-1,
t;/. 4,----Indelifeid1Taez±gi7 Residential-Office , zone, requiring that a special
permit be issued for the development of offices in this zone. In addi.4 U.-tion, the plan proposes an on/off-ramp be located at S Street and Interstate 5 and that 3rd, S, T and 5th Streets will become two-way streets.
This letter is. eum (my) formal reaction and comment on the proposed
1990 Central City Plan. I 4we4-and several other adjoining property
owners have started planning the development of our lands and have retained a responsible property developer to assist us in developing an
office building on our property and most of the property on the North
half of the block bounded by 3rd, 4th, S and T Streets. Our initial
plans include an approximately 40,000 to 50,000 square foot office
building with parking, for which we have firmly committed 20,000 square
feet to professional tenants. We want our property to be zoned 0-B
for an office building instead of the proposed R-0. The intended use
is still the same. The O-B zone would permit office use without a
special permit, however, the City still retains architectural review
approval.
In addition, I (14e4- feel that the 35 foot height limit is not
practical. I (we-) feel a 45 foot height maximum is more appropriate. I
ewe-)- do not object to the two-way street traffic pattern which the plan
will hopefully adopt. It is our feeling, however, that on/off-ramps at
15 and S Streets would not be beneficial and would further contribute
to traffic congestion in this area.

Th

As you know, our neighborhood is changing rapidly. A beautiful
garden office building has been built directly across the street and the
developer has made public his plans for a second phase. we feel that
the property being located directly across the street from this new sucdevelopment would be a logical place for additional offices to
help turn our neighborhood around. Nearly 90% of the land on this half
block is without any building improvements and those structures which do
exist are extremely run down. Since we are starting from scratch with

2.. ' 0 ICC

Sacramento City Planning Commission
Re: 1990 Central City Community Plan
November 9, 1979
Page Two

vacant land, an 0-B zone with a 45 foot height subject, of course, to
architectural approval, would maximize the flexibility in developing
this property successfully and responsibly, which would further provide
the necessary and badly needed boost for this old neighborhood.
Respectfully,

I

Frank F. Orin
5515 State Avenue
Sacramento, Calif. 95819

.C117 PLANN!NG
d

November 10, 1979

Sacramento City Planning Commission
915 I Street, Room 308
Sacramento, California 95814
In regards to the brochure received, "A New Plan For The Central
City", there are several dates listed for public hearings, I am
interested in which date will be for rezoning,
I am the owner of parcel number 003-IA6-1700, 2621 F Street,
Sacramento 95816, which lies in the area you wish to rezone
R-1/R-2. I am opposed to this. I have owned this property for
several years as an investment With - thoughts of possible
developing it at a future date. There are already several
apartment buildings on the street and to "reflect the general
character of the area", keep this area zoned for apartments,

Kaye C. Summers
Kaye C. Newton
P. 0, Box 431
B iggs,California 95917
•
-
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November 19, 1979
Sacramento City Planning Commission
915 "I" Street
Sacramento, CA 95814
RE: Parcels No. 007-033-1600; -1700; -1800; -1900
Gentlemen:
Reference is made to the proposed rezoning of various parcels within the City
of Sacramento, as per your notice of hearing to be held on November 29th.
We would like to register our opposition and objection to the rezoning of our
parcels from R-5 to R-3C. Our property is comprised of four lots, separately
acquired but adjacent to each other so that they constitute one parcel of
vacant land, 120 feet fronting on "I" Street, with a depth of 160 feet to the
alley. Presently, this land is being used rent free by students and senior
citizens to plant vegetable gardens.
When we purchased these lots, the zoning was R-5, and the purchase price paid
was based on this zoning. The planning department informed us at that time
that high density zoning for the "Old City Limits" was desirable, not only
because it provided the highest and best use of land, but primarily because
such services as utilities and transportation are provided at lower costs to
the City.
It was, and still is, our plan to eventually build a housing facility for
Seniors, similar to St. Francis Manor, but on a smaller scale; we understand
there is demaxl and dire need for such housing. Our plan would be completely
frustrated by the proposed change. By decreasing the dwelling density, per
unit cost is proportionatly increased, and rents are increased accordingly.
We feel the City should continue to encourage affordable housing rather than
pursue policies that make such housing beyond reach.
Please note that there is an office building on "I" Street at 26th Street, and
that all buildings facing "I" Street on the same block as our parcel are
apartments.
We ask that you reconsider the proposed amendment and retain these parcels in
R-5 zoning.
Vey truly yours,
CC: Council Members:
Isenberg
- Connelly
Donovan
Fisher
Hoeber
Pope
Rudin
Thompson
Roberts

GILBERT R. SCHWARZ

7)73,
MARGARET M. SCHWARZ

440

CITY PLANnr. cf);.71::Ar;;S:ON
a
LAW OFFICES OF
RICHARD K. TURNER

TURNER AND SULLIVAN

ROBERT J. SULLIVAN

RECEivPn

A PROFESSIONAL CORPORATION

THOMAS D. WALKER

520 CAPITOL MALL, SUITE 700

GARY HURSH

SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 95814

JAMES P. CORN

TELEPHONE 441 - 1116
AREA CODE 918

MICHAEL P. MONTBRIAND

November 15, 1979

Sacramento City Planning Commission
915 I Street, Room 308
Sacramento, CA 95814
Re: 1990 Central City Community Plan
Ladies and Gentlemen:
This firm owns two parcels in the half-block bounded by
Third, Fourth and S Streets. The proposed zoning, pursuant to the
Central City Plan, is R-0. The property owners on that half-block
are cooperating on the development of an office building, in
keeping with other, new development on the west side of Third
between S and T Streets.
We urge that the half-block in question be zoned O-B.
We feel that the development we have in mind will substantially
contribute to improving the neighborhood. In doing so, we need
the active support and assistance of the City in what I am sure is
a mutually desirable goal. The O-B zone would eliminate one
barrier, the special permit, without in any way reducing the
City's architectural review and approval.
One other point: The 35-foot height limit is
unrealistic. To make proper development in that area economically
feasible, the limit should be 45 feet.
We are seeking to successfully develop land in an area
that very badly needs upgrading. We propose to provide a boost
and a catalyst to further neighborhood improvements. We hope that
the City will join this effort.
Very truly yours,
TURNER AND SULLIVAN
AB.r ofessional Corporation
,

RICHARD K. TURNER
RKT/pl

ott l

CITY PLANNING COMMISSION

November 20, 1979

n
RECEIVE r)

Central City Community Plan
Attention: Mr. Art Gee
1221 J Street
Sacramento, CA
Dear Mr. Gee:
This letter is a request to retain the existing zoning R 5 Property 40 x 80
Parcel #002-165-13
40 x 80
#002-165-14
Location address: 618 - 620 15th Street
Located on 15th Street alley between F & G
DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT:
This is to be a 4-story, luxury type 6-unit condominium project,
with garage parking on street level and many extra amenities in
living units and grounds.
We feel this project does fit into the goals:
Revitalization of the Sacramento Central City area as a viable
living area
Developing new housing at all socio-economic levels. Luxury units
upper income levels working in close-by office buildings or businesses.
Providing an acceptable desnity residential complex on 2, 40 x 80 lots
Providing adequate garage parking for condo property
Environmental Goals - we are creating an attractive condo project with
unique opportunities and anenities Ownership in a small intimate condo project
Luxurious large condos with many built-in amenities, private
gardens, elevator, enclosed garages, and many unique living features
in each condo
It would add only 1 student to school according to City School System
The building itself would look better with 6 units because of roof line.
With 6 units, there are 2 units on each of the 3 floors
We have been to the Planning Commission and they gave their approval for the
Condo Special Permit and the Tentative Map on Nov. 8, 1979. We are now waiting
for the date to get City Council approval. On Nov. 26, 1979, we are on the Agenda
for the Preservation Board.
We would like to know for certain that we will be able to construct 6 condos either by retaining the R4,rule as listed on page 11 of Sacramento Central City
g zc
g
Plan Summary, dated Aug. 1979. o

-1-

AL

If there is any question or if it is recommended by the Planning Department
that there be only 3i-5 units, I would request you put our petition over
to the December 20, 1979 meeting. I am having major surgery on November 26, 1979,
and will be unable to attend the November 29, 1979 meeting.
With such an important issue, I would like to be present at the meeting to
answer any question.
Sincerely, .
•
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November 21, 1979

Dear Art:
As you know for some time I have been looking for a rezoning
for property located at 815 17th Street. Since allowing the
warehouse to go in across the alley from that property, the
desirability of residential units on the alley side has been
diminished.
Prior to my moving over there I had numerous tenants move out
complaining about the noise generated by the traffic from the
warehouse.
It would seem to me that by rezoning to R-0 this would perhaps
act as a buffer for what residential property is left on that
block. I think that as we are reviewing the Central City Plan,
now is the appropriate time for this request.
PI ase let me know your thoughts on this.

ohn Roberts

A44

CFF PLANNING COMMISSiON •
-

Britthin and Paul,
GLuierat Contractor

)

RECEIVED

neVCIAVQrS

November 21, 1079
r. Ciee
of Sacr a mento

Planninc Department
9 1 3 EV2 Street Rm 308
Sacrameni- o, Ca 95314
Deer r.

Gee;

;Referring to our meetinq and conversation recardinQ the
T;ve lots at the corn e r of 29th and ( 7; Streets, with 120 foot
on G strPet and 150 ft on, 29th. street- . Parcis 00.7_1L204-0'.7;-0
C-11-12.
I ha7e entered into an agreement with YJ...7. James "t• Fazzari
:purchase of this Dropertv. these five parcels
have lean under one ownership for the :past j.G. years, as
Dr. T.-ierbert• Hooper owned the ',parcels durin ,z that tjme. it was
1.1f.- chaseci bv James V. Fazzari 211 1:, ,acust of this year and now
-,purchasF, d by ourselves, ;..73ritt.in. and Paul, inc. under
have an. office the inclsion of the same C-2 zoning
retail development in mind for the site, which will be an asst
to the community. And division of the five parcels would de s troy
the use intended for this land.
respectfully recfuest that the fic arce1 ferain in
as one unit, as our intent wil.1 enhance the nr-Hc.:hborhood and
be beneficial to the City of Sacramento.
-

:our :1- onsideration on leavino the p.rent zoning as
c;reativ appreciated.
1:curs
te/t
• Scan PauJ
PrE'rident

6;12

3150 Madison Avenue 6 Sacramento, CA 95841 • (916) 334-7685
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RECEIVF_

THE FRESNO BEE

DOUGLAS T. FOSTER
LigaI Cowie

THE MODESTO BEE .
-

McCiatchy Newspapers
21st and 0 • P.O. Box 15779 • Sacramento, California 95813 • Phone (916) 446-9459

November 21, 1979

Mr. Art Gee
- City of Sacramento
- planning Department
915 I Street, Room 308
Sacramento; Ca 9. 5814
,
: The New Plan-'fOr
.
the Central
-Dear Mr. Gee:
t,

We have received information from the City Planning
'-:Department staff 'regarding zoning changes brought about
toy the 'adoption of "The New Plan for the Central City
' Community" for:the City of Sacramento. From our re' view, this information shows no limiting conditions
which would affect the future use or expansion of
' The Sacramento 'Bee newspaper facility at 21st and Q
Streets by reason of the adoption of the Plan or the
resulting zoning change from M-1 to C-4. As presently •
'outlined in your zoning ordinances, the zoning change
..,to C-4 shows no additional restrictions for our type
'of land-use.

7— ,

The- Sacramento Bee newspaper facility is now undergoing
expansion with the Construction of a new 135,0.00 square
' foot facility 'adjacent to the present newspaper facility .
.:-at 21st and Q Streets which will house three new presses •
and new mailroom at a cost of approximately $40 million.
When this construction is completed in 1981 there will
be space reserved for ,a fourth press of the same size
as the three presses to be immediately installed. We
seek assurance that the adoption of "The New . Plan for
the Central _City Community" or the resulting zoning
-- change of The Sacramento Bee newSpaper facility- at 21st
and Q Streets from M-1 to C-4 will not in any way restrict
our ability in the future to add a fourth press or other.Wise expand Or alter the newspaper facility in any way
germane to the business of printing the newspaper.
•

.•
Mr.' Art Gee
November 21, 1979 .
Hpage Two
'
•
'
. .
.
.
•
.
• Accordingly, although this conclusion seems clear from
•-• the information provided by the *City Planning Depart".;...:ment and staff, we would nevertheless appreciate your
--- ' 'confirmation. •1f .you have any questions concerning
;71.-••the foregoing or .desire any additional information,
* '
we will be
to answer or supply • same.
• .. happy
.
.
.
.....
. . •
• ..
•• .
you for your Courtesy and attention to this
.. Thank
.
.
:::::;::........•. • -,
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November 28,• 1979

-

,
•sacrament° City Plannin
915 I Street Rm. 308.. .
Sacramento, 1-i 95814 - _
.Centlemen:

This letter is regarding the proposed rezoning (as suggested in
the Sacramento Central City Comprehensive Plan) of two parcels
of property located at the mailihg address of 222 21st Street and
220 21st Street. These parcels of property are also known as
: Parcel No. 003-074-1000 and Parcel No. 003-074-0900 and are owned
,
by this writer.
_These parcels are currently zoned R-4 and the city plan proposes
that they be rezoned to R-1/R-2, - It is recommended that these
parcels remain zoned R4. lb further request that the half block
of 20th Street to 21st Street, C Street North to the alley also
"oe retained as R-4.
Reasons for this recommendation are:
In studying the Central City Plan it was observed that
generally R-1/R-2 zoning is not contiguous to 0-4 or
AP-1 zonings in any other location of the Central City
:.Plan.
One of the sub goals of the Central City Comprehensive
Plan is to "Encourage the conservation and rehabilitation
. of sound housing stock and historically significant
structures". There are no such structures on the half
block of 20th Street to 21st Street, C Street North to
the alley.:
.another sub goal of the Plan is to "Encourage the
developmaat of transitional . land use areas with land
-uses compatible with adjacent developments". The half
block referred to does meet this goal if retained as
zoning.
Allowing m-1 and 0-4 zoning to be contiguous to R-1/R-2
: - zoning discourages - the development of transitional land
--Use areas with land uses compatible with adjacent development. ,
There are now three vacant parcels of, property on this
•half block. No of these front onto 20th Street and one
• fronts onto 21st. Street. This represents a 25% vacancy
•of
percels. In visually surveying the area the
construction of R-1 property would be an economic loss.
-The M-1, 0-4 character of the neighborhood prohibits
•R-rl/R-2 construction money from being invested. There

Page 2
are few that will build a single family dwelling
across frmli the Foremost truck lines fueling and
maintenanceshop, Economics prohibit the construction
. .
'of. R-1 housing across the street from M-1
, or across
the alley from C-4 property.
"
'There are three houses on this half block,; two on 20th
F ,Street and the one on 21st Street near the alley .,
hich are in need of extensive rehabilitation. Because
properties are adjacent to U-1 and C-4 property
is unrealistic to expect -persons seeking to purchase
-1 housing to invest into this neighborhood. However if the property were retained R-4 it is conceivable
that appropriate units would be built in the future..
.

Sincere

also for:: Patricia Mulderrig
J ames Mulderrig
William Mulderrig

CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
H9 November 1979

NOV

Sacramento City Planning Commission
City Hall, Second Floor
,
Sacramento California 95814

2 g 1979

RECEIVED

Dear Commissioner:
I wish to express
area. -

my•

concerns regarding the proposed zoning of the midtown.
-

I

am an owner-occupant residing at 2522 Capitol Avenue. The Planning Department has proposed that our neighborhood be zoned "R-0"; currently, we are
zoned R-5. I feel that neither of these alternatives meets the needs of the
community; rather they dilute the residential quality of the neighborhood.
Although "R-0" may be appropriate in certain areas, the midtown already has
reached a saturation point with office and commercial uses interspersed in
the area between 22nd and 26th and Capitol Avenue. The premise of "R-0"
allows for a mix between residential and office uses, with an emphasis on
residential. Again, I reiterate the mix already exists and the balance is
delicate. Further intrusion of offices would only serve to diminish the
quality of residential living.' Additionally, we are bounded by heavy
office and commercial uses, particularly west of 26th Street; intensifying
the necessity to eliminate any further office/commercial conversions or
developments in the midtown.
_tile I recognize a need for some office/commercial zoning in the central
city, I feel there are more appropriate locations. Obviously, my particular
interest is the area between 25th and 26th and Capitol Avenue; however, my
concerns are for the midtown in general. I feel this area should more
appropriately be zoned R-3 or at a maximum (though less desirable) R-3-C.
In the near future, I will provide a more complete written rationale for
my position. I will also present a petition that is circulating among
residents (25th and 26th and Capitol) supporting down-zoning to R-3.
have met with representatives of SOCA, and they are supportive of our
position.
Sincerely,
AG64.4ulie K. Zan° lo
2522 Capitol Avenue
Sacramento, California 95814
Phone: 322-5990 (Work); 443-3318 (home)
*cc: Ann Rudin
John Roberts

suttea corrarnaratty hospitals of sacnamento
SUTTER GENERAL 0 2020 L STREET 0 SACRAMENTO, CALIF. 95816 0
SUTTER MEMORIAL 0 52N13 & F STREETS 0 SACRAMENTO. CALIF. 95019 0
SUTTER DIAGNOSTIC & TREATMENT CENTER 0 5275 F ST. 0 SACRAMENTO. CALIF. 95819

WIWAM M. MASON

0

1916)

455.2461

(916) 452-3271
(916)

452.3771

ACTiNG ADMINISTRATOR

OW PLANNING COMMISSION

DEC 3 - 1919
November 29, 1979

RECEIVED

City of Sacramento
City Planning Commission
Room 308, City Hall
Sacramento, CA 95814
Dear Sirs:
The purpose of this letter is to express our concern over what may
appear to be a minor component of the draft Central City Plan. Sutter Community
Hospitals of Sacramento owns a parcel of land at the southwest corner of the
intersection of 28th and "L" Streets. The parcel is next to the Tuesday Club
and
across the street from both Sutter's Fort and Sutter General Hospital. We
•
currently utilize the parcel as a single level paved parking lot.
The draft Central City Plan proposes an R-0 zoning for this parcel'
• of land. It is our understanding that the proposed zoning would necessitate the
securing of a special permit should we desire to develop that parcel as an office
building at sometime , in the future.
Inasmuch as the development of office-type facilities on this site
would not be in conflict with the present uses of the surrounding sites, and
inasmuch as the process for securing a special permit can prove costly and time
consuming, we would urge your consideration of zoning the parcel in question '
in such a manner as to eliminate the necessity of a special permit for development
at some future time.
Your consideration of this matter during your deliberations will be
most appreciated and we thank you for the opportunity to share our thoughts
with you.

Mark Parringto
Director of Planning
MP:crg

surrER GENERAL HOSPITAL
SUTTER MEMORIAL HOSPITAL
SUTTER DIAGNOSTIC

ei

TREATMENT CENTER

SUTTER COMMUNITY MENTAL HEALTH CENTER
'SUTTER HOSPITALS' ARTIFICIAL MONEY CENTER
CARDIO-PULMONARY DIAGNOSTIC CENTER

CM PLANNING CON1M1 SION

DEC - 5 It'm

' Sevier & Kemnitzer

ECEIVEn A Legal Association
.

916.442-7663

S Street, Sacramento, CA 95814.

Attorneys:
Elliot K. Sevier
Bryan Kemnitzer

_
.
lqdvember . 30, 1979
•;r:•.•

rt, Gee, planner City of Sacramento
Planning "Dept. -:9 th and. I, Street
Sacramento , CA, 9581

••■=

;t.

,
zone of ,property located at
,
..022.S_Street, on: the new proposed.
"Central City 'Plan"

-am the - tenant at,, the property located at 1022
Street, in the middle of the block on the South side of
Street between 10th and. llth. .
e,subjeCt property is presently being used as
. lay/ office.
.have occupied this property and have used
as a -law office since September of 1976. The owner of
the property is John Hedd:en.
am not -sure.what.the present zoning on
this property is„ I am. advised that on the proposed "Central
'. 1 City' Plan" the'property will be rezoned to A-3-C, which I
.= understand will not permit the use that presently exists
at this site much less any other commercial use.
. I can'It - help but believe that there must be some
oversight regarding the proposed plan and the proposed
--zoning change regarding this parcel. The:Apailding is ideal
for a law office or similiar - light commercial use. It is
-`bordered by a parking lot on one side (for Old Ironsides)
and a 4-plex on the other .
-

I n "addicon.,. there are plans being discussed here
-regarding our renovating the downstairs (floor level) of this
building for additional'office space.
.
.
:Finally, you should ; be advised_: that we have an 'existing parcel: parking lot. in the rear , of this
thatdcconodates
8 automobiles....

11.

plan to ,attend ..the hearing of the Planning
Commission; on - December 20 at 5: .30 p.m in the Council
,Chaxnbers I hope that continued _light commercial use
of this building.ican• . continue. -

alliot, K.

5

CITY PUNNING COMMISSZ

RECElvF“)

July 20, 1979

Mr. Art Gee
Sacramento City Planning
915 I Street
Sacramento, California 95814
Dear Mr. Gee:
This letter is intended to inform you of my support of
the contemplated re-zoning of F and G Streets. I heartily
support the return of F Street to two-way traffic.
It is my observation that there are only a few scattered
commercial businesses on F Street and a re-routing of the
commercial traffic it bears would return this residential
neighborhood to the serenity it does not enjoy now. The
commercial street traffic begins at four a.m. and the common
speed even of city busses is well above the posted zone.
The noise level is almost unbearable.
T

hope you can help.
Most ' si en,tyx.
Patrici

2012 F Street
Sacramento, California 95814

A.

Priest

Karen L. Curtis
K. William Curtis
2200 N Street
Sacramento, CA 95816
Nay 4 : lug
The City Planning Commission
915 I Street, Room 308
Sacramento, CA 95814
Re: Downzoning of Central City Properties
Dear Commission:
We are owner-occupants at 220n N Street currently
zoned as an R-5 area. Downzoning hearings which will affect
our neighborhood are scheduled in June, 1979.
The residents do not have nearby on-street parking because there are numerous offices and apartments. Continued
development of the area would only increase this problem,
not to mention the increased pollution. We feel the development of additional apartments would lead to the prdblems
many neighborhoods with apartments experience, such as vandalism, robberies and so forth.
We live in an unique preservation area with fourteen
priority structures in a two block area (from 21st to 23rd
Streets). Our neighborhood is slowly returning to an owneroccupant neighborhood where the residents are rehabilitating
the structures and hopefully live in them for the next 40
years. This is our plan. Therefore the integrity of the
neighborhood is important to maintain. There are a number
of vacant lots that can be developed and we urge you to
place a moratorium on any proposed developments until the
hearings have been held and a zoning determination has been
made. If that is impossible, then we urge you to take into
consideration the historical value this neighborhood has
for the City of Sacramento. Therefore, a limit should be
placed on the number of units constructed on each parcel
and a careful review made of the architectural design of
any proposed structures would help ncourage the preservation
of the neighborhood.
Thank you for your consideration in this matter.
Sincerely,
--3M2"ti (gz,t
.

KAREN L, CURTIS
K. WILLIAM CURTIS
cc: Preservation Board
Architectural Review Board

SACRAMENTO STUCCO COMPANY
.5;12=0 Pitoducad
PHONE
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December 11, 1979

0 1:4 a

R EC E IV I tD

Mr. Art Gee, Principal Planner
Planning Department
915 "I" Street, Room 308
Sacramento, CA 95814
Dear Mr. Gee:
Mr. Lewis Winchell, President of Sacramento Stucco Company, 27th and R
Streets, has asked that I represent him at the public hearing on
December 20, 1979.
If the Sacramento Central City Comprehensive Plan is adopted, Sacramento
Stucco will be forced to relocate their stucco manufacturing operation,
which has operated at this location since 1940. The business of
Sacramento Stucco, which took 40 years to build, would suffer severely
by this plan.
The proposal that Southern Pacific Railroad abandon their right-of-way
down R Street would be a severe hardship on Sacramento Stucco.
Currently the company has seven 85,000 pound boxcards of sand shipped
from Monterey, California, every month; and three 85,000 pound boxcars
of U.S.G. Plaster shipped from Plaster City, California, and Gerlach,
Nevada, per month. Sacramento Stucco also receives two 85,000 pound
boxcars shipped from Southard, Oklahoma. If the material were shipped
from Oklahoma via truck, the consumer would be deprived of a reasonable
price.
If compelled
power loaded
be necessary
unemployment

to receive all material via truck lines, the loads would be
and unloaded. If this came to pass, then it will no longer
to employ as many personnel as are currently employed. The
rate is high enough in Sacramento.

A-38

Mr. Art Gee
Page 2
December 11, 1979

Eighty percent of the products sold at Sacramento Stucco are shipped
to us by rail. If all of our products were received by truck our
freight cost would increase astronomically, which in reality is passed
on to the consumer.
Is the purpose of this Comprehensive Plan to force the businesses along
R Street to operate under a hardship?
Sincerely,

J. D. Elder
JDE:sje

CITY PLANNING CONIMISSM
December 12, 1979

RECE VFn

1724 S Street
P.O. Box 160691
Sacramento, California 95816

Planning Commission
Central City Plan Task Force
City of Sacramento
915 I Street
Sacramento, California
Dear Commission Members:
The parcel located at 1724 S Street should remain commercial and be zoned C-2
rather than the proposed R-3-C zone.
There are many reasons:
1.

The property is almost surrounded by commercial establishments: a restaurant
next door, a refrigeration and appliance service to the rear, and a plating
works in front. Additional commercial neighbors include a wholesale electrical supply company and a hair salon.

2.

All of the adjoining parcels on three sides--north, south, and east--are proposed to be zoned either C-2 or C-4. Only the parcel to the west is used
solely as a residence: it is proposed to be zoned R-3-C. As a result of
the current surrounding land use and proposed commercial zoning, it is
logical that this parcel should be zoned commercial, C-2.

3.

This location is ideal for a small business.
I have been planning to open
a typography and graphic design business and shop on this property. The
commercial zoning is one reason I purchased it.

4.

The Central City Plan proposes to make S Street a major arterial street,
mostly zoned for general or heavy commercial use. The heavy traffic of
an arterial street is not conducive to residential uses of this parcel.

A map of the area, including surrounding parcels and th4ir uses is attached.
Slides of these land uses are also available. Unfortunately, lack of time
has not permitted enlargement of the slides to prints.
For the reasons cited above, I believe you should retain commercial zoning
for this parcel.

Sincerely,

#
Peter B. Manston,
Owner

A-HO

CM' PLANNING COMM:310N

RECE IV n

s 77AV. 9/-2- NV

ree&

•-i-N
I. ciry

fjcetamel

A-4-11
filtyvb4
00x
5 410(
lietomtef4

9554

DAVID S. PEREDNIA
REAL ESTATE DEVELOPMENTS
P. CI Box 160756 • SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 95816 • 9 161 444.41q4141

446-2561

CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
December 10, 1979

I6

-

Mr. Art Gee
Sacramento City Planning Department
915 I Street, Room 308
Sacramento, California 95814

19/9

RECEIVED

Re: 1990 Central City Plan
Dear Art:
On behalf of myself and the other property owners with whom you and
Gene Matsuda met today, I would like to thank you for taking time out to
come to my office to explain and elaborate on aspects of the 1990 Central
City Plan as they relate to our portion of the Southside neighborhood.
As you know, we have been planning a private renewal of our portion
of the neighborhood with plans to develop two new office buildings to
compliment the one that I presently own at 1990 Third Street. The property owners with whom you met, several others who were unable to attend
our meeting and I are preparing complete development plans. These plans
should be presented before the Planning Department and Architectural
Review Board some time within the next six months. Our concern regarding the proposed Central City Plan is that it would create problems in
developing this property which presently do not exist due to the M-1
zoning which we presently enjoy. We are concerned that by surrendering
this M-1 zone for a R-0 zone you will be burdening us with additional cost,
time and effort to further our development. Our plans have been made
public via newspaper articles more than once in the past twelve months.
We would like some assurance that we can develop our property for office
use without the added burden of public hearings for a special use permit
which presently is not required but which would be required under an R-0
zone.
I appreciate the City's concern that the presently proposed R-0 strip
extending along the North half of the block between S and T Streets from
Interstate 5 to 7th Street be available for both office and residential
use. I would suggest that the property involved, which would be the North
half block between S and T Streets between Interstate 5 and 4th Street, be
zoned C-2 which would permit an office building without permit and residential use with a permit. There are presently two occupied residences in
this entire area. The rest of the land is either vacant or in commercial
use. An 0 - B zone would also be acceptable, however, that would preclude
the use of the property for residential use.
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We are reassured by your comments regarding the height limitation
that the new plan will be flexible in providing variances from the height
limit of 35 feet in individual cases. We would like a height limit of 45
to 50 feet for our proposed development.
Regarding the traffic circulation, we, the owners agree that a change
in traffic pattern from one-way to two-way on S, T, 3rd and 5th would
benefit the area in general and I believe, we would all encourage this
change to take place as soon as possible. The freeway off-ramp proposal
at S Street, however, is an aspect of the plan with which I feel we disagree. This would create an additional burden to the traffic problems
for this area and we feel that a traffic study should be undertaken to
determine the inadequacy of the Q Street off-ramp before such a proposal
is adopted. Although you have assured us that this is solely an off-ramp
proposal which would handle traffic coming from the South, it is our observation that the Q Street off-ramp is under-utilized at this time.
I have taken the liberty in this letter of speaking for myself and
the other property owners involved in our proposed development area. I
feel this summarizes their feelings as well as my own. I am sure you
will be receiving letters confirming these comments from the other property owners. Once again, thank you for your time and consideration. We
look forward to seeing you again at the Planning Commission and Council
hearings on the 1990 Central City Plan.

Sincerely,

David S. Perednla,

DSP:ah
cc: Frank Cirill
Clarence Machado
Dick Turner
Robert Sullivan

LINEN SERVICE - LAUNDRY
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NerIe eetersen — Owner
Sacramento City Plannincr Commission
Att" Mr Art Gee.
915 I St Rm 308
Sacramento, Calif. 95814
Dear Mr Gee.
The draft of the Sacramento Central City Community Plan proposes to change
the zoning of a portion of our property from C2 zone to Rz0 zone. The property in
esticn has a, street addtess of 1318-V Street. It is a part of our business property
that Has been C-2 commercial for many years, and was purchased to satisfy a Planning
Commission requirement that we provide more parking places. This property is needed
by our business for commercial use , at present and in the future. I respectfully
request that the parcel, remain in C-2 commercial zoning.
A second parcel of property' that our business owns is scheduled to change
from 2.4 to Ri-R2. It has a. street address of 1321-W Street. It has a garage type
building on it that has been used for storage for 1 0 years. :;e have plans to use part
of this property for an apartment buildin 3f four or five units. I. request that it
• remain in the R4 zoning classification.
The remoninc, of the two parcels of our property would effect the value
cpert
t the present
considerabley.there are no houses on either piece of t
time. I sincerely ask that you consider our request.

Yours

Tr1.1 1

Merle Petersen
Owner, Manager

CITY PLANNINC; CV's:417)347i
"r:
VIRGIL R. AIROLA, M. D.,

•

INC.

oRTI-ioPEolc SURGERY
2626 N STREET
SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 95816

R E C E IV ;n

TELEPHONE A92-2633

December 6, 1979

Mr. Art Gee
Planning Department
City of Sacramento
915 Eye Street
Sacramento, California 95814
Dear Mr. Gee:
Thank you very much for sending me the data concerning the Comprehensive Plan for
rezoning in the core portion of Sacramento. As I recall, you asked for any comments
that I might have after going over this. I would like, therefore, to submit a few
suggestions, if I may. These are not meant to be critical in anyway. It is very
obvious that you have put in a tremendous amount of work in the future planning
of the central city.
For the last twenty-five years, Sacramento has experienced a tremendous amount
of peripheral growth and as a result the central portion of the city has largely been
abandoned from a purely business standpoint. This has been' purelytypical of all
of the major communities within not only California but the entire country.
Sacramento, however,.is unique in the fact that it is the Capitol city and thus retains
in its downtown core area the State offices and also retains the City and County offices.
There, thus, remains a very viable population within the core area that is arriving
each morning and departing each evening to the peripheral bedroom area. With the
sudden and for some almost catastrophic curtailment of petroleum products, there has
become an absolute need for a reversal of some of the prior planning projects and
programs thataatfacing each community. This is certainly true in Sacramento where
such a large population of workers is required in the downtown areas. Further,
Sacramento has been attempting to encourage a shift in buyer attention to the downtown
area and thus restimulate some of the commercial businesses that flourished so well
about thirty years ago. The reestablishment of the so called "Old City" has helped
bring a general population to the downtown area that is interested in spending money
but *has not solved the problem. The present Capitol Mall has certainly stimulated
business interests in developing their office residences, but the K Street Mall has not
been a successful project from the standpoint of stimulating business. It has, however,
provided a haven for the transient population that use to inhabit the west end of the city.
We now have a relatively large prostitute population somewhat south of the Capitol Mall
area which apparently derives its business from the commercial interests that have
remained as the result of State activity, as well as commercial activity on the Mall itself.
As I look over your Comprehensive Plan, I find that one of the aims, at least, include
reducing downtown automobile traffic and also to increase the light density multiple
family occupancy of the land. There is a question in my mind also as to whether
you wish to increase the single or two family occupancy of the land.
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The Central City Study map describes what I call the "Old City" and it is in this area
that the entire State, City and County activities, for the most part, are confined.
In order to reduce automobile traffic and daily need for parking, it is al= st mandatory
that workers in this area be given the opportunity to live as close to their working area
as possible. This means heavy density utilization and the ideal for this is the high rise
type of complex. Further, the City has encouraged developers to come into the
downtown area not only for business ventures but for hotels, restoration projects, etc.,
to increase the cash flow in these areas. A heavy density utilization will allow for
a large population to exist and work in the downtown area without the daily movement
of automobile or bus traffic in and out of this region. The high rise type of complex will lend
itself beautifully to this region also because of the excellent view of the surrounding
country side, and further the base upon which such buildings can be constructed is
relatively stable. An example of what I am talking about can be seen in the City of Honolulu
where the high rise type of dwelling has been used to excellent advantage. A sprinkling
of light density use or even single family use would lend a certain quaint atmosphere
because for the most part these would be restorations of old buildings, but for efficient
use of the downtown core area and to provide maximum benefit for all of your merchants,
it is almost mandatory that the population that moves in and out of the area be willing
to increase the cash flow and perhaps come not only to see the historical sites, but to make
purchases from the downtown merchants. If this is not done, the decay which has set in
will continue. It is almost mandatory also that you clean out the transient, non-productive
elements by improving the environment for those people who are productive and can
contribute to the city by providing some sort of tax response in return for their living
within the core area. I do not mean to say that there would be an additional tax, but what
I am stating is that the more occupants per unit of land, the greater the tax load this
land will stand. This is all important from an economic standpoint.
Unfortunately, early real estate developments did not really look to the future but looked
only to the opportunistic value of each development as it occurred. There are many old
buildings particularly in the south west corner of the "Old City" that will not have any
restoration value and hence will eventually go. Many of these are in such poor condition
that they really should come down now. Many of the residents are quite elderly, however,
and really would have nowhere else to go. These buildings, however, are destined for
obliteration perhaps within the next five to ten years.
You have another problem facing you here not only in the "Old City" but in a number
of the peripheral areas. This is the increasing crime rate and in a number of these
areas there are a number of "gangs" operating to rip-off the elderly or the vulnerable.
An environment must be created in which people can safely move about with very little
risk of such molestation. Light density or single family type land utilization does not
lend itself to efficient protection of the elderly or the vulnerable. With crime increasing
and without a corresponding increase in your peace officers, you would create additional
areas in which the criminal could hide or the juvenile could get away.
I, therefore, respectfully request that you seriously make an attempt to re-think this
plan in the light of these principles. There are many additional facets that could be
added to this discussion but from the standpoint of all concerned, particularly those
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groups who have large investments within this area, it is my feeling that we must look
forward, not backward in our development processes. An increase in single family
or light density land use is really a step backward toward the agrarian type of land use,
rather than the urban. Our modern energy requirements will simply not allow this
sort of luxury.
Respectfully s

itt'ed,

.../ ..--VAR. .
rola, M.D.
VRA/cp

A-i-fl
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2005 22nd Street
Sacramento, Ca. 958 18
At Gee and
City Planning Commission
915 I Street
Room 308
Sacramento, Ca. 95814

Dear Planning Commission,
As owners and residents of the neighborhood south of S Street and east of 21st
Street, we are writing to endorse the Sacramento Central City Comprehensive Plan.
Specifically, we endorse the plan's intention, carried through zoTning changes7 to
retain the residential neighborhoods that still (luckily) exist in the old city.
Hopefully, this will help prevent the rape of the land and exploitation of the
neighborhoods by speculators who don't seem to care about the fine homes, large
trees, architectural congruity, and open spaces needed by human beings for their
living environment.
(--,
) We also endorse the plan's proposed addition of new bike ways, encouraging self
- reliance, non-poluting transportation, resident use of local businesses, and health.
We would like to see even more bike ways.
Lastly, we join together with other residents in our neighborhood in requesting
S and T Streets to be 2 way minor residential streets. We belive the neighborhood
has more chance of remaining integrated and not detonating if one way major

streets are eliminated. We have heard the Planning Council believes the city needs
a one way major street in our part of town. If so, see one way W Street...why not
continue to use this street and emphasize it as a major one way. If you were to
drive down W Street you can see what the freeway and a major one way street has
done to this neighborhood street. Another option we propose is using R Street
corridor as a major one way for trucks only.
We feel very lucky to be living in the old city part of Sacramento—in a city
that fortunately has enough forsight and democracy to approach its citizens for
what they see as their neighborhood's needs. Now that you have asked, we pray
that you will listen.
Sincerely,
-//
Suzanne M. Gaughen

CITY PLANNING COMMIS'S ON

SHELL OIL COMPANY
2545 FAIR OAKS BOULEVARD

I
RECEIVED

SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 95825

(916) 481-0400

December 13, 1979

Mr. Art Gee
Sacramento City Hall
915 I Street, Room 308
Sacramento, CA 95814
Dear Mr. Gee:
We own the vacant lot, size 161' X 121', at the southwest
corner of 9th and Q Streets in Sacramento.
We would like to express our support for the proposed Central
City Flan wherein it changes the zoning at 9th & Q Streets to C-4 from
M-1.
The reasons for the support of the zoning change are as
follows:
1. The highest and best use of subject lot would be
C-4 uses and would result in a higher tax base.
2. The area around 9th and Q Streets has not developed
into the previously anticipated M-1 uses.
3. The uses permitted under C-4 would be more
compatible with the new State office buildings
across and down the street from 9th and Q.
4. Also, the uses permitted under C-4 would be of
greater value to the City in its objective to
enhance, improve, and revitalize the downtown
area.
Your consideration and approval will be appreciated.
y 9urs,

R G Swanson
District Manager

Dec. 20, 1979

STATEMENT TO THE
SACRAMENTO CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
by
The South o

"S" Street Residents

The South of "S" Street Residents is a coalition of home owners and

renters living within a 26-block section of the Central City bordered by
28th and 21st streets on the east and west; and "S" and "W" streets on the
north and south.
Our neighborhood is primarily single—family residential in character,
with a scattering of apartments and duplex structures. The main traffic
arteries bisecting the area are "5" and "T" streets.
Generally we support thezoningdhanges as they affect our neighborhood,
under the proposed Central City Plan. In addition, we favor the deemphasis
of "T," 11 5," 24th, and 25th streets as traffic thoroughfares.
We believe that the overall direction of the proposed rezoning will
provide a diversity of housing types and land uses for our part of the
downtown area. In doing so, the plan will enhance the quality of life for
the city's residents and encourage investment and rehabilitation of existing
single-family structures by families and single persons living downtown.
Based on this reasoning, we have collected 178 signatures from
97 home owners and 81 renters in the south of "S" Street area during the
past two weeks. Our petition in English and Chinese states the followin
We, the undersigned residents of the Central City,
south of S Street urge you to protect the residential character
of our neighborhood. We believe that the proposed Central City
Plan accomplishes this objective for our neighborhood through
zoning changes. These changes would encourage preservation
of existing homes and reduce the number of new apartment houses
that could be built in the area in the future. We also support
the reduction of commuter traffic through our neighborhood by
changing S and T streets to two-way minor streets.

South of "S" Street Residents
page 2

We will continue to collect signatures and encourage our neighbors
to support the Central City Plan. However there are a few facets of the
plan which we believe need refinement. Our recommendations are as follows:

As proposed, the plan would rezone most of our neighborhood
(26 blocks) to the R-1/R-2 category. Other areas totaling
approximately 15 city blocks would be rezoned to the new R-3-C
category.
Within the R-1/R-2 category there are both old and new apartment
structures, cottage-type rental units and duplexes which are
generally compatible with the residential character of the neighborhood.

However, the predominant land use is single-family.

We recommend an R-1 designation for the entire.area proposed
for the R-1/R-2 category under the plan. In the event of fire
or demolition of existing multiple units, nonconforming structures
should only be permitted within R-1 areas under a special use
permit.
Adequate provisions for off-street parking should be a mandatory
condition for any such permit. Prior to issuing such a permit,
the city should provide notice to all home owners with properties
adjoining or contiguous to such lots.
2.

Within the four areas proposed for rezoning to the R-3-C
category within our neighborhood, the prevailing land use is
multiple unit or apartments. The Central City Plan map indicates
that great care was exercised not to include lots with existing
single-family structures within the new R-3-C zone.

South of "S" Street Residents
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However, there are a few key exceptions which would permit higher
densities on some existing single-family lots. Two of these are
located on the northeast and northwestern corners of the intersection of 24th and "T" streets. As a matter of equity, we
recommend that the boundaries of proposed R-3-C areas within
our neighborhood be adjusted to delete such single-family parcels.
The overall direction of the plan is to rezone most of our
neighborhood from the R-4/R-5 category to R-1/R-2. Under the
exceptions cited, property owners with single-family units
within the proposed R-3-C category have been singled out for
special treatment. As proposed, the plan is inconsistent in this
regard.
As an alternative, our entire segment of the downtown area could
be zoned R-1, with "grandfather" provisions to allow existing
nonconforming uses to continue.
3.

Along the "W" Street corridor, between 27th and 21st streets,
the plan has proposed rezoning to the R-1/R-2 category. Because
of the proximity of the W-X freeway and the one-way street status
of "W" Street, this area has very high noise and air pollution.
We believe that the unique problems of "W" Street residents
warrant special consideration and should be studied further.

4.

Although the subject of tonight's public hearing is the proposed
zoning changes under the Central City Plan, we have found that
the effect of the proposed transportation plan on our neighborhood
is of special concern to home owners and renters alike.
It appears from the plan map that "S" Street has been recommended
for major two-way street status as a trade-off for designating

South of "S" Street Residents
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D,C, E, F, and the easterly portions of G,H,N, P and T streets
as local streets with traffic control measures to discourage
their use by through traffic.
We believe this trade-off creates a surge in traffic on "S"
Street and will result in a deterioration in the quality of life
for home owners and tenants residing alone the artery.
Although we plan to discuss this issue in greater detail at
the January hearing, we believe the overwhelming sentiment of
residents is that "S" Street should be made into a minor, two-way
street with stop lights and signs to discourage rather than
encourage traffic.

A final comment. We note that land speculators and real estate
interests have expressed opposition to the Central City Plan
because of the need for additional high-density housing in the
downtown area.
We believe the plan addresses this need through the proposed
R-5, R-4, R-0 and R-3-C zoning categories. Residential uses
could also be permitted under a special permit in the C-1, C-2
and C-3 categories. When implemented, the Capitol Area Plan will
provide additional high-density housing as well.
We wonder whether speculators and the real estate industry
oppose the plan because they favor a perpetuation of the hodgepodge development with no concern for existing families
and residents in the downtown area.

South of "S" Street Residents
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We believe the plan will encourage the maintenance of existing
single-family housing stock and neighborhoods.

The plan attempts

to strike a balance in land use and reflects a sensitivity
for the quality of life for residents who have chosen to live in
the downtown.
If the need for high-density housing is as critical as the plan's
opponents argue, we suggest that the entire East Sacramento,
Curtis Park and Land Park areas be rezoned along with the Central
City for such development.
For far too long, the downtown area has been treated as a
stepchild by real estate speculators and decision-makers living
elsewhere. We believe the proposed Central City Plan reverses
this trend and constitutes a major reorientation and commitment
to the quality of life in downtown Sacramento. We are encouraged
by this redirection and urge your adoption of the plan.
Thank you.

az.u.1114
r7rrrr

zg KERTE
December 20, 1979
Mr. Fred Silva, Chairman
City Planning Commission
915 I Street
Sacramento, CA. 95814
Dear Mr. Silva:
The Capitol Park Renters' Fund is a grassroots neighborhood tenants
organization of low and moderate income residents who live in the
central downtown.
Overthe years we have watched as the amount of decent, affordable
housing has been methodically eroded by the inflation of property and
housing values - fueled largely by speculation. Because we are in a
speculated market housing is no longer viewed as a necessity of life
for working people, but as a commodity to be used to reap maximum
profits. We can therefor no longer afford to watch as the speculative
process artificially raises housing costs, increases turnover, and
destroys neighborhoods.
The time has come when the City Planning Commission must take a strong
positive stance in affirming the need of the central city to maintain
its neighborhoods with its population of low and moderate income
residents. It is precisely for this reason that we fully support your
staff's proposed zoning of the Southside neighborhood. We also support
your staff's recommendation of R-5 zoning for the area adjacent to the
Capitol Area Plan.
Atthe same time that you adopt a land use and zoning plan, you should
adopt policies which will systematically minimize displacement of low
and moderate income residents. We support the following policies:

2. Construction of new low and moderate income housing on
existing vacant parcels, and
3. Provision of relocation benefits for both low and moderate
income residents who are displaced and the creation of a
city-initiated or city-sponsored mechanism to monitor the
provision of these benefits.
Sincerely
)1;:i

.;

Neil Shiffihr,
for the Caiol Park Renters' Fund

1525 16th Street Sacramento, a• 9581i

4 47- 273 7

1. One-to-one replacement of low and moderate income housing
that is demolished or converted to upper income housing,

Asian Community Center of Sacramento Valley, Inc.
2200 6th Street

Sacramento, California 95818

(916) 444 2678
-

December 20, 1979

Fred Silva
City Planning Commission
City Hall
Sacramento, CA 95814

Dear Mr. Silva,
The Asian Community Center serves low income Asians in
Sacramento. Many of our clients are elderly or recent immigrants
who reside in the Central City because of the availability of
affordable housing and the oroximity to Asian specialty shops.
As most of you know, Asians in Sacramento have been forced
to move several times throughout history. Forced relocation
has caused many losses to our community but we have managed to
oreserve what is now located in the Southside Area.
We endorse the proposed zoning for the South of Q. Street
area because we feel it will help preserve our neighborhood as
an affordable and stable community. The proposed zoning, however,
is not enough to protect our neighborhood from yet another forced
move. The reality is that Asians again stand to lose their
homes if the City does not take additional measures to minimize
displacement. Therefore, we propose the City take a serious look
at these additional steps toward preserving the Southside
neighborhood and indeed the entire Central City, for low and
moderate income tenants and homeowners.
I. The City should initiate a mechanism to provide relocation benefits to any persons displaced by public or private
action.
2. The City should require one to one replacement of low and
moderate income housing that is lost through new construction
or rehabilitation.
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3. The City should be involved in the provision of additional
new construction low income housing units within the Central
City boundaries, and especially in areas zoned for high density.
4. The City should actively pursue additional Section 8
Existing housing subsidies and make some of these subsidies
available to low income Asians. Presently, the City does not
advertise the Section 8 program in either Japanese, Chinese,
Tagalog, or Korean.
Thank you for your attention.
Sincerely,

ushi "Chewy" Ito
President, Board of Directors
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December 27, 1979

City Planning Commission
915 "I" Street
Room :308
Sacramento, Ca.

Dear Sirs,
I live at 2122 "X" street, (parcel 1010-221-08), and it is
part of the area scheduled to be rezoned. It is presently zoned
0-2, but is proposed R - 0, I want it to remain 0-2 and I believe
that this can be done without detriment to the goals of the rezoning program. The block I live on is surrounded by businesses.
(see map) To the south is the street Broadway. This is directly
behind me and there is a Crocker Bank and a Pancake Circus Restaurant. Across the street is an office complex, barber shop and
realestate office. North of me is "X" street, but more importantly
the freeway. This freeway makes a very effective boundary line
and taken into consideration with the rest of the area would relieve any need to rezone my block, or the attending area. I live
on this block, but I also work here. I have a one man pottery
studio. I looked long and hard to find a place that met my requirements and still was in a price range I could afford. Being
a small business person is not the easiest thing to do now days
and you would not be making it any easier if you rezoned by block.
do not believe small businesses are bad for the central city
and especially when they are located in an area that is on the
very edge of the plan.

A-5g

I know the commission has Sacramento City to consider and I
hope that you will review the plan as it pertains to the area in
which I live and work. I think you will see that the freeway
is a natural barrier and that 0-2 zoning is appropriate to the
area.
Below are the signatures of property owners that also want
this block to remain 0-2.
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REMARKS BEFORE THE SACRAMENTO CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
ON JANUARY 3, 1980
By
Jonathan S. Jespersen
1215 'F' Street
Sacramento, CA 95814
(916) 447-5220

CITY PLANNING COMMISSION

1580

RECEIVFn

As a resident on F Street between 12th and 13th Streets, I
am particularly concerned about a very serious problem, specially
bus traffic on F Street. As the members of the Commission may know,
substancial effort is being made by individuals to rehabilitate
houses on F Street in the Alkali Flat area, The J. Neely Johnson
mansion and others are being rebuilt and repaired. Most of the work
being done is between 8th and 15th on F Street.
Currently, both Greyhound and RT use F Street on their routes.
However, I would like to focus on the Greyhound buses for two reasons
--their excessive speed and their numbers. The Greyhound Bus Station
is located on L Between 8th and 7th Streets. The Greyhound buses, in
order to get on Interstate 80 going east, now travel on L to 7th south
on 7th to Capitol, left on Capitol Mail to 8th, north on 8th to F
Street, right on F Street to 16th, north on 16th to 160 to 1-80.
The part of the route under discussion is F Street between 8th
and 16th. Eight blocks where there is only one traffic light and
Greyhound buses speed up to 45 miles per hour on a 30 mile an hour
street. I am also concerned with the number of buses that use F Street s
The Greyhound schedule has buses leaving as early as 2:35 A.M. and as
late as 11:15 P.M., sometimes running after midnight. According to
Greyhound's printed schedule, over 20 trips a day are made just on the
Reno and Redding runs that utilize F Street. In addition to that,

several buses will be used for one particular run, Moreover, other
buses going farther east use R. Street to 1-80.
My other concern is the excessive speed used by Greyhound buses.
At the suggestion of a Greyhound official who seemed concerned about
the situation, I "timed" the buses in my car, driving behind buses
noting bus numbers and time. Out of 10 buses I checked over a month's
period of time, eight were in excess of the speed limit by five to 15
miles per hour. With most averaging about 40 miles per hour.
What are the effects of such traffic? First, the noise, all of
the residents on F Street I have talked to mentioned that they were
distrubed . by the noise of the buses. Given the 19 hour a day schedule,
it seems unlikely that 'F' can really flourish and rehabilitate with
this negative factor?
Additional factors are the wear on the historic buildings and
the pollution.
What is the solution to the problem? Greater enforcement of the
speed laws by the police would help, but that is only a temporary
solution. The only answer is to reduce or eliminate the Greyhound
buses using 'F' Street and re-route them to primarly commerical
streets such as ',3 1 or on Interstate 5 to 380 whenever possible.
I think more direction needs to be in the plan than redesignation of
F Street to a two-way street -- specifically to prohibit the use of
intercity buses on certain residential streets in downtown Sacramento.

6-403

CITY PUNNING COMMISSION

Sam Castro

ICI

Musical Instrument Repairs

.640-Middiefieki-Reed
1Jeee-A4terGyst-94304

(115)3317339

Brass and Woodwind Specialist

1911 18th Street
Sacramento, CA 95814
January 7, 1980
Sacramento City Planning Commission
915 I Street, Room 308
Sacramento, CA 95814
Gentlemen:
This letter concerns the Proposed new plan for Central City.
I had intended to attend meetings on December 29 and January 3,
but was unable to at the last minute; therefore, my letter is
belated, but I hope not too late to affect the proposed rezoning of my property.
My property is located on the east side of 18th Street,
between S Street and the first alley to the south. It is
one of two lots proposed for R-3-C zoning; the remainder of
the block between S Street and the alley is proposed for C-2
zoning. I would prefer to have my property included in the
C-2 zoning. My next-door neighbor, Mr. Nub o Agrimonti,
located next to the alley, also prefers to retain a commercial zoning, and is willing to prepare a written statement
to that effect, if necessary.
I purchased this property about 18 years ago, mainly because
of the commercial zoning, which allowed me to conduct my
musical instrument repair business from my home. I left
Sacramento six years ago, but have recently returned, expecting to open my business here again.
In addition, the alley next to the Agrimonti's property gives
a more natural division between commercial and residential
areas that the proposed division between property lines.
In summary, I am requesting that the proposed C 2 zoning be
extended to include the entire block between 18th and 19th
-

Streets and between S Street and the first alley to the south
for the following reasons:
1. It is currently zoned commercial;
2. My purpose for buying the property was to have my
business here, and I wish to reopen my business;
3. The owner of the only other proposed R-3-C-zoned
property also prefers to retain the commercial
zoning; and
4. The alley to the south gives a more natural division
between residential and commercial areas than does
the ptoposed division between property lines.
Sincerely,
(
Saul- . Castro

( --,LA WRENCE-MAYFLOWER
I.C.C. No. MC-40497

1-97318

LAWRENCE MOVING & STORAGE CO. /20TH & JAY STS., P.O. BOX 1194/SACRAMENTO, CA .98806/(916)443-6861

January 9, 1980

CITY PUNNING COMMCSiON
• 14.i

City Planning Commission
City of Sacramento
City Hall
Sacramento, CA 95814

PECEtV

Ladies and Gentlemen:
As a property owner of two parcels of property included in the
recent notice of an intention to rezone from C-4 to C-2, I hereby
advise you of my objections to such rezoning.
The properties in question are: the parcel bounded by the
Western Pacific right of way on the west, the west side of
Twentieth Street, from J Street on the north to K Street on the
south, entirely occupied by a warehouse building; the second parcel
has the east boundary of the Western Pacific right of way, the
west side of Twentieth Street, and I Street on the north and the
alley between J Street and I Street as the southern boundary,
occupied by a garage, warehouse, and parking lot.
Very truly yours,

William EF1ibbitt
WEH/mlm

CITY PLAOMG
L. E. CARRON

'1;80

REAL ESTATE BROKER
1851 HERITAGE LANE. SUITE 120 • SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 95E115
PHONE (9161 920-3085

RECEIVED

January 9, 1980

Sacramento City Planning Commission
City Hall
915 "F" Street
Sacramento, CA
Gentlemen:
Richard Ohm and I are the owners of the 6400 square foot warehouse building
at 718 - 20th Street, Sacramento, and we were given notice by the Sacramento
City Planning Commission yesterday, January 8, 1980, that our property is
under consideration for rezoning from C-4 to C-2, or to a less restrictive
zone.
We wish to go on record in apposing this change in zoning. We feel the west
side of 20th Street to the Western Pacific track is a natural Heavy Commercial
Zone corridor and the proof of this is the improvements that exist and their
use.

We've been told there has been some residents in the area objecting to the
Heavy Commercial use, thus the down-zoning. However, we feel that many of
the owners of Heavy Commercial property, along with Mr. Ohm and me, will be in
apposition to this zone change, and will balance the scales in keeping the 20th
Street corridor zoned C-4.
Sincerely,

L. E. CARRON
LEC:bcj

1800 P Street
CITY PLANNING CUMMON
Sacramento, Ca.
January 8, 1980

RECEIVED
Members of tlie commission:
Both the Atherton and MTS plans for improved transportation
in the Central City provide for reduced traffic en residential
streets and increasing capacity on commercial corridors. It is
clear that these plans more closely carry out the goals of the
citizen's committee, but are they workable? I believe they are
if the transportation is coordinated with Changes in land use and
development and carefully phased, in three distinct phases, over
the ten year period from 1980 to 1990.
From the figures below it becomes clear that workability of
the plans depends on three things:
1. Attracting larger numbers of people who work in the C.C.
to also live here.
2. Transit capacity will have to increase- probably doublein the C.C.
3. More automobile commuters must carpool.
Another basic requirement in this analysis is that auto traffic lanes
on major streets in the C.C. will have to carry about 1,200 cars
per hour. Discussions with staff in the Traffic Engineering Dept.
indicate that this is possible if there are few lights, the roadway
is straight, and perhaps with peak period parking restrictions. Using
the 1,200 cars per hour figure, the streets J,W1 12th, 15th, and 16th;
19th and 21st, and 3rd street would provide at least 15 lanes in each
direction with a total capacity of approximately 18,000 cars per hour.
hope the following analysis is helpful.
ti

ly,

11 Atherton

ArL0-1

PHASE I: Downgrade residential one-way streets from ,3 lanes to
2 lanes.
1980
Build several semi-diverters to direct traffic away from
residential streets .
.30,000

(from EIR)

8,000

(from EIR)

Total workers in C.C.

82,000

(From EIR)

Commute need

74,000

# transit commuters

10,000

(Assume residents walk,
bike, or take local bus)
(from RT, with 30,000
known total trips)

# auto commute riders

64,000

Total residents
Residents working in C.C.

Phase II: Downgrade some additional streets by adding more diverters.
1985
Double capacity of RT to handle C.C. commuters by adding
buses and facilitating bus travel on major streets. Use some
cul-de-sac bus stops.
Total Residents

35,000

(from EIR)

Residents working i± C.C.

15,000

(assume all new resident
would work here)

Total workers in C.C.

85,000

Commute need

70,000

# transit commuters

20,000

# auto commute riders

50,000

Phase III:More streets downgraded, more cul-de-sacs, some streets
even abandoned.
1990
Development of one light rail line, perhaps in the Folsom
Corridor with a capacity of 20,000 persons per hour.
Total residents

40,000

Residents working in C.C.

30,000

Total workers in C.C.

90,000

Commute need

60,000

.:Transit riders

30,000

# auto commute riders

30,000

MrPLAMMGCOMMISION

itst,.0
RECEIVFo
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GRAY'S GEnPAL STORE
1630 18th 3treet
Sacramento, CA 95814
January 11, 1960

CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
Room 308, City Hall
Sacramento, CA 95814
RE: Parcel No. 6-295-14
Dear Friends:
to jR-3-C.
Reference proposal to change zoning of above property from
This property, located on the corner of 18th and Q Streets, has been a
grocery store for over seventy-five years and should be changed to C-2 off.
C-1 to conform to long-time (and existing) usage.

, The property building, known as Gray's General Store, is one of the oldest
buildings in Sacramento. It is a replica of an old-fashioned general store
at the turn of the century, with antiques and potpourrie as well as convenience
Take-out lunches are also served to neighbors and R-Street workers,
items.
and during warm weather, luncheoners picnic on sidewalk tables.
';Le feel our business serves the neighborhood and the community. The zoning
should be changed to reflect current usage, and we herewith 80 request the
change be made to 0-2 or C-1.
Very truly yours,
GRAY'S GINRAL STORE
,
4-2
Gloria B. Reynolda
Proprietor
Po E. Enclosed a menu of our take-out lunches. Keep us in mind next time
you send out for sandwiches'

A -Coq

cm'
817
2 1 st STREET
SACRAMENTO CA 9 5 8 1 4

PUMBNG

RECEIV

January 8 1980

CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
CITY HALL
SACRAMENTO CA 95814
Gentlemen/Ladies:
I live in an area that had been deteriorating for years before I and several
people like me bought houses and began fixing them up. One of the problems
that resulted in this deterioration was the downgrading of zoning from R-1
to R-5, which allowed cheaply built apartment buildings with consequential
low-rent units to be built next to period buildings (Federalist Craftsman,
Victorian, Queen Anne, etc.). Not only did this bring in a highly-transient
unstable population, it intensified an. already frustrating parking situation.
One of the problems associated with this type of transient population is the
frequency of "trouble" or disturbance calls to the Police Department. If
you took the time to check the chart at the Police Department you would see
what I'm talking about. Downgrading the zoning results in a downgrading of
the character of the neighborhood. More slums we don't need!
It is for this reason that I strongly protest the request of Neva Cimaroli
and others to retain the R-5 zoning in our areas. The R-3 zoning proposed
by your Commission would help to prevent the further deterioration of our
neighborhoods. R-5 is needed but not mixed in with period structures and in
areas we are trying to upgrade. As a matter of fact, Neva Cimaroli has a
vested interest in the area and it is to her advantage to cram in as many
housing units as possible. If you're interested in the result of this type
of zoning, please drive down some of the alleys in these mixed areas (the
alley between H & I, 21st and 24th would be a good place to start). We cant
keep up with the trash,and thievery is a constant problem. My car and camper
have been ransacked three times in the last three months.
Neva Cimaroli also wants the "commercial line" extended to the middle of
I Street_ This is a heavily tenanted area. Where are those people going to
park.? The noise and dirt are already excessive. Heavy density residential
and commercial zoning defeat our attempts to dress up, clean up, up grade
Sacramento City. Both zones are necessary and needed but please confine
. them to appropriate locations.
Jim Strawkamp lives "in the past by profession." He was fascinating to
listen to, but do we really want to go the way of Florence? Or Chicago?
Sincerely,

tfuCzt
CAROL DRAKE
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January 12, 1 90

City ?lanning Commission
Room 308
City Hall
Sacramento, CA 9581h
Gentlemen:
We inquired about the proposed rezoning fro' C4 to C2 of our
properties, assessc:7s 007-11.3-17(C, cnd
007-110-0900, on January 17, 1930 at 7:30 in the City Council
Chambers. ':je were told either write a letter or attenc;..
we uyiii:retnd
We object to any can -; es of rezo:lin , „
would be some what limited as to what we could Pat on cur
e:.:isttng ':)7.:Lld:Ins. Also, we feel disvacant lot and dc
criminated against since this only affects the properties on
the east sic'.e of the Western Pacific tracks and some businesses
would be exempt as this rezoning seems to be spotty. Tbrs
have not been enough changes in this area to warrant any chznze.
Therefore, we definitly are against any change in the rezoning.
Please consider these matters at your hearing and let us keep
the C4 zoning. Thank you for your consideration.
Yours truly,

• Lloyd K. Matrisciano

7
•
- J ennie Aatrisciano

DISHWASHERS

REFAIGEPATORS

•. i*:".F.

":17:•Pi;:":45

-

"

CITY PLANNING C31M133:3 ri
..4 .i 71 Ai

4: I siK

RECEIVPo

January 11, 1980
City Planning Commission
Room 308
City Hall
Sacramento, CA 95814
Gentlemen:
Reference is made to your "Public Notice" of a public
hearing on proposed rezoning from C-4 to C-2 of our property
(assessor's parcel no. 7-144-06) on January 17, 1980 at 5:30 p.m.
in the City Council Chambers. Upon our telephone inquiry to the
City Planning Department, we were told that if we have any objections to such action, we should address them to you by letter.
We object to any change in the zoning classification
of our property for the following reasons: (a) Use of property
in the general area has remained much the same for a number of
years; (b) no reasons appear to dictate any change at this time;
(c) we understand that the change to C-2 is proposed only for
properties on the east side of the Western Pacific railroad tracks
and not for properties lying west of the tracks; this seems
discriminatory, more businesses being adversely affected on the
east side by the change than those on the west side; (d) the
proposed rezoning also does not cover all properties (for instance,
20th and H Streets and 20th and J Streets), east of the tracks
along the entire corridor and thus is "spotty"; and (e) it
appears that a slight possible change in our existing business
may be prohibited by the proposed rezoning.
We sincerely request that you consider these matters
at your hearing and favor us with a decision to retain the
present zoning for our property. Thank you for your consideration.
Yours truly,

(Frank Shepard)

(L. E. Parell)
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CITY PLANNING COMMIGION
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Sevier, Kemnitzer & Peritore
A Legal Association
RECEIVr)
916 • 442 - 7663
1022 S Street, Sacramento, CA 95814

Attorneys:
Elliot K. Sevier
Bryan Kemnitzer
Michael A Peritore

January 11, 1980

Art Gee, Planner
City of Sacramento
Planning Department
9th and I Street
Sacramento, CA 95814
Re: Rezone of Property located at
1022 S Street
Owner - John Hedden
Leasee - Elliot K. Sevier
Dear Mr. Gee:
I previously wrote you on November 30, 1979 regarding
the proposed R3C zoning for the building I occupy as a law
office located at 1022 S Street. In that letter I expressed
my concern regarding the proposed zoning of the building.
On December 20, 1979 I appeared and briefly testifed
before the Planning Commissioner. At that time I expressed
my concern about the overall Central City Plan, and the
need for more R-0 zones in the plan. I also became aware,
on December 20, that the actual hearing regarding the zone
change of the building I occupy, would take place on January
17, 1980.
After reviewing the new zoning proposals set forth
in the Central City Plan, I think that this building should
be zoned into one of the following catagories:
1) C-2: This catagory would provide the greatest
flexibility for use of this building and would permit it to
be used for more than a law office, including perhaps a
retail store of some kind.
2)

C-1: (see reasons set forth above in #1.

3) OB:
This zone seems ideal in that it relfects the
present, and expected continued use of this building and would
permit us to building and would permit us to build into the
lower area of the building for more office space.

Art Gee, Planner
Re: Rezone
January 11, 1980
Page Two

4) R-0: This zone, while seemingly the least
desireable overall, would at least permit us the continued
• use of the building as an office, and is compatible with
this building given its location on S Street, being surrounded
by parking lots and two resturants.
To be sure, the proposed R-3-C zone will, in my
opinion, eventually cause this building to be torn down and
replaced by a multiple dwelling unit which is permitted within
the R-3-C zone. This present building is only 1000 sq. ft.
and is not really suited for residential use any longer.
It also does not utilize the land it occupies, given the
best land use concept of the R-3-C zone.
Please reconsider the proposed zoning of this
building and give it a commercial or office zone such as
I have set forth above.
Yours very truly,
_Ellibt'K. Sevier
EKS/sr
cc: Planning Commissioner
John Hedden

. Angelo K. Tsakopoulos
Land Development
7700 College Town Drive, Suite 101
Sacramento, California 95826
(916) 383-9273

January 15, 1979

City of Sacramento
Planning Department
915 "I" Street, Room 308
Sacramento, CA 95814
Attn: Mr. Art Gee, Principal Planner
Dear Art:
This letter pertains to the Crystal Ice property on
"R" Street between 16th and 18th Streets and the proposed changes contemplated by the Central City Plan
and affiliated rezoning. As I understand it, the "R"
Street corridor in this area is proposed to be changed
from light industrial to heavy commercial land use
designation and from "M-1" to "C-4" zoning.
My questions are as follows and presuppose adoption of
the Central City Plan:
1. Will the Crystal Ice Plant become a nonconforming use?
2. Will expansion of the Crystal Ice Plant be
allowed assuming conformation with the applicable codes?
3. Will reconstruction of any damaged portion
of the existing Crystal Ice Plant be allowed
assuming conformance with applicable City
codes?
Your answer to these questions will assist in formulation
of future plans. Thank you for your assistance.
Yours truly,

Robert E. Howse
REE:rb
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911-22nd Street, Sacramento, Calif'ornia 95816
Telephone 444-5730-code 916

January 15, 1980

Art Gee
Principal Planner, City of Sacramento Planning Dept.
City Hall
915 I Street
Sacramento, Ca. 95614
Re: Property located at 2110 I Street, Sacramento, Ca.
Dear Art,
This letter will confirm my numerous verbal objections to the
proposed rezoning of the above property to a R-3-C category.
This objection is made on behalf of the current owners of the
property; however, with a great deal of personal experience as
a prior owner. The property at 2110 I Street has for many years
provided parking for the commercial building which is located
at 915 - 21st Street. This circumstance is not unlike that
which exists for a great many properties which are located between I Street and the alley and the parking and/or storage
which they provide to the commercial properties along J Street.
Although you have assured me that parking can continue at this
site under the newly proposed zoning, I think it is not in the
best interests either of the City or the property owner to require that special permission is needed for the continuation of
a long standing utilization.
As agent for the current owners, Edward A. and E. Irene Harris,
I again request that this property be returned to a zoning
which permits parking without a variance. Ideally, the property
should be zoned C-2 to conform with the zoning of the property
which is servicesCordially,

Neva J. Cimaroli
NJC/jn
cc: E. A. Harris
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911 - 22nd Street, Sacramento, CaliFornia 95816
Telephone 444-5730-code 916

January 15, 1980

Art Gee
Principal Planner
City of Sacramento Planning Dept.
City Hall
915 I Street
Sacramento, Ca. 95814
Re: 911 - 22nd Street, Sacramento, Ca.
Dear Art.
This note is to confirm numerous discussions we have had regarding my objection to the proposed change in zoning of my office
site. This property was developed in conformity with current
zoning and has, since original construction of approximately
eleven years ago, provided an excellent location for business
usage. Parking is readily available because of the acquisition
of an alley lot which borders the rear portion of Woodard
Cleaners. I do not mean to unduly criticize our neighboring
business butquite often we find that the proximity to the
dry cleaning operation_ does not lend itself to an ideal residential circumstance.
I have been advised that in the event of a fire the current
structure could not be reconstructed. I think that this is
inherently unfair and request that the zoning line be altered
to give consideration to current business usage of this site.
Your consideration will be appreciated.

,
NJC/jn

, _

REGOOTIRLTRRIMSIT MEMO
DATE:

TO:
FROM:
RE:

January 16, 1980

Art Gee
•
Gene Moir
Attached Comments on the Central City Plan

The attached memo was presented to the RT Board Planning
Committee and is being forwarded as a staff level transmittal
to your agency. RT's major concerns are included with respect
to the Central City Plan. Official comments will be forthcoming
when the Plan goes before the City Council.
GM:cr
Attachment

P.O. BOX 2110 • SACRAMENTO, CA. 95810 • 444•7591
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REG1011RLTRRTISIT MEMO
DRAFT MEMO

DATE: January 10, 1980

RT Planning Committee
TO:
FROM: Robert W. Koski
City of Sacramento Central City Plan
RE:

A lengthy Five-Year Process of preparing a new nlan for the
Sacramento Central City is now nearing completion. Staff has
been actively involved in working with City staff, consultants,
and advisory committees throughout the preparation of this plan.
Our files now contain voluminous material regarding the plan.
Several progress reports on the development of the plan as it
relates to transit have been given to the RT Board of Directors
during the last several years, and a number of changes and refinements to the plan were made to reflect RT concerns. With
the final hearing of the Planning Commission scheduled for
• January 17th, it now seems appropriate to review and comment on
some aspects of the Plan for the benefit of board members. The
following staff observations are made:
1.

Strong Transit Emphasis

From the earliest days of the plan preparation process,
input from the Citizens Advisory Committee and three
separate public opinion surveys of residents, employees,
and shoppers, all favored a strong transit emphasis.
Based on this, the goals and objectives and resulting
design concepts for the plan have been very pro-transit.
The Central City Plan has been a leader in pro-transit
thinking in the Sacramento region.

Pi -83
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2. Expanded Transit Capacity
It should be pointed out that the Regional Transit
General Plan calls for a RT fleet size of 472 buses by
1984, whereas the Central City Plan calls for a fleet
size of more than 900 buses, or equivalent capacity
by other modes, by the year 1990. The Central City Plan
is suggesting to RT that it should actually accelerate
the rate of transit expansion during the second half of
the next decade beyond the rate of expansion envisioned
in the first five years. Implementation of many of the
land use and parking recommendations of the Central City
Plan are heavily dependent on RT's ability tO provide the
additional transit capacity to substitute for the reduced
parking and roadway capacity compared to what was included in earlier Central City Plans.
3 Endorsement of Eighth Street Transit Mall
RT has taken a relatively low-profile position on the
Eighth Street Transit Mall, particularly during early
stages of development of the Central City Plan. As
various transportation and transit studies have evolved
including in particular the Folsom Corridor Study, it
appears that this project is becoming more and more

crtant from a transit as well as downtown development
perspective. It may now be time for the RT Board of
Directors to consider a strong

endorsement of this

project and to take a more active stance in actions

toward implementing it. This Project is closely related
to a study project included in this year's SRA2C/RT
Planning Study Work Program which involves reviewing

4_89
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Downtown transit terminal alternatives. The Folsom
Corridor Light. Rail Feasibility. Study, in its current
stage of develo=ent, , envisions the preferred light
rail routing alternative using "0" Street between
Eighth Street and 14th Street, and "R" Street from 14th
Street eastward- The Eighth Street Transit Mall would
probably then become a combination bus/rail/pedestrian
right-of-way. Much more design work would, of course,
be necessary. Should a light rail system be selected
for the 1-80 Corridor, the Eighth Street Transit Mall.
could serve as an Lmportant downtown distribution link
for this cotridor as well. If the results of the Folsom.
Corridor Light Rail Feasibility Study and/or the 1-80
Bypass Study do conclude that light rail transit is
feasible and desirable in either corridor, the Downtown
routing alignment would, of course, have to be amended
into the Central City Plan.
4. Downtown Transit Shuttle
The Central City Plan proposes a Downtown transit shuttle
system operating in a ficure eight configuration partially
on the "K" Street, "0" Street, and Eighth Street Malls
and oartially in mixed traffic, using tram-like vehicles.
RT has several times called attention to the fact that
the currently designed trams should not operate in heavy
mixed automobile traffic for safety reasons. If this
type of shuttle service were to be instituted using the
routing shown in the plan, RT would have to face the
issue of what sort of vehicle would serve the oassenger
loading needs and operating constraints of the

"K" Street

Mall and Old Sacramento as well as operating in mixed
traffic on certain streets. An. entirely new generation

A-at
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of vehicles may have to be designed and procured.

If

light rail service becomes a firm pr000sai for operation
on "0" Street and Eighth Street, the concept of the
3.

Downtown shuttle may need to be reviewed.
Park-and-Ride Financing
The. issue of park and ride lots under the freeways skirting
Downtown versus locations in the suburbs has been debated
at some length, and RT's position that suburban lots are
preferable for energy conservation, air pollution reduction,
and traffic congestion reduction reasons is generally
subscribed to. What is missing is a mechanism to get
suburban park-and-ride lots financed and constructed
and to finance the additional operating Costs for buses
to serve them early enough to meet the rapidly increasing
.parking demands of Downtown building programs.

6. 'Traffic Diverters

•

At one point of the deliberations over the problems of
through traffic in residential areas of the Central
City, citizens representatives advocated installation
of traffic diverters or other devices to prohibit
traffic, in addition to converting numerous one-way
streets to two-way streets. RT staff position on these
proposals has been not to oppose conversion of selected
one-way streets to two-way streets, but to object to
installation of-diverrs in locations which would
disrupt direct routing of certain Central City bus
lines. These factors imoact in particular Line 1
on "E" and "F" streets and Line 13 on. "S" and "T"
streets.

RT's position regarding the need for

A-8(p
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direct bus routing appears to be recognized by the
citizens groups, the Technical Advisory Committee,and
the City Planning Commission. At this time it does not

.appear that there is much danger that route continuity
will be interrupted although this is a matter RT will
need to keep its eye on.
•'

.

7. .Funding Transit
There have been a number of suggestions that funds saved
by reducing parking garage construction requirements
in the Downtown area made possible by improved transit
service should be made available for helping to cover the
additional operating costs of that service.

New legal

and financial mechanisms for this fund transfer would
have to be developed. En view of the failure of
Proposition "C" last November, such alternative funding
sources may become even more important.
8.

"K" Street Transit Mall
••

•••

The Modern Transit Society, in testimony before the City

Planning Commission, has recommended investigation of
a number of additional transit incentive measures.

One - which

in particular, in the opinion of RT staff, merits additional
study is the development of "7" Street between 14th Street
and Alhambra Boulevard into a transit street. This
street was under consideration as one alternative route
alignment for light rail serving the Folsom Corridor.
As an alternative this street might also serve usefully

(-
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as a bus priority street. Staff does not specifically
endorse this idea at the present time due to lack of
adequate study, but does feel that the idea needs
further study and exploration.
Summary
In summary, in early stages of development of the Central
City Plan, the philosophy was a leader in positive thinking
toward transit. During the lengthy period of development of
the Central City Plan, a number of other planning studies and
events have influenced transportation plans in other areas.
which impact on the Central City, notably the Folsom Corridor
Light Rail Feasibility Study and the 1 .-80 By-Pass Study as
well as the development of the State Capitol Plan and the
RT General Plan. Also, the most recent international energy
crisis has served to emphasize the wisdom of the pro-transit
goals objectives and policies included within the Central
City Plan. The success or failure . of implementation of the
Central City Plan as currently drafted will rest to a considerable degree on the ability of RT to provide an increasing
share of the mobility necessary to Central City residents,
visitors, and employees.

Robert W. Koski
Director of
Planning and Marketing
RWK:ams

CM' PLANNING COMMI:4%1Ort

RECErk"D
January 14, 1980

City of Sacramento
City Planning Department
915 "I" Street
City Hall, Room 308
Sacramento, California 95814
Assessor's Parcel No. 7-311-1e

Gentleman:
As the owner of the subject parcel located at 1625 - 18th
Street, I am strongly against the Central City Plan to rezone my C-4 zoned property to anything other than a commercial zone.
The subject property was purchased for commercial use and
plans have already been developed. I feel that the present
zoning allows for a reasonable transition across from the
Industrial corridor on "Q," "R," and "S" Streets, and the
existing commercial use on the same block.

Roger . F. Fong
6230 Gloria Drive
Sacramento, California 95331
391-1260

CITY PLANNING COMMISSiON
.;k:i
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January 14, 1980

City of Sacramento
City Planning Department
915 "1" Street
City Hall, Room 308
Sacramento, California 95814
Assessor's Parcel No. 7-311711

Gentlemen:
am the owner of Assessor's Parcel No. 7-311-11, located on the northwest corner of 19th Street and Q. Street.
would like to go on record as strongly opposed to the
Central City Plan to change the zoning on the subject
property. I purchased it recently for C-4 use and would
like to retain the present C-4 zoning.
Sincerely,

Lausevic
'7 iiorthlite Circle
Sacramento, California 95831

-c10

January 13, 1980
' PLANNING COMMMON
Sacramento City Planning Cirmlission
915 "I" Street, Room 308
Sacramento, CA 95814

RECEIVFO

rThRe: Central City Community Plan
I
Pobor Apartments, 1715 N Street

I would like to offer a few comments and opinions regarding your Central City
Community plan and its effects on our area
The one-way traffic on N Street is creating havoc with our property and, if with
ours, I'm sure with others on this street as well. In the past few years, traffic
on N Street has become so heavy that we are experiencing the following repercussions.
1. Because of the trucks, buses and heavy traffic continually using this street
we have found that our building is cracking much more than would be usual.
This building is about 19 years old, and it is only in the past several years
that really bad cracking has been taking place. One does not have to be a
structural engineer to know that CONTINUAL heavy and vibrating machines create
problems not only to the building itself but to the people exposed to it.
2. We find that we are replacing our light bulbs much more frequently than we ever
have. This could be and probably is due to the continuous vibrations. This
m ay seem a small problem, but during the course of the year it proves quite
expensive and is certainly not doing our wiring system any good.
3. The noise from the traffic is at times almost unbearable to our tenants.
There is NO time during the day or evening hours when there is any respite
whatsoever. N Street is an extension of the freeway and this should hever
have happened. Once the traffic starts moving from the 16th Street stop light,
its nothing but speeding and revving up to sail down 17th and 18th Streets
before slowing down some for the 19th Street signal.
4. Not only does the front of our property (N Street) have more than its share of
traffic noise and pollution, but we also get it fro m the back alley. As I
understand it, Capitol Avenue south to the alley is zoned Commercial. There is
a market on the south-east corner of 17th and Capitol Avenue and all of their
loading and unloading is done fro m the rear of the market. (The alley between
Capitol and N Street). This goes on fro m the early morning hours to sometimes
as late as 9:00 or 930 p.m. Not only is the alley used for this purpose but
the market also leases an empty lot (zoned Residential) behind their store for
loading and, in addition, use a portion of another residentally zoned lot which
is now vacant for this sa me purpose. You have my letters of complaint regarding
this problem in various divisions of the city network. I have also talked to
the council person representing this area but no one seems to care or do anything
about it.
We believe that those of us on N Street have had our fair share of this heavy traffic
and pollution and all else that goes with it. We feel that it should at least be
turned -back too-a two-way street with ' 4D" Street picking up and sharing some of these
problems. The distribution of traffic on these two streets is very unfair and should
be corrected. I'm sure that if I got up a petition I could walk along both sides of
N Street and probably get 90% of the owners and tenants to agree with what I have written.
Many, many of us along N Street, owners and tenants alike, would thank you most
sincerely for anything you could do to alleviate some of these problems now that you
flare in this planning stage. Thank you..
,

Mildred Pobor Nikolich
1715 N Street, Apt 47
Sacramento, CA 95814
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January 17, 1980

Sacramento City Planning Commission
915 I Street
Room 308
Sacramento, CA 95814
Dear Sirs:
I am writing you to express my opposition to the proposal to
change the zoning of the area bounded by the alley between Capitol
and N Streets north, 19th Street east, Q Street south, and 16th
Street roughly west from R-5 to R-3-C. As a property owner in the
designated area, specifically of a lot on the east side of 17th
Street adjacent to the alley between Capitol Avenue and N Street,
I feel the proposed zoning change from R-5 to R-3-C would not
be in the best interests of either the community as a whole or
myself as an individual property holder.
The Central City Study has outlined the benefits to the
community of retaining the R-5 zoning for my area. From an
individual standpoint, I am currently pursuing the feasibility
of building a small (3 or 4 unit) townhouse with wood or simulated
wood exterior in a Victorian motif (bay windows, parking in rear
underneath, covered Portico). By mid-summer I hope to have made
a significant contribution toward beautifying our downtown area
and providing tasteful, moderately-priced housing for those
wishing to live within walking distance of the downtown complex.
My plans can only be carried out under the existing R-5 zoning.
The idea of designating an R-3--C pocket surrounded by C-2 and
C-4 zoning seems a futile gesture as well as an inefficient one.
The difficulties in developing my property which is adjacent to
the rear of Compton's Market and its refuse containers, have
been great enough under R-5 zoning particularly in view of the
lot size and the fact that there is only one single-family
dwelling on our entire block. Please, vote to continue our R-5
zoning designation.
Sincerely,

/
fl/

Sharon R. Young

ç

5031 Bevil St.
Sac., Ca. 95819
Jan. 16, 1980
City of Sacramento
City Planning Board
City Hall, 9th & I Streets
Sac., Ca. 95814
Dear Board Members:
During the Dec. 20, 1979 public meeting . many issues were discussed regarding the proposed Sacramento City Plan. As a result
of this meeting, we have analyzed the plan and are submitting
the following for your consideration.
Since we own property in the central city, rezoning is of particular importance to us. The area we are specifically concerned
with is bounded by the alley between K & L Streets on the north,
the alley between Capitol Avenue and N Streets on the south,
26th and N Streets on the east, and approximately half way between 21st and 22nd Streets on the west.
At the above meeting, this area was to be dvngraded from an
R-5 zoning to an RO zone. In the iterim, wOave received
another letter indicating a further degradation of the zoning
to an R3C. We are writing this letter to protest any further
revision of the zoning from RO.
As a result of the proposal to rezone the area further downward,
we made ';' rcount of the structures in the area. This count was
made from the outside, and since many of the houses are Quite
large, it is difficult to determine whether they are single
residences, rooming houses, apartments or small businesses.
When we had any doubt, for the purposes of this count, they were
considered as single residences. This count revealed that there
were 69 apartment buildings, 39 office buildings, 37 sngle residences, 28 duplexes, 5 commercial buildings, 7 parkir#ot areas,
4 churches, and 4 vacant lots. What this count indicates is that
apartments, office buildings, commercial enterprises and parking
areas make up 124 or 66% of the 159 structures counted. Of the
65 single family/duplex dwellings counted, many of these could
well have been apartments or rooming houses. Considering the
overall size of the area, the land use for other than residential
currently is far greater than the percentage figures indicate.
In reviewing this land use it indicates the construction of new
buildings and upgrading of others in support of the central
business district has been to the east. Much of this being
caused by extensive redevelopment of the downtown area, causing
many low income families to relocate. Another factor is the
desire of many people to move closer to their work in the government and business district.
During the last several years the normal trend for cities has
been to try and get people back into the central high density
areas where adequate transportation can be provided and more

City Planning Board

-2-

important the additional tax base to operate the cities can be
aenerated. Forecasts for the next several years indicate
housing shortages will become more critical, with people needing
additional housing. Gasoline will become shorter and costlier,
electricity, natural gas and other utilities will become scarcer
and more exoensive. These items certainly hit the elderly on
pensions and low income families the hardest. Based on these
factors, we request that you look closely at the area mentioned
above along Capitol Avenue originally proposed to be rezoned
from R-5 to RO. This in many ways appeared reasonable and
practical as the zoning from the central city gradually was reduced as it progressed out Capitol Avenue from commercial on
down to RO as it progressed further out. This allowed for a
natural development starting with the city core outward to
apartments then to smaller commercial enterprises to medical
care facilities and office buildings, all to sur.Tort the people
in the area. To further downgrade this area will restrict development and perpetuate many undesirable structures as well as
limit the amount of available living quarters of all types.
We respectfully request that you do not change the proposed
RO zoning to R3C.
If after additional review of this area is made the Board feels
that R3C zoning is necessary, we request that you consider leaving the corner square lot bounded by alley between Capitol and
block northwards toward Capitol Avenue in
N Streets and the
the RO zoning. The reason for this is that the property is
sized to better fit an office building. The alley running adjacent to the structure produces considerable noise, directly
across the alley there is already a medical office building.
Also, across the street the entire i block to the alley is covered
by St. Luke's Medical Center and the other half is E)large apartment building and a large two -story parking lot. Additionally,
for 'the last several years, the City has had parking meters in
front of our property so that we can not even visit our tenants
without paying for parking. What we are saying is that this
location is surrounded by medical facilities and large buildings
and the best land use for this location would be the RO zoning.
Sincerely yours,

/1/VW/II ,
Dorothy Inman'
rt
5031 Bevil Street
Sac., Ca. 95819
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De-ar Mr.. Gee:
We,. the .und.'erslLgn,e. .wish ta ask far a, 1.ess , restrictive
# 10-036-13..

zoning an: aur. 7r.o1e.r..-ty at 2331 T.

We awn- second' lot a-,jjaining an 24th St.. which gives us .,
at 163 . ft frontage an 24th st... ta the alley which would'
m:ake a gaaft wi ee af raperty . far imuil tipl e waning of mare
:

.thaitjitis1. 2' units on earh. 'lat.. Far this- reason. we Would.
like to, ask the planning. cOMIDiSIALCIII for a Less restrictive
zoning far this, p:a .rmel....

Respect filI1N„
z;--

e-ce-e;
2331 T. St.
SfEcramenta, Ca.. 95816
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January 10, 1980

Planning Director
Sacramento City Planning Commission
Room 308, City Hall
Sacramento, CA 95814
Dear Sir:
Received your letter January 5, 1980, stating that my
property, parcel number 7-141-03, is under consideration
for rezoning from C-3 to R-0. This parcel's present use
is commercial and has been for more than 50 years.
I, therefore, respectfully request that the zoning remain
as it is presently zoned. The R-0 classification would
not allow the building to be used. So it is imperative
to me and my tenants that the zoning not be changed, (it
is presently used as a commercial sign painting shop, a
restaurant, and a newspaper).
Sincerely yours,
I

Howard Fong

-

L-

14-0qq
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RECEIVED
January 22, 1980

The City Planning Commission
915 I Street
Room 308
Sacramento, CA 95814
Dear Sir:
I have been informed that my property on the Southeast
corner of 18th and F Streets, parcel numbers 3-171-03,
3-171-04, 3-171-05, has been proposed to undergo a
rezoning, from R-5 to R-3-C.
Any zoning change from R-5 would completely destroy our
plans for use of this property which we purchased less
than a year ago. This would impose an extreme hardship
to us.
I respectfully request that the zoning remain as it is
presently zoned.
Sincerely,

George A. Meier
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CITY OF SACRAMENTO

CITY PRESERVATION BOARD
916 "I" STREET

SACRAMENTO, CALIF. 05814

CITY HALL - ROOM 308

TELEPHONE (916) 449-5801

City Planning Commission
Sacramento, California
Members in Session:
SUBJECT:

Sacramento Central City Comprehensive Plan, Preservation
Board Comments

The Preservation Board has reviewed the draft of the Central City
Comprehensive Plan and wishes to commend the Citizens' Committee who
developed the plan and the staff who implemented the Committee's suggestions and ideas. The Board feels that this final draft represents a
compromise plan reflecting the various divergent needs and interests of
all SaCramento's residents. The Board feels that a plan such as this
will benefit all citizens of the City.
The plan is very supportive to preservation needs. By bringing zoning
into a closer alignment with current land use, the City will provide a
means of conserving existing neighborhoods as well as preserving the
architectural and historic qualities of this community.
The Board makes the following recommendations:
I. The Board recommends that the proposed zoning ordinance be
amended to require new construction to meet the average setback of adjacent structures when C-2 and R-0 zones fall within
Preservation Areas (see attached map).
11. At the present time, parking is not allowed in the front
setback area within a R-5 zone, single and double family
units excluded. However, C-2 and R-0 zones do allow parking
in the front setback. A portion of two preservation areas
are proposed to be rezoned from R-5; one to C-2 and the other
to R-0. The Board recommends that the R-5 parking restriction
should continue to apply when C-2 and R-0 zones fall within
preservation areas (see attached map).
III. A portion of proposed Preservation Area 8 is recommended to
change from R-5 to R-0 zoning. The Board is concerned about
the permitted higher density use of R-0 as compared to the
existing lower density use of the area.
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The residential area to the south of
similar in its residential character
feels that the entire area should be
possible. The Board recommends that
patible zone for this area.

the proposed zoning is
and use and the Board
kept at the lowest density
R-3-C would be a more com-

TheBoard requests that the Planning Commission consider and amend the
Central City Comprehensive Plan in the manner outlined in the foregoing
three recommendations. The Board is entirely in agreement with the
remainder of the plan and urges adoption by the Planning Commission and
City Council.
Respectfully submitted,
Barbara Lagomarsino, Chairperson
Preservation Board

Richard B. Hastings, Director
Preservation Board
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SACRAMENTO CENTRAL CITY COMPREHENSIVE PLAN

Testimony by the Leagte of Women Voters of Sacramento before

the Sacramento City Planning Commission, January

3, 1979.

Good.evening. Lam Katharine Agruss, speaking on behalf of the
League of Women Voters of Sacramento.
We praise and support the transportation recommendations of the Plan
as far as they go in turning the Central City from overuse of the
automobile. But we believe it is timely to intensify disincentives
to reduce auto traffic. This League has been committed to working
toward such disincentives since our 1973 study. The public consciousness has come a long ,ay since the Community Center Garage controversy of that year, but trip generator construction, particularly
parking lot building, continues apace, contemporaneously with the arduous task of the Central City Study Committee. The Plan does not tell
us how many parking spaces have been built downtown since 1975.
We urge you to recommend strongly that the City Council and the
Regional Transit Board and its marketing staff jointly promote and
negotiate a shoppers' bus fare validation program with central city
merchants' associations. The League has long believed it fair for
merchants to give transit passengers an incentive equal to the free
parking they give to customers who arrive by car. We'd like to
see the Council oversee the initiation of such a public activity as
soon as scheduling permits.
We urge a complete overhaul of City parking requirements, not only
the eight points proposed in the plan, which are good, but elimination of the minimupi requirements, with the developers' in lieu parkilw
f unds channeled in to transit enhancement, such as for stations,
shelters, or park and ride lots, et cetera. The parking management
rules whieh the E.P.A. probosed in 1974 (Vol.

39,

NO.

164) have many
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explicit useful strategies which are too lengthy tq present here.
These should be revived.
Increased parking fees could well be earmarked for Regional Transit
operating funds. Anotheridea is to promote separate rental of car
garaging space in multi-family developments. Thus, a new or prospective
resident could decide separately on living space cost and on how
many parking spaces she/he wanted to rent. . In this way, a minimum
number of spaces for the development would be possible. Already
of course great numbers of downtown residents do not need or own cars.
In light of word from the recent RT light rail workshops, your
Commission will probably find it desirable to set aside as a
Transportation Corridor, R Street, and possibly Q from Front to 19th
Street.
.

League is encouraged that the City has the study of alternatives to
the 1-80 Freeway as its highest priority for 19801 The League of Women
Voters is particularly interested in rail development, here and
nationwide. But to build a comprehensive well-planned rail system
downtown and in the County necessitates an accountable joint city-county
transportation authority such as the Northeast Task Force called for
in its findings. We urge you to incorporate this recommendation in
the Central City Plan you send to the City Council.
The LWV of Sacramento again sgpports expanded use of transit traffic
signal preemption in all major appropriate corridors, and contraflow
bus lanes on J and L Streets. We are pleased at the inclusion of the
Eighth Street Transit Mall and of a doubled transit fleet in the Plan.
(Now, how are we going to pay for them??) Innovative transit financing
will require collaboration among individuals, and organizations,
local govern ments, the transit district, the SHRDA, private developers,
business and citizen groups before route alignments and station location
decisions have been definitely determined. UMTA officials in town
last month promised advice and aid to Sacramento in conjunction with
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the 1-80 Alternatives Study.. The City should request knowledgeable
advice from UMTA on joint public-private development transit
development and on value capture of increases in land value adjacent
to future rail routes for the benefit of the transit system. (See
Robert Witherspoon article in Practising Planner, 3/79.) Transit
must be exploited .-as a development tool in the Sacramento Central
City area. UMTA has set aside $200 million this year fa' this purpose,
so we should apply for consultant aid on this vital objective. This
program can help Sacramento develop shopping malls, offices and other
kinds of projects adjacent to transport facilities.
The League wants velymuch to see the carpool program promoted
in these days of high energy prices. We would also like to see the
bicycle system . expanded. Surely two routes are not enough for the
Central City. Could not bike lanes be provided on many of the streets
to be reverted to two-way?; The terrain and climate here are ideal,
as Davis proves. There is also a need for bike lockers at all parking
lots, not just at new ones. We urge the City to provide monthly RT
passes to its employees, as SRAPC does, and showers and lockers for
bicyclers.
Sidewalk and pedestrian way construction and maintenance should be given
high priority in the City capital improvement program.
A continuing study group should be appointed to monitor the Plan, to
modify or intensify it as needed. For example, if we are to have
light rail from Old Sacramento to CSUS and beyond, and in the 1-80
corridor, and alon g the Sacramento toward Freeport, the land uses
adjacent to these corridors may be critical to the success of the lines.
Greater densities may be desirable. Also, as traffic disincentives
are put in place, neighborhoods will change and strangthen. New
needs will arise.
The Plan to be adopted will go far to rescue the Central City from
the distress imposed on it be rush hour traffic and its ills, to reclaim
its streets and sidewalks for the people and children who live here
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and will live here.
In 1972 the League appeared before the Board of Supervisors on the
Northeast freesway issue, and stated...

Our national predicament today underlines these premonitory warnings
of 1972.
This League last spring wholeheartedly reaffirmed its support of
improved public transportation and vehicular restraints which promote
our goals of sound land use and energy conservation while preserving
the environment and quality of life within our region. Our national
51,,aq
urban crisis 1over the past two years gave development of adequate public
transportation here the number one priority. You can count on the
League to continue to work on these issues.
Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the Plan.

January 3, 1980

Mr. Fred Silva
Chairperson
Sacramento City Planning Commission
915 1 Street
Sacramento, CA 95814
Dear Mr. Silva:
As you know the Sacramento Metropolitan Chamber of Commerce
has a Central City Plan Task Force which is comprised of
members of the business community. This Task Force was
charged with the responsibility to review and comment upon
the Central City Plan and to provide feedback to the City
Planning CommissionAttached, please find a brief conceptual summary which
highlights our concerns.

Madelon Randall
Manager, Metropolitan Development

MR/r
Attachment
cc/Members - City Planning Commission

fl
917- 7111 Street
P.O. Box 1017, Sacramento, CA 95805 • (916) 443-3771

GOALS

Goal statements in planning documents are traditionally amorphous
in nature, broad enough by design • to provide decision-makers
flexibility to exercise discretion in planning and development
activities. The goals articulated in the Central City Plan are
consistent with that general theme, and ..re admirable in their
singular and collective intent. However, while the goals themselves appear noteworthy, the textual material of the Plan does
not present elements which are integrated into a comprehensive and
manageable framework. Rather, a document of individual components
is presented with language often creating doubts about conflicts
and inconsistencies between elements of the Plan and goal statements.
The goals thus become arguably incompatible since implementation of
one would render one or more of the others, unattainable.
PARKING

One of the commercial goals of the Plan is to "continue the revitalization of the Central Business District as a major commercial
center in the region", (page 3, Summary). The Plan later recommends
restraining the number of new parking spaces to 4,900 (while Coincidentally identifying a demand for 12,000 new spaces), contingent
upon a "substantial increase in public transportation services",
(page 17, Summary). Parking restrictions in the CBD as they are now
explained in the Plan will discourage tenants from locating in the
downtown core area, forcing commercial interests to satellite centers.
This situation is compounded further by the recent defeat of Measure
C, which would, have funded a significant expansion of the Regional
Transit System. We strongly urge that the City recognize the potential

for severe economic impact to downtown business and government
activity should parking restrictions he implemented absent a
viable transportation alternative, and thus increase the amount of
parking allotted in the Plan to this area.
Wehave no quarrel with setting a minimum and maximum allowable
ration of parking spaces to building square footage, as long as
prospective tenants are not inhibited from obtaining construction
financing. We recommend encouraging below-grade parking, designed
as part of the building structure. We also encourage further careful consideration of the vertical expansion of existing public
parking facilities.
The longer the intervening period between implementing parking restrictions in the CBD and the operation of viable transportation
alternatives, such as park and ride facilities, car and carpools,
bus and other transit modes, the greater the economic loss to CBD
business. This will, in turn, cause businesses to leave the CBD and
discourage new tenants from coming in - exactly what the Plan wishes
to prevent. Thus, in view of the provisions of the Capitol Area
Plan and the State's decision to centralize the location of offices
in the downtown area, it becomes imperative that there be greater
coordination and cooperation between the State and the City, to
insure that the State's program can function within the paramaters
of the Central City Plan.

HOUUU
The latest energy crunch appears to be only the beginning of a perpetual shortage of fuel, which will in turn be reflected in changes
in the consumption patterns of our residents. These changes will
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effect the current trends of the daily commuter work force. Changes
in consumption patterns may manifest themselves as a move to mass
transit alternatives, and/or a desire to locate individuals closer
to employment centers. If all of the provisions of the Capitol Area
Plan are implemented, State employees will have no choice except
to work in the downtown area and there will be a demand for
dwelling units within inexpensive commuting distances to downtown
employment centers. This demand will raise the price of land zoned
for residential uses. Limiting density will increase per unit
costs of housing developments, and thus rents, as fewer units will
be built upon higher priced premium residential land, vertually
excluding from the market the very consumer group the Plan wishes
to benefit. This equates to de jure discrimination and exclusionary
zoning.
Has there been sufficient coordination with the development of the
Capitol Area Plan? Considering the number of employees that the
State expects to bring into the downtown area, and the "pent-up" .
demand for new market rate housing", (page 73, Draft), from employees
already working within the core, it appears inconsistent for the Plan
to call for a reduction of frame area density.
We agree with the principle of preserving historically significant
structures and of preserving sound housing stock. However, these
two qualities need clearly articulated definitions and where the
stock is not sound nor historically significant, incentives should
be provided to enable a developer to redevelop the site at a higher
•

density. The proposed reduction of densities in the R-S and R-4
areas is contrary to the stated goal of locating as many people as
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possible within short distances of their employment. This
is implicitly contrary to the goals of energy conservation,
given the current and expected energy realities.
DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS

A. Central Business District - 3rd to 16th, I to L Streets
1. Shopping Center - 3rd to 7th, J to C Streets
This section of the Plan appears to be well on its way to completion
with the addition of Weinstock's and Liberty House. With the addition
of these stores and the shoppers that future downtown office projects
will bring, the retail sections of the CBD should prosper under the
current guidelines, assuming that the parking problems can be
satisfactorily resolved.
. 2. Multi Use Center - 7th to 11th, J to L, and 3rd to 16th, I to J Str.
There appears to be adequate space allocated to highrise office
buildings in downtown Sacramento. However, several guidelines of
the Plan should be altered.
a) 75,000 square foot area restrictions. While we recognize the
city's desire to control building in the multi-use center, we feel'
the 75,000 square foot restrictions should be raised to 150,000
square feet. This approximates the average size of Sacramento's three
largest buildings, Park Executive Plaza, 555 Capitol Mall, 455 Capitol
Mall.
b) Special permits should be allowed to vary height restrictions.
c) Extensive open space and recreational facilities appear to be
unreasonable expectations to accompany any residential uses in this
specified area; developable land in a CBD should be used as desired,
with park and recreational facilities situated in the framework of a
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neighborhood or community park concept.
d) Setbacks should vary according to the aspects of each
individual site; one cannot have setbacks without losing developable
land:
e) Below grade parking, as part of the building structure, should
be encouraged.
3. Planned High Density Residential Office - 14th to 16th, J to L Str.
The placement of highrise residential-office structures appears to be
consistent with the future needs of the city. We do not recommend

any changes. However, seVeral qualifications are suggested:
a)

Criteria for set-backs and open space should reflect the same

concerns as expressed above with regard to the Multi Use Center.
b) Ample landscaping needs to be defined, clearly; ample landscaping may be inconsistent with and imcompatible with this type of
development, reducing tne amount_ of developable land, and raising the
cost of leasable space.
c)

Parking should be designed as part of the structure.

4. Public Improvement in Central Business District We agree in principle, and recognize that the parking element is of
major concern to the business community.
B. Frame - Non-Residential
1. The Plan currently calls for a maximum height limit of 35 feet for
the R-5, R-4, R-0, OB and C-I zone, and a 45 foot maximum height limit
for C-2 zone in the frame area. The Plan also states

that the

Architectural Review Board and Preservation Board should be able to
reduce the height down to a minimum 25 feet if the lesser height is
more in keeping with adjacent structures (for development subject to
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their review). It is suggested that a variance procedure be
established which allows the maximum heights limit to be increased
under appropriate circumstances, for example, if the greater height
is in keeping with adjacent structures and aesthetic consideration.
2. The Plan currently requires a "minimum landscaped open space"
equal to 15% of the project site for all five land use areas to
insure attractive development and compatibility with the adjacent
neighborhood areas. It is suggested that before this requirement is
adopted, the City give careful consideration to availablity of nonresidential land in the frame area and possible impact which such a
requirement might have on economic feasibility of development of
said non-residential land.
C. Frame - Residential
1.

The Plan calls for a . maximum building height of 35 feet for the

R-3, R-4, R-0, OB, C-1 in the residential frame area, to be reduced
to 25 feet by the ARB if the lesser height is mare in keeping with
adjacent structures.
Suggestion.: A variance procedure should be established whereby the
ARB could increase the maximum height under the appropriate circumstances, for example, if a maximum height would be more in keeping
with adjacent structures.
2.

The Plan calls for a "minimum landscaped open space" requirement

of 30% to 40% of a project site.

The purpose for this requirement is

to provide adequate outdoor space for residents and to insure attractive
development.
Suggestioni : 30% to 40% of a project site in landscaping is not
necessary to insure attractive development and will in most cases
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place severe economic constraints on the developer. Adequate
outdoor space for residents in a metropolitan area is more commonly
provided through use of a neighborhood park for which developers
may pay fees and which would result in a greater variety of recreational uses.

ISO
January 3, 1980

STATEMENT TO THE
SACRAMENTO CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
by
SOUTH OF "S" STREET RESIDENTS

"S.O.S.", a coalition supported by more than 200 homeowners and
renters in the Central City area bounded by 21st and 28th Streets and S
and W Streets, has expressed its general support for the Central City
Plan. We have already proposed that our area be rezoned R-1 to reflect
the existing residential character of the neighborhood and that the R-3-C
zones in our area should only include existing apartment units. Tonight's
hearing concerns the transportation element of the Plan.We strongly
oppose the proposed conversion of S Street into a two-way major street
through our neighborhood.
S Street is not needed as a major street through our neighborhood. Commission representatives have Informed us that S Street is being
upgraded so that state workers will enter the downtown area from the west,
thereby forcing the workers to circumvent the residential areas of the
Central City. This goal can be accomplished without making S Street a
major thoroughfare east of 16th Street since there are virtually no state
offices past that point.
Moreover, the proposed conversion of S Street discriminates

against our neighborhood. P and Q Streets, under the Plan, become minor
streets east of 16th Street. F,G, and H Streets, all of which run through
residential areas, also become minor streets.We do not object to these
proposals. The net effect of the changes, however, will be to increase
the traffic on S Street. We believe that we are being asked to shoulder
more than our fair share of the traffic burden.
The young children and elderly people in our neighborhood already risk their lives every time they attempt to cross S,T, and 21st
Streets. The Commission's proposal will bring more cars, more congestion,

and more air pollution. We urge the Commission, with the support of the
Sacramento Old City Association, to Make S Street a two-way minor street
in our neighborhood.

MODERN TRANSIT SOCIETY
OF SACRAMENTO
P. O. BOX 931
SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 95305

Honorable Members of the City Planning Council
and the City Council of Sacramento:
After careful review by the Board of Directors of the Modern Transit
Society of Sacramento, we have determined that the transportation
element of the Draft Central City Plan contradicts the stated land
use, zoning and implied environmental goals.
-

It
It
It
It
It

does
does
does
does
does

not
not
not
not
not

reduce pollution
reduce auto use in the Central City
encourage use of public transit
protect residential neighborhoods
reduce auto traffic noise

We propose revisions that do meet the goals of the Draft Central City
Plan that are practical and relatively inexpensive. A major change
in assumptions reflected in our recommendations is that the City should
not try to shoehorn more autos into the limited space downtown, but
rather begin to limit the use of the autos in the Central City. Of
necessity, these recommendations will make inconvenient, in particular,
the single person per auto commute, at the same time it should improve the
quality of public transit and thereby encourage the commuter to seek reasonable
transit alternatives.
.

Such a shift in assumptions is imperative if residential neighborhoods
and the vitality of the City is to be protected.
Sincerely,

OB GOODYEAR, PRESIDENT
MODERN TRANSIT SOCIETY OF
SACRAMENTO
BG:jl

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR REVISION OF THE TRANSPORTATION ELEMENT OF THE DRAFT CENTRAL
CITY PLAN
The Modern Transit Society, Sacramento Chapter
Transportation Goal:•
Encourage the development of an overall balanced system of transportation
which emphasizes public transit and which provides for safe, convenient and
efficient movement of people and goods in and through the Central City,
but does not encourage increased use of the automobile.
Sub Goals:
-

Establish a major street System which will route vehicular traffic to the
activity areas of the Central City without directing such traffic through
residential neighborhoods.

-

Improve vehicular circulation and reduce traffic congestion within the
Central Business District area, especially circulation near freeway access
ramps, without causing negative impacts on streets within residential areas.

-

Support programs aimed at significantly increasing transit riders.

-

Provide preferential off-street parking to meet the needs of shoppers,
visitors and residents, but not single - person per auto commuters.

-

Restpain-the-prejeeted-4Fierease-iR-pauk4Fig-spaees-Reeded-feF-.1.emg-teFm
emp4eyee-park4mg-whe-ape-mere-4414e4y-te-favermala41-Fesperiel-te-pub4i-e
tpansit-4.mppevemen4s i -eap-pee.l.-pFegFams y -and-etheF-a4teFna“ves-te-s444g.te
eeewpailt-eaF-usage.

. .

.; BUILD NO additional downtown parking spaces for long-term employee
parkers.
-

Provide park and ride facilities in suburban areas linked to the Central
City by express public transit.

-

Reduce the adverse impact of commuter parking on residential streets through
a preferential parkin9 program for residents during work hours - Monday Friday.

-

Develop a safe bikeway system within the Central City with connections to
major facilities in and outside the Central City area.

-

Provide for safe pedestrian movement in the Central City circulation
system through increased enforcement of pedestrian's right-of-way.

-

Retain necessary railroad trackage needed to serve industrial uses.
Convert unneeded railroad rights-of-way to transit purposes.

-

Develop a truck route system that will accommodate the need of the business
community and minimize impact of truck movements on traffic and residential
neighborhoods.

- Utilize public policies to encourage public transit usage and car pooling
including employer paid transit passes in lieu of subsidized parking. The
sincerity of this measure should be underscored by a City initiated program
for its own employees.
- Areas between the Plan boundaries which are zoned residential such as
R3, R3-C, be returned to two way traffic. Traffic volume and
speed on current one-way streets are incompatible with residential
uses and children's activities.

1112_132,

-

Revised Plan Recommendations:
A.

Roadways
1.

2.

Delete the connection of Richards Blvd. and Elves Avenue as a potential
transportation corridor.
Designate the streets of C & 0, 24th and 25th and the easterly portions
I, L, N, P, Q, S & T as local streets on the circulation
element of the General Plan. These streets are to serve primarily local
traffic where the speed and volume of traffic are kept low.

of E, F, G, H,

3.

Convert E, F, S & T (and the easterly portions of G, H, 1, L, N, P, Q)
streets from one-way to two-way operation and implement traffic control
measures to discourage their use by through commuter traffic. Measures
should be taken to ensure traffic speeds do not exceed 25 m.p.h. Traffic
control measures referred to in the Plan should not include traffic
signals. A traffic control program should be developed which emphasizes
such things as: stop signs, diverters, street landscaping and speed bumps.

4.

;m13;emeRt-tFaff4.e-anel-speed-eentFe4-measlares-em-the-easterly-perti.cons
e4-G y -W y -N y -R-aRel-Q-stFeets-te-diseewpage-eemRwteF-tFaffi.e.

5.

Improve access to the downtown area from 1-80 freeway
9th, 10th and 3rd, and from 1-5 via S and J streets.

6.

Convert to two-way operation 3rd and 5th streets south of J street,
and 7th street south of F street to facilitate efficient traffic
movement within the core area and access to freeways.

via 15th, 16th,

Work with State to construct off-ramp from northbound I-5 freeway to
S street.
8.

Study feasibility of a grade separation at 3rd and J streets to alleviate

projected traffic congestion near freeway ramps.
9.

Initiate peak period curb parking restrictions on P & Q streets between
1-5 and 10th to reduce traffic delays.

10.

bivestigate-eeRReet4Fig-2Rd-stFeet-w4411-G-eF-W-steeets-te-faei44tate
traffie-meyement-between-8441-SaepameRte-and-the-CeRtFa4-Busiqiess
04str4et.
Investigate improved automobile traffic movement and transit connections
between Old Sacramento and the Central Business District.

11.

Reserve R street for future public transportation use.

12.

Express commuter traffic east of 21st street in the Central City should
be directed to J & K and Capitol Avenue. K street should be converted
to one-way.

13.

Study possible closing of E & P off-ramps from 1-80 between 6-9 a.m.
and -6 p.m., Monday throught Friday, to discourage commuter access
through the Central City residential areas.

Revised Plan (con't)
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, B.

parking
1.

Eliminate parking requirements for new developments in the C-3 zone.

2.

Raise parking rates to reflect true market value. This will discourage
long-term employee parking, yet will provide for visitor and shopper
parking in the Central City.

3.

Provide preferential treatment in parking facilities for car pools and
van pools.

4.

Implement a permit parking program to discourage all day commuter
parking in residential neighborhoods.
Ppevide-f4exi.191e-par.kiRg-reqmiFements-fec-new-deve4epments-i.A-the-G-3
GentFa4-Elidsi.ness-i14ati=4at-aeee-that-fag4.14tate-measuFes-to-Feduee
au4amebe-usase-by-emp4eyees.

C.

6.

Allow joint use of parking facilities where feasible.

7.

Pariticpate in programs to encourage staggered and flexible work hours.
in government agencies and private businesses to increase car pools
and public transit ridership. (Who will participate? Why is this in
the Central City Plan? How will this increase transit?) Worked out
in conjunction with expanded.rapid transit rush hour service.

8.

Devel-ep-ppegFams-te-ppev4de-eff-stpeet-papki.pg-4.ets-wi-tki-m-laus4mess
apeas y -i.ev y - 24st-stpeet y -whepe-parki.ng-ppeb.leAs-ex4st.

9.

Eliminate further construction of subsidized arkino facilities.

Public Transportation: The plan proposes to encourage greater utilization
of public transportation. The goal is to increase the modal split for public
15% by 1990. The
transportation use from the current approximately 5% to —
following are recommendations to achieve this goal:
1.

Provide City financial support to increase Regional Transit Service,

to help achieve the above modal split by 1990.
2.

Convert 8th street between E & R streets to a transit-pedestrian mall
to improve the efficiency of public transit service. East-West transit
services should be given a reserved right-of-way in the J, K and Capitol
Avenue corridor. R street should be reserved for an exclusive light-rail
guide wet.

3.

Encourage Regional Transit to provide park-n-ride facilities and exroutes to serve suburban areas.
press bus

4.

Encourage increased frequency and schedule reliability of local transit
routes within the Central City Frame area, including signal pre-emption

anLiLatail

in all major transit corridors.
Provide door-to-door para-transit service for handicapped and elderly.

6.

Work with Regional Transit to expand the shuttle service to serve
major activity centers within the Central City.

Revised Plan (conit)
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D.

7.

Enact transfer of 1-80 by-pass-interstate highway funds to construct
tight-rail transit between the Central City and the suburban areas.

8.

Guppert-4Rvest4gat4ens-ef-petent4a4-fund4 , Rg-f4P-a-la4stiopi.e-tFe44ey-eap
44ne-w4thiR-the-GeRra4.-Ci.ty.

90

Pursue development of a Multi-Modal Transportation Center at the existing
Southern Pacific Depot at 3rd and I streets.

Bikeways: A total of 16+ miles of bikeways is proposed including Class I
bike paths (with separate right-of-way) and bike lanes which would share
portions of the streets with auto traffic. In addition, the plan recommends
that the City identify a north-south and east-west bike route and improve
the routes for commuter use. Move K street bikeway to L street. The bikeway locations are illustrated on the transportation map on the next page.

R.ICOMMENDATIONS FOR REVISION OF

THE TRANSPORTATION ELEMENT OF THE DRAFT CENTRAL
CITY PLAN

The Modern Transit Society, Sacramento Chapter
Transportation Goal:
Encourage the development of an overall balanced system of transportation
which emphasizes public transit, protects residential neighborhoods, discourages the single person per auto commuter and which provides for safe,
convenient and efficient movement of people and goods in and through the
Central City.
Sub Goals:
- Establish a major street system which will route vehicular traffic to the
activity areas of the Central City without directing such traffic through
residential neighborhoods.
- Improve vehicular circulation and reduce traffic congestion within the
Central Business District area, especially circulation near freeway access
ramps, without causing negative impacts on streets within residential areas.
- Support programs aimed at significantly increasing transit riders.
- Provide preferential off-street parking to meet the needs of shoppers,
. .
visitors and residents, but not single.person per auto commuters.
- RestpaiR-the-lapejeeted-4ilerease-in-pa=k4Ag-spaees-needed-fep-4emg-teFm
ewp4eyee-park4mg-who-ape-mere-li.ke4y-to-favepably-FespeRd-te-pwia4443
tpansit-imposevements y -eap-peel-pFegFams y -and-ethep-a4tepRatives-te-si-Ag.te
eeewpamt-eas-usage.
- Prohibit additional downtown parking spaces for long-term employee
parkers in the CORE AREA.
- Provide park and ride facilities in suburban areas linked to the Central
City by express pubHc transit.
- Reduce the adverse impact of commuter parking on residential streets through
a preferential parking program for residents during work hours - Monday Friday.
- Develop a safe bikeway system within the Central City with connections to
major facilities in and outside the Central City area.
- Provide for safe pedestrian movement in the Central City circulation
system through increased enforcement of pedestrian's right-of-way.
- Retain necessary railroad trackage needed to serve industrial uses.
Convert unneeded railroad rights-of-way to transit purposes.
- Develop a truck route system that will accommodate the need of the business
community and minimize impact of truck movements on traffic and residential
neighborhoods.
- Utilize public policies to encourage public transit usage and car pooling
including employer paid transit passes in lieu of subsidized parking. The
sincerity of this measure should be underscored by a City initiated program

for its own employees.
- Areas between the Plan boundaries which are zoned residential such as
RI, R2, R3, R3-C, be returned to two-way traffic. Traffic volume and
sued on current one-way streets arc incompatible with residential
uses and children's activities.

Ravi sod
A.
1.

Mete the connection of Richards Blvd. and Elvas Avenue as a potential
transportation corridor.

2.

Designate the streets of C & 0, 24th and 25th and the easterly portions
of E, F, G, H, I, L, N, P, Q, S & T as local streets on the circulation'
element of the General Plan. These streets are to serve primarily local
traffic where the speed and volume of traffic are kept low. Conversion
of L street may not be immediate, until transit capacity can be upgraded
on K street.

3. Convert E, F, S & T (and the easterly portions of G, H, I, N, P. 0,
and eventually L street) from one-way to two-way operation and implement
traffic control measures to discourage their use by through commuter
traffic.

4. 4me4emeRt-tFacci.e-apd-speed-eeRtFe4-measupes-en-the-ea6tep4y-peptiens
• ef-G y -W y -N y -P-&-Q-stFeets-te-cli.seeupage-eemRwteF-tpaffi.e.
Measures should be taken to ensure traffic speeds do not exceed 25 m.p.h.
' -raffle control measures referred to in the Plan should not include
traffic signals. A traffic control program should be developed which
emphasizes stop signs, diverters, street landscaping and speed bumps.
The program shall include barriers or semi-barriers which divert high
volume traffic away from resident id neighborhoods. Examples of locations
of these barriers could be at 29th & E, G, & I streets.

5. Improve access to the downtown area from 1-80 freeway via 15th, 16th,
and 3rd and from 1-5 via S and J streets.
6. Convert to two-way operation 3rd and 5th streets south of J street,
and 7th stneet south of F street to facilitate efficient traffic
movement within the core area and access to freeways.
7. Work with State to construct off-ramp from northbound 1-5 freeway to
S street.
8. Study feasibility of a grade separation at 3rd and J streets to alleviate
projected traffic congestion near freeway ramps.
9.

Initiate peak period curb parking restrictions on P & Q streets between
1-5 and 10th to reduce traffic delays.

100 ;Rvestigate-eonneet4fig-2pd-stFeet-w4.01-G-eF-l4-stFeets-te-fae 4. 44 tate
teaff4e-mevement-betweeR-Q.1.d-SaeFamente-and-4he-CeRtFa4-Bus 4 Ress- 84. 8 tF4et.
Investigate improved automobile traffic movement and transit connections
between Old Sacramento and the Central Business District.
11. Designate R street for public transportation use.
12. Express commuter traffic east of 2lst street in the Central City should
be directed to J & L and Capitol Avenue. K street should be upgraded
for priority use by transit.
13. Study possible closing of E & P off-ramps from 1-80 between 6-9 a.m.
and 4 - 6 p.m,, hond...q through Friday, to(1!,- c)urage commuter access
through th6-17/1"-trai=7-Fesirientiai areas.
14. Require Intcrcit

buses to enter and

leave the CORE AREA via 1-5.

Revised Plan (can't)
Page 2
D.

Parking
1.

Instead of parking requirements for hew developments in the C-3 zone,
FET.iiire measures such as transit passes etc. to reduce automobile
usage by employars.

2.

Raise parking rates to reflect true market value. This will , discourage
long-term employee parking, yet will provide for visitor.and shopper
parking in the Central City.

3.

Provide preferential treatment in• parking facilities for car pools and
van pools.

4.

Implement a permit'parking program to discourage all day commuter
parking in residential neighborhoods.

5.

PFev4ele-Pexib4e-parkkng-Fequirements-feF-Fiew-cleve4epments4R-the-G-3

GeRtra4-8ws4Aess-Distr4et-aaRe-tha4-fae444tate-measkires-tG-Feduee
au4emel.44e-msage-by-emia.l.eyees.

C.

6.

Promote joint use of existing parking facilities.

7.

eap4t$epa.te 4,1 efegrems te Encourage staggered and flexible work hours,
in government agencies and private businesses to increase car pools
and public transit ridership.

8.

igeveliv-pliegFame-ta-ppev4de-eff-stFeet-papking-lerts-Wi-thk-bws4ness
alceas,-“ew 7 -24st-stFeet 7 -wheFe-pack4-19g-ppela4ems 7 ex1st.

Public Transportation: The plan proposes to encourage greater utilization

of pubIic'transportation. The goal is to increase the modal split for public
transportation use from the current approximately 5% to 15% by 1990. The
following are recommendations to achieve this goal:
1.

Provide additional City financial support to increase Regional Transit
Service, to help achieve the above modal split by 1990.

2.

Convert 8th street between E &R streets to a transit-pedestrian mall
to improve the efficiency of public transit service. East-West transit
services should be Riven a reserved right-of-way on K street. R street
should be designated for an exclusive light-rail guideway.

3.

Encourage Regional Transit to provide park-n-ride facilities
and light-rail routes to serve suburban areas.

and ex-

press bus
4.

Encourage increased frequency and schedule reliability of local transit
routes within the Central City frame area, including signal pre-emption
in all major transit corridors.

5.

Provide door-to-door para-transit service for handicapped and elderly.

6.

Work with Regional Transit to expand the shuttle service to serve
major activity centers within the Central City.

Revised Plan (con't)
Page 3

D.

0

7.

Enact transfer of 1-80 by :pass-interstate highway funds to construct
light-rail transit between the Central City and the suburban areas.

8.

Guppert-4nvest4-gat.iens-ef-pe;emtia4-fumE141g-fep-a-h4stopi.a-tpa4ley-ear
44Re-w4t4in-Ole-CeRtiaa4-Cy.

9.

Pursue development of a Multi-Modal Transportation Center at the existing
Southern Pacific Depot at 3rd and I streets.

Bikeways: A total of 16+ miles of bikeways is proposed including Class I
bike paths (with separate right-of-way) and bike lanes which would share
portions of the streets with auto traffic. In addition, the plan recommends
that the City identify a north - south and east-west bike route and improve
the routes for commuter use. Move K street bikeway to I. and N streets. The bikeway locations are illustrated on the transportation, map on the next page.
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. FOLSOM CORRIDOR RAIL TRANSIT FEASIBILITY SYUDY
BACKGROUND INFORMATION
The Folsom Corridor Rail Transit Feasibility Study is
designed to answer two major questions:
•

Is it technically, economically, environmentally and
socially feasible to implement Light Rail Transit
(LRT) in the Folsom Corridor?

•

Is an LRT-based transit system the best alternative
for meeting the increasing demand for people moving
capacity in the Folsom Corridor?

The Folsom Corridor runs generally east from the Sacramento central business district for a distance of 15-20 miles.
If LRT is determined to be feasible, an initial line might
extend from 8 to 15 miles east from downtown. This would
take it somewhere between Watt and Natoma on the attached map.
There are several reasons for studying LRT in Sacramento
and its Folsom Corridor:
•

Folsom Corridor area population of 140,000 people
is expected to grow by 44% between now and the
year 2000,. nearly 80% in Rancho Cordova.

•

Sacramento has a relatively strong downtown (78,000
jobs compared to 70,000 in Portland, Oregon).

•

The corridor would serve California State University
at Sacramento (CSUS), a major trip attractor in the
RT system.

•

The corridor east of CSUS is expected to grow faster
than the rest of the region. It is estimated that
Rancho Cordova's population will grow by 80% between
now and the end of the century.

•

Major new developments conducive to transit are occurring in the corridor, for example: The California
Center, an office complex which will employ 4,500
people at Watt Avenue, and a planned unit development,
Natoma Station, which eventually will house 8,000
people.

•

Reasonably good rights-of-way are available along rail
lines and freeways in the corridor.

•

State government is enthusiastic about improved public
transit.

.

Study Background

Interest in light rail transit (LRT) has been growing
in Sacramento over the past several years. In 1977, a consultant study for the.Sacramento Regional Area Planning
Commission (SRAPC) established the feasibility of installing
an historic trolley operation -within the central business
district of Sacramento's Central City. Such a system would
have served as a downtown people mover and tourist attraction
combined.
Late in 1978, the City of Sacramento and other jurisdictions in the metropolitan area took steps to initiate an
expansion of that study to evaluate the potential for light
rail transit in the so-called Folsom Corridor. This corridor
extends from the Central City to suburban communities in the
eastern part of the metropolitan area (see map). The corridor
is served by the U.S. 50 Freeway. Completed through Sacramento
County in 1973, the peak period growth rate on this facility
has averaged more than 12% per year. As a result, segments of
this freeway are now operating near their design capacity
during peak periods. No let-up in this growth is anticipated.
Thus, additional transportation capacity in the corridor soon
will be needed.

MAJOR COMPONENTS OP ALTERNATIVE TRANSPORTATION
SYSTEMS FOR THE FOLSOM CORRIDOR

Transportation
Sytitem Elements

N9_Investment

ALTERNATIVE
R1
n. Emphasis
Bus Emphasis --FlIghw2y Emphasis

Existing Highway
Street Network

Yes

Yes

New Highway Facilites

No

Existing Bus Transit
SysteII 2

Yes

Yes

No

No

Yes

Yes

(2)

No

Yes

Major Bus Transit
Expansion

No

No

Yes

No

Fixed Guideway
(Light Rail) with
Feeder Buses and
Park-and - Ride

No

Yes

No

No

,

I. Include minor improvements to improve operations under the Regional Transportation Plan's
Transportation Systems. Management (TSM) Element.
2. Modified and integrated with fixed guideway.
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January 3, 1980

I would like to make a few comments about some of the major transportation
aspects of the Central City Plan and give you some of my views on the matter.
First, I think it is important to remember that this is a long-range plan to
guide and direct developments over the next 10, 15 or 20 years. It is not
something that is going to solve everyone's problems overnight.
There are three major transportation goals. One is to provide adequate access
to serve growth. One is to discourage heavy traffic through residential areas.
And the third is to encourage increased transit usage.

The first two goals are in conflict with each other; and in my view, the third
goal, increased transit usage, is not going to be able to save the day, at
least not in the foreseeable future.
To understand this, we must look at the magnitude of anticipated growth. There
has been some growth in the Central Area in the past 10 to 15 years, but it has
not been spectacular except at isolated spots. In general, as new traffic
generators have developed in one area, old ones have closed elsewhere and the
net effect on traffic has been small. Opening the freeways around the Central
Area removed a lot of traffic on surface streets and there are many streets that
carry less traffic now than they did 15 years ago.
However, the growth projected for the next 15 years will be real growth and is
probably much greater than most people realize: 25% increase in population;
30% increase in employment; 32% increase in retail sales; 100% increase in
visitor expenditures. All of these residents, employees, customers and visitors
will be traveling in, out and around the Central Area. The result will be a
42% increase in travel within the Central Area. This is a significant increase,
the likes of which we haven't seen in many years.
This growth in travel is in direct conflict with the goal of reducing travel
through residential areas unless some major changes occur. The report anticipates a major increase in transit ridership in the future which should mitigate
the problem somewhat. However, the projections are realistic and they do anticipate some growth in auto travel because of the very large total growth and
the realization that many types of trips do not lend themselves to transit travel.
In addition, it does not appear that the growth in transit capacity will always
stay ahead of transit demand over the 15 years. So there will be periods when
auto travel may increase significantly.
Stated briefly, the problem is as follows: There will be as much or more traffic in the future as there is now; but we do not want that traffic to use many
of the streets it is now using; and there is not sufficient capacity on the remaining streets to handle the load.

Our answer and the consultant's answer to this problem was to develop alternative ways for the traffic to go. We made recommendations back when the plan
was developed and we make the same recommendations now.
The Elvas-Richards Connector - The principle behind this proposal is to provide
access across the north side of the central and east areas to relieve the traffic loads on E, F, G and H Streets. The project would include improvements on
Elvas and Richards, improved connection at Route 160 and the connector itself.
The 15th Street Extension - The Elvas-Richards project would make it possible
for large volumes of traffic to approach the CBD from the north rather than
travel long distances on residential streets east of downtown. Since 12th and
16th Streets are already full of traffic, it will be necessary to increase
capacity. The extension of 15th Street would do it. Twelfth Street could then
be converted to two way and even accommodate exclusive bus lanes if it is found
to be appropriate.
I Street Connection - Since I Street deadends at 29th Street, it is not carrying
its share of the load in the east Central Area. There are residents on I Street
but not nearly as many as E and G Streets. Therefore, we propose to connect
I Street to J Street and to the southbound 1-80 J Street off ramp. This will
direct more of the traffic into town on I Street.
1-5 Ramps at S, T and J Streets - Throughout the development of the plan, it was
suggested that more traffic should be encouraged to enter the CBD and State office area from 1-5 rather than travel along the residential streets on the east
side of town. This would be the best solution to the conflicting goals. However, the 1-5 ramps will not carry many more vehicles than they do now. With
all the growth in the Pocket Area and South Natomas combined with the emergence
of a major downtown shopping center, we are probably going to have considerable
congestion on 1-5 without encouraging more traffic from the east and northeast
to use that route. We propose that a new set of ramps be constructed to connect S and T Streets to the southerly portion of 1-5. We also endorse the idea
of studying the feasibility of a grade separation at 3rd and J Streets. There
is a set of underutilized ramps at the 1-5 and 1-80 interchange. We feel the
capacity at this location will also be needed to meet the future demands. Third
and 5th Streets will need to be converted to 2-way to obtain the circulation
needed to make full use of the capacity of these ramps. The southerly portion
of 5th Street may need to be widened to accommodate the traffic on a 2-way street.
7th and C Connector - At one time, there was a new roadway connecting 7th and
C Streets in the plan. This was also conceived as a project to encourage traffic to go around rather than through residential areas. Part of this proposal
was also to connect to 8th Street for buses heading to the 8th Street Bus Mall.
We feel this project should be put back into the plan.
One-Way to Two-Way Streets - One of the major issues throughout the development
of the plan has been one-way vs. two-way streets. There has been a lot of sentiment to convert many streets back to 2-way operation. In my view, the real issue
is major streets running through predominantly residential areas.
Refer to
major street map.-

-2-

One complaint about the one-way streets is the high speeds on some segments.
Most of these complaints originate in the areas where there are long stretches
without signals. I don't think anyone complains about high speeds on the oneway streets in the CBD where there are signals every block. -Refer to signal
map.Before deciding to get rid of one-way streets, you should be aware that they are
inherently safer than two-way streets and the widths of our Central Area streets
are poorly suited for two-way operation. Unless you can find some place else
to put the traffic, you will increase accidents by converting from one way to
two way. I might also add that converting the streets is an expensive proposition.
Except for portions of 3rd, 5th, E, F, S and T Streets, I recommend that we do
not convert any one-way streets until alternative routes have been developed
or until a very much higher proportion of travel is by transit.

Parking Management Plan -Refer to Chart.That completes my presentation. Thank you.

L. M. Frink
Traffic Engineer

SACRAMENTO OLD CITY ASSOCIATION

Comments on the Central City Plan

January, 1980

The Sacramento Old City Association, a neighborhood organization
representing residents and property owners of the Old City,
supports the general thrust of the proposed revision of the
Central City Plan, as presented in the "Summary Report for
Public Hearing" published in August 1979.
The plan's proposals for rezoning residential areas at lower
densities, for applying general commercial zoning to commercial
areas outside the downtown core area, for reducing the number
of one-way and "major" streets in residential areas, and the
plan's emphasis on transit alternatives, are all consistent
witn SOCA's basic objectives for residential and commercial
areas of what we tall the "Old City".
However, the Association does believe the Plan can be improved.
Following is a summary of our proposals for changes in the
plan, as presented to the Planning Commission in public hearing::
in December, 1979 and in January 1980.
LAND USE AND HOUSING
1.

Excluded Areas

The Proposed Land Use Plan does not specify land uses for
Alkali Flat or the Capitol Area, but identifies them as "Special
Planning Areas". The Land Use Plan should specify land uses for
these areas, since its supposed to be a "Comprehensive Plan".
The Proposed Zoning Plan identifies the Alkali Flat area as
"Alkali Flat" with no zoning designation, and identifies the
Capitol Area as "Capitol Area P.U.D.:C-2". If these areas are
not to be rezoned, they should be shown with their Present
zoning.

2.

Areas Shown as R-1 or R-2

We propose that the areas designated "R-1 or R-2" in the
Proposed Zoning Plan be zoned R-1.
We further propose that in these districts a second unit may
be permitted, on any lot by special permit.
The present zoning ordinance permits second units on corner
lots in R-1 districts without a special permit. Since corner
lots in the Old City are generally only 40 1 x 80', we do not
wish to have this loophole in the R-1 zoning in the Old City.
We would require a special permit for a second unit on any
R-1 lot in the Old City.
For the area in the Southeast section of the Old City shown
as R-1/R-2, we support the alternative proposed by the residents' organization in that area, that the area should be
zoned R-1 without any special provision for second units by
special permit or any special restriction on second units on
corner lots.
3.

Changes in the Proposed Zoning

We have not taken any position on changes proposed by individual property owners for particular lots, where hardship or
logic may dictate zoning boundary adjustments. Our proposals
relate to larger areas.
a.

Proposed R-0 District on L and Capitol Avenue

We propose that this area instead be zoned R-3-C,
merging into the R-3-C area to the south. Too
many conversions of residential to office use have
already taken place. Rather than encourage applications for special permits for office use which we
would oppose, and rather than adopt special criteria
for approval of these special permits, we would zone
the area R-3-C and exclude further office use.
b.

Area south

of the alley between Capitol and N

We propose that this area be zoned R-3-C. This includes the entire area which is presently R-5, as well
as the half-block at the northwest corner of 19th and
Qf presently zoned C-4, which is proposed to be rezoned
C-2 in the Proposed Zoning Map. The area is developed
with multiple family dwellings and single-family dwellings,
but is not close enough to the Central Business District
to be appropriate for development at a higher density
than R-3-C, as is shown by the present development.
-2-

c.

Dog-lea area north of the Alley between Capitol and N
We propose that this area, which includes the block
bounded by 18th, 19th, K and L proposed to be develoned
as a condominium project, be zoned R-3-C or R-0 rather
than C-2.
The development at 18th, 19th, K and L should not be
adversely affected, since it is consistent with R-0
zoning and if inconsistent with R-3-C could be grandfathered in, left as C-2, or zoned R-0 or R-4.
R-3-C zoning would be consistent with the zoning recommended for the area to the south, so as to form a
single R-3-.0 district from K to Q. R-0 zoning would
provide a transition between the C-2 to the northwest
and the R-3-C to the south.

d.

C-4 area from Eta Q
We propose that this area be rezoned from C-4 to C-2.
The present uses along the railroad are not what they
were in times past, or might earlier have been predicted
for the future. C-2 zoning would be compatible with
present and anticipated future uses in this area.

e.

R-3-C areas in the southeast area
These four small R-3-C districts on the edges of the
R-1/R-2 district in the southeast, are generally reflective of the areas which have developed with multifamily dwellings. Nevertheless, we support the neighborhood residents who feel that the lines should be
redrawn to further restrict these areas to those lots
already developed as multifamily dwellings, because of
the danger of continual encroachment on the singlefamily area. Lots removed from the R-3-C designation would be added to the R-1 district.

4. Criteria for special permits
On pages 11-12, in discussing the proposed R-0 district on L
and Capitol Avenue, and on page 21, in discussing implementation actions to be taken in the first year, the plan refers
to special criteria for the area along L Street and Capitol
Avenue. Since we oppose designation of R-0 for that area, we
recommend revision of that language.
We feel that criteria for special permits for office use in R-0
districts should be developed, for use in all R-0 districts.
Item 4 on page 21 refers to impaction by care facilities. We
think attention should also be given to other institutional
uses which create an impaction on residential neighborhoods.
-3-
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5. Development of low-income housina
While we recognize that development of low-income housing at
high densities can create impaction on residential neighborhoods, we also recognize that it is difficult to obtain the
sites for low-income housing that will relieve it of the
public housing stigma. We recommend that the following sentence on page 15 be removed from the Plan:
New construction of low-income housing units
are (sic) envisioned in the plan to occur primarily in adopted redevelopment areas and
within the State Capitol Area Plan boundaries
where public entities have sufficient controls
over development in the area to minimize
impacts of the additional low-income unit
TRANSPORTATION
1.

Make I and S local streets east of 21st

In furtherance of the policy of removing major streets from
residential neighborhoods, and in support of recommendations
of the Modern Transit Society and of residents of I and S
Street neighborhoods, we recommend that the Transportation
Plan Map on page 19a be revised to show these streets as
minor or local streets east of 21st Street.
These streets could also be made local streets between 16th
and 21st, in the same way as the plan proposes to treat G, H,
N, P, and T streets, as proposed by the Modern Transit Society.
To us, the important point is that they not be considered
major traffic carriers between the downtown area and the
areas east of the Old city.
2.

Make G and H two-way streets east of 16th

In furtherance of the policy of allowing two-way traffic on
local residential streets, we recommend that G and H streets
be added to the list (on page 16, item 3) of streets to be
converted . from one-way to two-way.
It might also be appropriate to include a one-way street map
in the Central City Plan, since the Transportation Plan Map
only designates major and minor streets and doesn't show the
direction of traffic flow on one-way streets.

-4-

3. Reserve the Elvas-Richards Corridor for Transit Use
We continue to oppose the proposal for a roadway link
between Elvas Avenue and Richards Boulevard. Our position
is that there should be a transit link.
The policy on page 16 ("Designate the connection of Richards
Blvd. and Elvas Avenue as a potential transportation corridor
that may be considered in the future for various modes of
travel") should be modified to read:
Designate the connection of Richards Blvd. and
Elves Avenue as a potential transit corridor that
may be considered in the future for various modes
of transit use.
The map-diagram on page 19b should be modified to designate
this link as "Transit Corridor", rather than "Transportation
Corridor", both in the diagram and the caption.
(Incidentally, the map-diagram should also refer to "8th
Street Transit Mall" rather than "8th Street Bus Mall", both
in the diagram and the caption.)

-5-
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SOCA'S PROPOSED CHANGES IN PROPOSED ZONING.
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.

Should
Should
Should
Should
Should

be
be
be
be
be

R-3-C
R-3-C
R-3-C or R-0
C-2
bartly R-1
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RECEIVFn
November 26, 1979

Ethan Browning, Jr.
Planning Director
City Planning Department
915 '1 Street, Room 308
Sacramento, CA 95814
Dear Ethan:
Please note that the proposed zoning map which we
received from your office on September 25, 1979, does
not reflect the boundaries of the Capitol Area Plan
as adopted by the Legislature in 1977.
The Capitol Area Plan should be designated on your map
as shown on the attached map (Sheet 2) and the new.
zoning reflect that of the adopted Capitol Area Plan.
Please phone me if you have further questions regarding
this matter.
Sincerely,
t ,

-

CiAr".

Paul Schmidt
Assistant Director
PS:lh
Attachment
cc:

Ronald G. Rule
Mike Smith
Barry Wasserman
John Baker
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ED WILLIAMS of SACBANIENTO,MCEIVF .
4341 71st Street
Sacramento, CA. 95820

April 11, 1980

City Planning Department
725 LT Street
Sacramento, ca 95814
Attn: Art Gee

I am contacting you in regards to property
located at 1928 P Street and 1930 P Street,
see if there is a possibility of having the
property rezoned. I am now using property
at 1610-20th Street, 1614-20th Street and 1616fieth Street as a Truck Maintenance and parking
for my lease business to The Sacramento Bee.
The property I am now using is zoned C-4. If
the property on P Street were to be rezoned 0-4
also, I would utilize the property for furthur
expansion at my present site. I would apprecia
any consideration given my request.
You,
6:2&t4A-/ 4241,4w
Edward T. Williams
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SACRAMENTO CITY UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT
Building Program Management Team

425 FIRST AVENUE
SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 95818
TELEPHONE: 454-8718

NING COMMISSION

RECEIVFn
March 20, 1980

frill 161Y

Sacramento City Planning Commission
915 "I" Street, Room 308
Sacramento, California 95814
RE: Central City Community Plan
Gentlemen:
Currently the Central City Community Plan indicates an R-1 zoning
for the district's Newton Booth Elementary School at 2620 V Street.
We hereby request that the zoning be changed to R-3-C for the following reasons:
1. The property is one full city block in size and could be
readily developed for multi-family use to provide additional
housing in that area of Sacramento.
2. The property is adjacent to an R-3-C zoning on the north
side and an extension - of that zoning to include Newton Booth
would not be a major revision in the community plan.
3. The property is located next to the Interstate 80, Highway
99 and Highway 50 interchange and is more suited to multifamily rather than single family development.
Please contact this office if you have any questions regarding this
request.
Sincerely,

241-11,%
•

Keith E. Gosling
Engineer
Building Program Management Team
KEG:bja
cc: Herman Pede

CITY PLANNING COMMISSION

1? 1980
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March 4, 1980

Mr. Marty Van Duyn
City Planning Commission
915 I Street, Room 308
Sacramento, California 95814
Dear Mr. Van Duyn:
I have recently purchased a 40' by 80 1 lot at the
corner of 10th and Q Street (1000 Q Street) in Downtown
Sacramento. Because I have only recently purchased this
property, I have not previously had an opportunity to be
aware of or to be heard at any public hearings concerning
the zoning of that property. The property is presently
zoned C4. Since my recent purchase, I have become aware
of the rezoning of property in that area pursuant to a
Master Plan. I have also become aware of the hearings before
the City Council in May on the subject of this rezoning.
I would respectfully request to be placed on the agenda
at those hearings in May so that I might request my property
to be rezoned R-0 for residential and office use. Other similar sized lots in the same area will be on the agenda for rezoning to R-0, and thus I would request that my petition for
rezoning be lleard at the same time.
I am an attorney and I want to use the 10th and Q property for parking on the first floor, my law office on the ,
second floor and my residence on the third floor. Thus, I
will be an owner-occupant of the premises, and I believe this
use will also upgrade the general area and the lot in. particular.
There is presently a residence located on the premises, but it
will be removed. Since the premises have been used in the past
for residential, and since the premises are now zoned for office
use, a change in zoning to R-0 permitting a combination of residential and office use by the owner-occupant would be a very
minor variance in terms of use.
Thus, may I please be placed on the agenda for a hearing
on May 1, 1980, or whenever the first approval hearing of the
Master Plan is to be held. Thank you for your cooperation.
Vgy truly ours,

RFC:drb
cc: William Weitman and Robert McCabe

C.-1

March 31, 1980

Mr. Will Whiteman
City Planning Commission
City Hall
Sacramento, Ca.
Re: 1801 - 1805 V Street
Sacramento, Ca.
Gentlemen:
I and my husband purchased the above property in 1977
which was zoned as R-4 property at that time. The reason
for the purchase was to develope the area.
My husband and I have been saving and I have gone back to
work to get in to the position to accomplish the development
of an Apartment complex that would enhance the neighborhood.
We have finally reached the stage that we could hire
Architects Tomich and Yee to design a plan that would meet
with all of your requirements. These are enclosed for your
perusal.
Recently I have been made aware that you are contemplating
down-zoning my lots to R 1-2. This would be devasting to
us and our family after all of our efforts to reach the position
we have finally arrived to be able to realize our dream.
We ask that you give this request your earnest consideration
to permit us to build on our lots the apartment complex submitted.
Please give us this opportunity - it will be so greatly appreciated.
Most Sincerely,
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April 11, 1980

F

City Planning Department 725 j Street
Sacramento, CA 95814
Attn: Art Gee
Attention Planning Commission,
We wish to protest the change of our property from M1 to C4.
We own the property between 205-22nd Street, the alley, railroad
tracks to23rd Street. Also 205-23rd Street, the alley, railroad tracks,
halfway to 24th Street.
It iS being used as a plumbing shop, a tire recapping shop and
"storage. If a change is made it will be a short time before it is
'Changed again to C2 or Cl. We know —that if it were; we would not have
no move but that pressure would be brought to force us to move causing
hardship,, loss of tennants, property value change and limited zoneing
use. We have already experienced these pressures, and if the zoneing
Change is made these pressures will increase.
We feel that our opperations are of an M1 nature. Why should we
be re-zoned to C4 when you are not changing the properties to the east
and west of us? Our property should also remain MI.

Sincerely,

Robert J. Lessman
Vice-President
RJ1../k11
5
.777,'ETTA' Plc...C,MNP .
N
r7714-,;• !.•
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ONE OF THE LARGEST AND MOST •DIVERSIFIED INSTALLATIONS
OF ITS TYPE IN NORTHERN

CALIFORNIA
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RE:CEIVr: r;•
WILLIAM SULLIVAN

R. L. "BOB - BARTA

POTENTATE

RECORDER

A.A.O.N.M.S.

3333 WATT AVENUE. SUITE 214

SACRAMENTO. CA 95821 (916) 485-9005

April 11, 1980

City Planning Department
725 J Street
Sacramento, CA 95814

To: Planning Director

-.

I am requesting a review of the proposed zoning change on property owned by the Ben Ali Temple. The subject property is a
40' X 80" lot, located between "T" and "U" Streets and 8th and
9th Streets, adjacent to an alley corner and described as Assessor's Parcel Number 009-122-13. The structure is an early 1900's
two story firehouse which occupies the entire lot.
The present and future highest and best use of this property
would be commercial. The adjacent corner is. presently and also
proposed as a commercial zone. I cannot see any rational for
zone on this lot.
If the present building were to be removed, a residential structure would be entirely out of the question.
I will have a representative of the Ben All Temple at the May
hearing but I would appreciate a review of. this property prior
to the hearing.
Sincerely,

William Sullivan
Potentate
?,1S:

SW

cc: Charlie Gray

•

C-t0
ELWYN SIMARD
CHIEF RABBAN

RAYMOND KWONG
ASSISTANT RABBAN

ROBERT HAAS
HIGH PRIEST ANO PROPHET

BRUCE HART
ORIENTAL GUIDE

DONALD TESKE
TREASURER

C7 PLANNING. CO;‘..;t:.;;ri

RECE1vP r,
14ra. Nema Turner
514 25th St.
Sacramento, Calif.
April. 12,, 1980'
City Planning. IMpt.
Dear Sirss
AT LAST — Our area to. be, Single Family Units.
At present there are. far to many ugly rabbit hutches (Apts) being built ia our
Fair City. None are built with adequate parking for their cars.
There if forever a car, van etc.. parked in front oi my home, leaving - me no
space to; park and-the driveway to my home is the aLley. I live on 25th St. and
all. these folks live. on F. St.
These Apts dwellers are. always either moving in or out..
0111 for. the good. old.. days, when knew their neighbors..
I. most certainly back Your. plane. . for this area, one hundred. percent.
.

Sincerely,
Noma. Turner

Atet

REAL PROPERTY BROKER
SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA
95814

1330 21st. STREET
SUITE 103

(916) 446-7629

April 16, 1980

Members of the City 'Council
c/o Art Gee
Principal Planner
Sacramento City Planning Department
725 J. Street
Sacramento, Calif. 95814
Members in Session:
am writing this letter on behalf of my clients who own three
401 by 80' parcels at the southwest corner of 6th and S Streets,
' Sacramento. On the recent flyer sent out by the Planning
'Department for the Central City Plan, we note that the zoning
recommendation for this area has-been changed from R-0 (Resi-,.dential-Office) to R 5,
-

T

would like to voice my objection to this change based,on some
observations I have made of the area and of S Street. From
16th Street west to Fourth Street, the uses on S Street range
from heavy industrial to residential. From 10th Street west,
the uses on both the north and south sides of . S Street are industrial and retail, with the exception of one block of residential on the,south side of S Street between 6th and 7th Streets.
It appears to me that Residential-Office use would fit in quite
well and compliment an area which is changed from its residential
character to the multiple uses I have mentioned.
It is my understanding that the City Planning Department staff
also recommends the R-0 category zoningfor this corridor.
hope you will reconsider the - area for zoning to R-0 rather than
R 5. F:rom my observation, it is evident that the Planning'
Department staff has done a thorough investigative job in working
with the Central City Study Committee, and I feel their recommendations should be given weight and merit in the establishment
of the. new Central City plan.
-

sincerely hope you will consider our request. Thank you.
Sincerely,

. ASA M. CLARK, JR.
Z2

Dorothy R mith

C- [ 2

CM' FLAMING CO7VIS:;;Oi:

Angelo K. Tsakopoulos

Land Development
7700 College Town Drive, Suite 101
Sacramento, California 95826
(916)- 383-9273

r,T

RECEIVP n

April 15, 1980

City of Sacramento
Planning Department
725 "J" Street
Sacramento, CA 95814
Attn: Mr. Art Gee
Dear Art:
On behalf of H.A. Edwards Joint Venture and Crystal Ice
Company, I wish to file a formal objection to the proposed change in land use designation and rezoning of the
"R" Street corridor in general and the south side of "R"
Street between 16th and 18th Streets in particular.
Our objection is based on limitations the "C-4" zone may
impose on the potential expansion of the Crystal Ice
Plant and affiliated operations. In addition, the "M-1"
industrial zone has served the needs of the area adequately
and the proposed change in unwarranted.
I wish to have this letter become part of the public record
on the Central City Plan and additionally we will be speaking
to the issue at the appropriate time.
truly,
•40
Obert E. Howse
REI 1:rb
-

C-I3
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ATTORNEYS AT LAW
JOHN J. WELLS

314 CROCKER- CITIZ ENS BANK BUILDING

TELEPHONE

1007 SCVENTH STREET

(916)443-7969

NORMAN D. BALDWIN

SACRAM ENTO, EALIFORN IA 95014

April 24, 1980

Sacramento City Planning
Commission
725 J Street
Sacramento, California 95814
Attention: Art Gee
Dear Mr. Gee:
Mr. and Mrs. Lyle DeLoe have asked me to follow
up on Mr. DeLoe's earlier discussion with you relative to
the property at 1705-1715 I Street (Lots 18-22; 17th-18th;
H and I Streets), Sacramento, California. We understand
the Commissioner is considering a down-zoning of that
property from C-3 to C-2 as part of a proposed Central
City Plan. Mr. and Mrs.. DeLoe are the property owners.
As you unquestionably realize the Owners
object to the down-zoning and we would like to be on
record as formally protesting the change, since the present use is not compatible with the C-2 Classification.
We would appreciate the opportunity to confer further
with Staff in support of our position.
Thank you for your consideration.
Very t uly yours,

Ar.ed-46/14-c/
Norman D.
NDB:mfp
cc: Lyle E. DeLoe

ldwin

cm. pL/1Nmr4G comr,lr:;s;T,
TREVOR ROBERTS & CO.

FR b

Winston Management, Inc.

REC;E1VF-n

1530 Rollins Road
Burlingame, California 94010

(415) 692-6723
April 11, 1980
Mr. Gene Masuda
City Planning. Department
725 "J" Street
Sacramento, CA 95814
RE: St. Luke's Medical Building
2600 Capitol Avenue
Proposed re-zoning
Assessor's Parcel: 007-166-1700
Assessor's Parcel: 007-166-1600
Dear Gene::
As discussed, we are shocked by the recent inclusion of our building
and parking garage in the Draft Central City Community Plan as R-3-A.
A four story Medical building with a three story parking garage hardly
comes under the classification of Light Density Multiple Family!!
We request that our building and parking garage remain under the
(--) present zoning classification of 0-B, Office Building.
We shall appear at one of the hearing dates set for May 1, 1980 and
May 15, 1980 to protest changing the present zoning by this new plan.

Very truly you
s
Louis C. Harding
Approved by Owner:'
Capitol Medical, Ltd., a
California limited partnership

By:

Trevor C. Roberts-General Partner
LGH:NM
(---) cc Tony Straling

ARIZONA • CALIFORNIA • NEVADA • OREGON • WASHINGTON

CITY PLANNING COMMIS:4N

R•4 1T1F,. 0

LICZWELLI
COMM
REALTORS.

Sacramento Planning Commission
725 J Street
Sacramento, Ca. 95814

RECEIVFr
INC.

April 11, 1980

Attention: Gene Masuda, Planner

Dear Gene,
Per our telephone conversation this morning, I am
writing this letter to request that our building, located
at 2431 Capitol Avenue, in the name of Capitol Investors,
retain its present zoning of 0-B.
We have no quarrel with keeping Capitol Ave. in its present
state, i.e., allowing no additional office buildings or commercial structures, but to re-zone existing structures to
some other zoning, is not the same thing. As I look over the
proposed map for the area in which we are located, it would
seem to me that there are many other property owners who have
existing office structures who are going to be caught in this
same trap. It would seem to me that that the responsibility
should be the city's to point out the fact to these other
office building owners that they are going to lose their
zoning. I cannot believe they are aware of this.

2431 CAPITOL •AVE. SUITE 1 • SACRAMENTO. CA 95816 • (916) 441-2944 (916) 441- 2100

CiTY PLANG
4 .'CL

ARTHUR R. KAHLER, M.D.

RECEINH:r)

2615 CAPITOL AVENUE
SACRAMENTO. CALIFORNIA 95816

42.1.2.1 17, 1980
Sacnamento City Lwvth
cibLy harmin g Depantment

715

LIAA:0 It

Stneet

Sac/Lament°, Ca. 95814
Re: PaAceL # 007-165-1300

Location - 2615 Capital ilve.
Sacitomento 958/6
en.t.hunen:
We with to new/a oux obiection to np...centiy. pnopo4.e4 Itez roning. o4
pnopentie4, Apecgically
adiza 6etwe.en 26tit and 27th Stneet.4. and
Capita Avenue, to 2e4.identiaL only. At thia tZne., and
Am ihe 411owing.
a.nea to 7?-0 (fte4idential -of qacei.
AeadonA, à'
you to conaidex soning..
We have owned the medi.a22 ogice building aituated on two Iota. at
2615 Capita Avenue. Aince 1948. itt VIA time we Apent connidenaUe money, time
and egont in having the exile-in? &adding convented 4,t0171 a dupLex. to an ogice
buLLdLn Atzita6le 4on a medical ogice, and one that would 6e. an °Adel to the
appeanance o il the. neighbonhood along Capita Avenue.. St ie. ideally .Locat ed
t4 pnox-imity to Suiten llo4pital,
aA a .pnotzttlionaL &wading 6ecaade o4
&Lug dtaled, to La6ofuztonie4 and medical tacilitien IA So.. Luke& Aedical. BL4
.

dinectly acno44. the 4.6 teei, and becauAe il. id. on. a 6uA Line naing IL co:wen' ient tait patienta uho do n.ot dnive.
. Oven the yeand. we. have. made extenave impnovemente. to 6.e. pflopenty, int enion4 and extenionly, and have a cuLly paved ira.RAing, Lot covening the Wad! 0 4 the
illio Ia.& in tile awn. At the. pne4ent time the buil-dirui. 4:4 occupi.e.d by tox)
ophiAatmalogi-41-4.
he ad.ea L.t mane pwl.e.4.4ionally oniented than netidentiai. Betidet
the
iledicaL 8.1.4 and dnug. 4ioneA mentioned, the Panie Suiten ConvaLencent /1 oapital.
ceLf.e.c.t.ty
_ acited.d..tAe aLley Ar.am OWL building, and next to ii,anot-Iten long.
e4ta6li4lted inearazt 6uLLdLn. Oa& neigA6o.14 to the ead.t openate a Rut /tome.
Cancen Detection Ceitteit,
Resoning LA14 akea to neAidentiaL would cau.4.e gneat economic hafuldhip,

Next to that =A the

4 Oilliteit

not on.4 to ma pen/lona/1y, but to °them. we have mentioned. Quit
buiLding could AandLy 6e. con:vented to a Azactence. ad.

a

now 4.tand-e.

2.

ARTHUR R. KAHLER, M.D.
261S CAPITOL AVENUE
SACRAMENTO, CALIFORN1A 95E116

Again, 00I taxpayela wAo Aave paid tkowian(14 oven ihe la.at tkaty-iwo
yeana, we 41Lnong4 ave you to vote PA Redlicience Oglce a.oning.n. tite .
aconernentioned amen.

Youn.a.. g.ituly
.
C-

itititan. R.laiokleit,

copy to:
Councilman doup.Pope

CITY PLANNiNG CiCg‘l!k11::,S;";;ei
111.J.1)

R.ECEIVP
Mr. and Mrs. Jonathan Daniel Adams
2209 Capitol Avenue
Sacramento, CA. 95816
April 18, 1980
Members of the City Council,
%City- Planning Commission
725 "J" Street
Sacramento-, CA.
95814
RE:„ CENTRAL CITY COMMUNITY PLAN

Ladies and Gentlemen:
As owners of the property located at 2209 Capitol Avenue,
Sacramento, California, the undersigned hereby expresses
their support for the draft Central City Community Plan
as initially submitted to the Planning Commission. At
the same time, we wish to express our disapproval as to
the change made in the proposed zoning from RO to R3A along
Capitol Avenue, and we further ask that you carefully
scrutinize the existing land uses in this area during
your session on Wednesday, April 23, 1980; where, as we
understand it, you will be taking field trips to examine
various neighborhoods.
We submit to you that a careful review of the existing
uses along Capitol Avenue reveals that the proposed R3A
zoning will result in numerous nonconforming uses. We
further submit that many of these potential nonconforming
• uses are evidence that the change to the draft Central City
Community Plan made by the Planning Commission was done
without a careful and full-blown analysis of the potential
effect on the community. Evidence that the change was not
thoroughly considered includes the fact that a three-story
office building (2131 Capitol Avenue), and the office
building directly across the street would, should the plan
as recommended be adopted, be zoned R3A. In the block
where my property is located, you will find moving to the
east on my side of the street, an optometrist office, my
property (presently zoned OB), a multi-unit apartment house,
a parking lot, and a church.

We believe it should further be brought to the attention of
the council that while we were notified that there would be

C--

Page Two
Members of the City Council
hearings regarding the draft Central City Plan, our original'
notice was that our property would be rezoned from OB to no,
and it was only at a very late date that we first became
aware of the proposed zoning change to R3A. As such, we
would certainly question whether or not the notice given to
ourselves as well as other property owners in this area was
sufficient to engender a full and thorough exploration of the
merits of the deviation from the Central City Community Plan
. that was recommended to the Planning Commission.
It is our understanding that the change was not recommended
by the Planning Commission staff and with this in mind as
well as the aforementioned facts, we would request that the
council carefully scrutinize the changes.made, and after doing
so adopt the recommendation initially made to the Planning
Commission by its staff with regard to Capitol Avenue.
Yours very truly,
JONATHAN D

JEANNE ADAMS

JDA/jh
* * *

ADAMS

CALIFORNIA SPEECH-LANGUAGE-HEARING ASSOCIATION
z

:1 1•1:3 .;":7N;11 .1i
...I 7

.

2631 Capitol Avenue • Sacramento, CA 95816 .11916) 442-4544
April 21, 1980

Sacramento City Council
City Hall
915 Eye Street
Sacramento, CA 95814
RE: Central City Community Plan
Gentlemen:
This is to request an alteration of the proposed Central City
Community Plan. Specifically that property located at 2631 Capitol
Avenue be zoned OB or at least RO.
This property was purchased by the California 'Speech-LanguageHearing Association while zoned 013 and intended to be utilized as a
mall administrative office for this organization. A decision on how
to utilize this building has been delayed due to a temporary cash
flow. shortage. The options were to utilize the basement area as the
previous owner had with a variance for parking requirements or to
utilize the main floor and satisfy city building requirements. The
administrative office would contain 2-3 staff and would not have any
walk-in traffic.
11
is our understanding
that processing
time
requirements for
establishing variances and meeting building codes would not allow
this office„, to be established before the Central City Community Plan
will be ac.opted. Further, with the plan adopted as proposed, the
new R3A zoning would preclude our original purposes. This change
in zoning would be a de facto denial of previously acquired
property rights.
CSFIA proposes, therefore, that 2631 be spot zoned as 013 or at least
RD.
Thank you for your time and consideration.
Sincerely,

Robert 11. Powell
Director
R1II'Jjsc
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2007 V Street
Vacramcnto, Ca. 95814
April 23, 1980

Sacramento City T1 nning Commission
725 J Street
Sacramento, Ca. 95614
Dear Commission:
My husband and I feel that the block on which we live,
bounded by U and V, 20th and 21st Street, would be more
appropriately zoned lower than its present c-2 status.
We have seen similar areas marked for change to HO.
Although in a commercial area, our block is by and large
residential and will probably continue so due to its
excellent location for downtown housing. Right now, the
large offices on 21st Street act as a buffer between our
homes and that heavily trafficked street. But the other
streets in our area are rather cult. When we come home
from work the office workers have left and the neighborls quiet and friendly. Any major commercial
hood
establishment would ruin the atmosphere.
suspect no one else has vrritten to you to voice this
complaint because people are busy earning a living and
don't intnndto move themselves. Also as an area not
designated for change, our block has not had any signs
posted.
Our block is not composed of exPensive houses but rather
modest residences. There are a number of retired people
living here, too, on fixed incomes. But the area is not
a blight and it seems less than fair for the government
to consider it best to plan us off the map because our
houses aren't Victorians selling for !100,000. We
would hope that our small neighborhood would get as
much consideration as the more affluent.
We would appreciate a reexamination by your staff.
Y s truly,
)2

Phyllis Ehlert Blegen
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CITY. OF SACRAMENTO

CITY PLANNING ,DEPARTMENT
9t5 'T. STREET
-

crrY 'HALL

• ROOM .:208

SACRAMENTO, CALIF. 95814
TELEPHONE (918)449.5804

ETHAN BROWNING, JR.
PLANNiNG DIRECTOR

Iecember 27, 1979

Interested Persons,:
SOWECT: Final Environmental Impact Report for the
Central City Community Plan (M-324)
The final Environmental Impact Report is being distributed for a
oeven day review period to persons Who commented on the draft EIR.
Commentors should determine if the responses sufficiently address
their comments. This final EIR has been scheduled for the City
.Planning Commission's consideration on January 17, 1980, at
.5:30 p.m. in the Council Chamber of City Hall, 915 I Street,
:lacramento, California.
• The final EIE consists of the comments on the draft FIR, the

responses to these comments and - the draft EIR. Therefore, this
document which contains the comments and responses to comments
should he kept with the draft EIR previously transmitted.
A copy of this dotument has been forwarded for public review to
the ToITowing branch aatraries: Carmichael, Central, Del Paso,
Haryjnwood, King, MdClatthy and McKinley. In addition, a coy may
be reviewed or purchased at the City Planning Department.
Respectfully,

E4444 6 60w4 A .
Ethan Browning, Jr.
Planning Director
ide

JAk.
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PREFACE
The Central City Community Plan's Final Environmental Impact Report addresses
comments which have been received on the draft EIR and addendum to the draft.
The draft ER was completed in August 1977 and distributed with the preliminary
draft plan to various public and pri.vate agencies and to interested groups and
-citizens for review and comment. Subsequent changes made to the draft plan by
the City Planning Commission necessitated preparation of an addendum to the draft
EIR to reflect plan changes. The addendum was re-distributed for review and
.comment.
'The public TOORW period ended November 14, 1979. The City Planning Commission
transmitted the public comments along with their comments to the consultant for
the preparation of the final EIR. Copies of the final EIR are now being distributed for reviewby those organizat4ons and persons who commented on the draft
14.R.
This Final Enyironmental Impact Report contains comments on the draft EIR and
'addendum to the draft, along with responses to comments. The comments preceding
the responses are summaries taken from the commenters' letters. The complete
letters are contained in the Appendix section.

X1,71

CITY PLANNING COMMISSION - November 29, 1979
Comment 1: Where adverse impacts as z result of the draft plan are identified,
these should be evaluated as to whether they would be more or less adverse under
the existing plan.
'Pages IF9-12-2ofthe 'original 'draft fIR and page 41 of the addendum
identifies the unavoidable adverse impacts of the draft Central City Plan. In
the Impacts section of the draft EIR (pages 61-113), some of the adverse impacts
ofthe-draft plan are 'evaluated in relationship to the existing plan. In response
to the previous comment, the following is additional information that should be
.added to thejmPact analysis section - Unavoidable Adverse Impacts:

•130spons:

• A. Land lUlse - Adoption and full implementation of the land use element of the
proposed plan will result in a significant alteration of existing land use in
'certain portions of the Central City. However, continuation towards full implementation of the existing plan adopted in 1966 will also result in ,a significant.
alteration. Inmostareas, alterations would be greater under the existing plan.
since the adopted land use and zoning patterns are substantially heavier than the
proposed plan and the actual current use of the land.
B. Iand:.Economics - The draft .plan proposes to conserve (through rezonings) the
low:density,neighborhood character of various residential areas. The proposal is
to rezone these areas to s*ngle familY . or.a two-family residential zone. This and
Other conservation-efforts will encourage increased neighborhood stability. The
impact wfli be to

reduce

the value of the land 'for multi-family developments.

However, the overall value - of the propertrmay increase in time due to a more stable
neighborhood.
C.

Demography - A significant population increase can be expected under both the

existing

and the proposed draft plan, although the increase will be less under

the draft plan due to the emphasis towards conserving low density neighborhoods.

Based upon estimated employment growth and projected housing demands by 1990, the
'draft:plan could accommodate an increase of approximately 4,200 persons. The .
existing plan could accommodate approximately 7,300 persons. These estimates are
•based upon 1Oning, availability of development sites, development of housing with
'the 'State Capitol 'Area 'Plan, and anaverage•household size of 1.5 persons per
-household.

D. Housing and Neighborhoods

implementation of the draft plan may cause

a gradual transition in neighborhood composition in the areas that are designated
for single or two-family residential.. The transition would be towards a higher
.owner occupancy. This would be due to a continuation of the current influx of
middle and upper income . households and to the sale of property by absentee owners
who - may'be Jioldimg property tn anticipation Of constructing a new apartment in the
•future.
As this transition occurs, it will cause a displacement of some of the existing
residents who are renters and cannot afford to purchase. Under the existing plan
and zoning, displacement of low income renters may also occur as a result of new
construction of-apartments. It is not possible to accurately estimate which alternative-would cause •di•placement at a greater rate.
E. Air Quality - The overall air quality of the Central City will improve as a

result of the plan. A continuation of the existing plan with no measures for
encouraginlpublic transportation mill contribute to the deterioration of air quality.
Comment

Reflect impacts of adopted Capitol Area Plan.

Response: The State of California adopted a plan for the Capitol Area in 1977.
The general boundaries of the Capitol Area are 7th, 17th, L and Q streets.
-A -final EIR identifying he specific impacts of the Capitol Area Plan was also
:prepared. The general impacts of the State plan pn the Central City are as follows(
A.

iMplementatiOn Of the'CapItol Area. Plan mill provide additional 'housing

-Opportunities through 'rehabilitation of existing State-owned housing and constructlon of new :housing eh 'State. anti.
B.

Implementation of the.Capitol.Area Plan will significantly increase employment

• n the Core by theconstruction.of new State-owned offices within the Capitol Area
and -also the location of State offices»north of L Street.

•

C.

Implementation of the plan will reduce the amount of land devoted to parking

and also reduce auto traffic generated by the State in the Capitol Area. However, in

-

-

certain locations myth of•L.Street, new State offices may impact the availability .
of parking to the general public.
D.

Implementation- of the Gapitol-Area.Plan-will improve the neighborhood environ-

ment through the.developmentof--land nowAsed for•surface parking and the inclusion
a.mixture ofoffice, , service-commercial-and-residential uses.

Comment 3: Discuss the impacts which will result if al-extensive bus expansion
does not occur.,

Response: Based upon the recommendations of the draft plan, if an extensive bus
expansion does not occur and some other form of public transportation is not available,
the following impacts could occur:
A. 'Most of the Central City streets leading into the Core area will experience
significant increases in traffic and traffic congestion..
B. The recommended constraints on the number of additional new parking spaces will
need to be increased if continued transportation access is desired.
t. Major roadway improvements will need to be made to provide additional automobile
capacity into the Central . Business District if continued new business developments
are, desired.

Q.

Improvements in air quality resulting from increased bus usage will not occur.

E. The desired Shift in modal split (from plan) illustrated below will not occur:
Person Trips by Mode
Auto

Drivers

Auto Passengers

Transit Riders •

Bicyclist

1975

72.2%

21.5%

5%

1.3%

1990

62.1%

22.8%

13.7%

1.4%

At is likely that .1.) auto drivers uill.not decrease to 62 percent, 2) auto passenger
trips will increase - significantly 'htgher than 22.8 percent, 3) an increase in :
transit riders will not occur, ,and 41 •icyClist trips will increase significantly.

Comment 4: Identify ambient noise level, kinds of measures to reduce impact, and
ways to implement measures.

Response: The City General Plan has an adopted noise element which contains a
description and a map of ambient noise levels within the Central City. The City
-has ,adopted a noise ordinance which implements the noise element and which contains
measures to mitigate negative impacts.

torment 5: 'Discuss 'Department of Transportation's 'co'mment regarding noise.
Response: See response to taltrans letter under public and agency comments below.
Comment 6: Distuss'impact -on'Central 'City streets if ilvas-•Richards transportation
corridor were not developed.
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Response: The purpose of the corridor was to provide, in the future, additional
transportation capacity into the Central City from the areas located to the north
and northeast. The corridor was also to be used to route traffic away from eastwest streets such as E, F, G and H. The connector was proposed to handle at least
.3,000 daily trips from the East Sacramento area alone which would otherwise use
local surface streets. - Although no mode of travel was designated for the corridor,
it is dondelvable that such a .route could accommodate several modes of transportation. The general impacts will be a substantial reduction in capacity for access
into the Central City for possibly several modes of travel and a greater need for
use of the east-west Streets for commuter traffic.

Comment 7: Discuss in mitigation measures impacts of various measures for slowing
traffic on local streets - i.e., diverters, stop signals, signals, etc.

Response: As lndi•ated'on page 125 of the Draft EIR, the mitigation measures proposed
are in the form of suggestions of the types of measures which could be utilized,
consistent with the 'General Plan level of analysis. Implementation of any suggested
measures, such as installation.of traffic control devices, will require a thorough
analysis of a specific proposal in its lotational context. A discussion of the
general uses and effectiveness of such devices can be found in the U.S. Department
of Transportation publication, Neighborhood Traffic Controls, a report of the '
Transportation Task Force of the Urban Consortium for Technology initiatives,
published in October of 1978.

Comment 8: EIR identified displacement of low income residents as a result of the
plan; compare this with what would happen with the existing plan.

Response: See response to Comment 1 above.
Lament 9: Route EIR to chairperson of light rail study to determine impact of
R Street improvements.
_r

Response: City staff has routed.
COMMENTS FROM PLANNING STAFF REPORT - November 14, 1979

Comment 1: The statement .(under Irreversible Changes, page 14 of the addendum)
regarding increases in housing density and population should be qualified. Although
increases will occur, the impact in relationship to existing zoning will be less.

5
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Response: Refer to the response to City Planning Commission comments.
Comment 2: The mitigation measures regarding increased fire response time (page 14
of the addendum) is unclear.
Response: The sentence should read: "Some impacts of the plan which would increase
fire response time could be .mitigated by additional expenditures for fire fighting
equipment or personnel. Funding for these expenditures could be obtained from
State or Federal assistance, in lieu payments by non-taxpaying landholders in the
Central-City, or by a City income tax."
Comment 3: The draft plan and EIR Addendum both identified the effects of lower
density residential zoning on 'meeting housing demand. The EIR should discuss
mitigation measures and alternatives that should be considered.
j!p:Ip22r1t: The 1975 - housing market analysis report prepared as a technical information document for the Central City Plan indicated a market demand. for 4,700

new residential units "close in" to employment by 1990. The report found the constraints to meeting thisdemand were the lack of available sites. A . staff report
prepared by the City Planning Department estimated that the land use/zoning recommendations of the proposed plan could accommodate 2,600 units (excluding commercial
areas). The following are mitigation measures and alternatives that could be con-

- Since preparation of the housing report the South . Natomas area has been
approved for deveIopment.and could accommodate 27,000 new residential units
which are extremely close to the Central City.
- The City could ,actively participate (utilizing eminent domain or redevelop- .
ment) in making larger sites available for housing.
-,Alternative zoning could be considered for residential areas including one
•

or more of the following:
rezoning,--which would be•a continuation of the existing zoning;

•

b. Rezoning all.the residential areas R..3-C;
c. Increas'ing the permitted units per lot area proposed for the - R-3-C zone;
A, 'Rezoning the low density areas R-1 or Ft-2 as •proposed and continue the
•XiSting zoning 'formuiti-;family areas.

COMMENTS FROM PLANNING STAFF REPORT - December

1,

1977
^

ComMent 1: The summary section often becomes the most utilized section of an EIR,
• - especially during public hearings when quick reference is needed. For this reason,
staff feels the summary of impact analysis and summary of mitigation measures should
be more specific. The summary impact analysis should specify who is adversely .
iMpacted. The MitigatiOnlAeasures should specify the requirements for implementation.
Response: The first part of the comment regarding a more specific summary was
discussed with the Planning Department and has been deleted from their comments.
The following additional information should be added to the summary section of the
addendum to the draft [JR.
ImpactAnalysis Section:
- The.popuIation.displaced by conversion -or demolition of older hotels and
apartments will be primarily elderly and/or low income.
14tigatton'Measures Section:
- Rising rents and property tax impacts on low income persons can be mitigated
• by:
a.

Tax reform (may require State legislation or constitutional amendment);

b. .Tax liens or other—methods -to defer taxes (requires either State or local
legislation);
c.

Tax credit (may require State legislation);

d.. Tax exemptions (requires either State or local legislation); .
e. Rent 'control - (requires either -State or local legislation);
'f. ARent subsidies (requires additional local funding).

Comment

- 54ggested.additional mitigation measures for-inclusion in the EIR.

Response: The following housing programs are available and are aimed at assisting
low income households in housing :rehabilitation and ownership efforts:
_Paint and Teauti•cation Grant - Provides •funds for the purchase of materials and
supplies for exterior paint i ng and minor repair. -Owner : occupied property. Owners
are encouraged toprovide own labor..
Provides funds for 'emergency
Housing Opportunity Program for the Elderly (HOPE)
• repairs for single-family properties owned and occupied by applicants who are at
least 62 years old.

Xfp

Retrofitting Grant Program for the Disabled - Provides funds for modifications to
single-family properties owned and occupied by a disabled person or families with
z disabled member to make the property more convenient.
SNAP Loan Program - Provides funds for repairs to single-family, multi-family, and
commercial properties with variable interest rates depending on income. Rate varies
from 1 to '7 percent. Loan mayte,deferred in special cases.
.Federal Section 312 Loan Program - Provides funds for repairs, including health,
safety and building code items, to single-family, multi-family, and commercial
properties. Interest rate is currently 3 percent.
liotie Ownership and Home Improvement Loan Program (HOHI)

-

Provides assistance to

low and 'moderate income people to purchase or rehabilitate their homes by providing
'loans zt below,market interest rates. The program is operated by the California
41ousing-Fi4ance Agency (OHPA) through the assistance of private lenders and local
•gOvernments. JIOHI complements local rehabilitation efforts and programs in a growing
lumber of cities and 'counties throughout California.

Comment 3: The summary of alternatives (original draft EIR) should indicate that
the "no plan" alternative really means continued use of the existing Old City
Community Plan adopted in 1966.

.Response: This comment has been reflected on page 15 of the addendum report.
PUBLIC AND AGENCY COMMENTS ' Public Comments
Nancy Cassidy (2019 21st Street)

-

:Comment 1: Page 52 of the report, under Parking, indicates there were 25,183 parking
spaces, of this 41,500 were curb; this may be an error.-

-

.Respolse: 'Correction rioted. (See City Traffic Engineering Office comment)

4

Comment 2: On page .52, under Public Transit, a daily figure of 23,000 passengers
is useck this figure .should be updated.

•Response: According to the Regional Transit General Plan EIR, ridership increases •
for 1.975 through 1.977 were approximately one percent per year. However, for the
1978-1979 Fiscal Year, an estimated 28 percent increase has occurred. This estimate
is based on a ridership survey, and is believed to,be more - accurate than previous

8

.estimation methods. Applying this increase to the Central City figure results in
an approximate total of 30,000 current (1979) riders to, from, and within the
Central City.

Agency •Comments
,

OFFTCE'OF STATE ARCHITECT - October 20, 1977
Comment: The EIR describes the 7th through 12th Street area as presently non-

' residential, then suggests that the 875 new housing units would occur within the
existing residential neighborhood. The fact is, new housing will be distributed
broadly throughout the plan. The strong spatial distinction between housing and
offices once -projected will not occur. New housing will triple existing Topulation,
contrary to what the E1R states on page 79 and Section B.
.104Innri:

The draft FIR was prepared prior to the adoption of the Capitol Area Plan.

The comment by the State Architect's Office is noted for inclusion in the final EIR.

STATE DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION - October 21 1977
Comment 1: Cost estimates on page 53 of the plan (prepared by Study Committee)

may be found to be significantly understated when more detailed plans are prepared.
A number:of the proposals will involvecomplex interchange design that could very

likely lead to expensive final products. The ultimate costs would then have impact
upon the cost benefit analysis of the EIR.
Response: The transportation'element portion of the draft plan has been modified
-by the City Planning Commission since this comment was received. Many of the more
costly projects have been deleted by the Commission. However, it is agreed that
as more detailed cost estimates are prepared, a new cost benefit analysis may need
to be prepared. The following are the changes made by the Commission:
A.

EIvas-Richards Connector - Originally envisioned as a roadway, the Commission

redesignated this route as 4 transportation corridor that could accommodate one or
more modes of travel.
B.

15th Street Extension.- deleted from plan

C.

New I StreetTreeway-Ramps —deleted from plan

D. New S Street Ramps - Originally envisioned as a complete ramp system, this Was
changed by the Commission to be an off-ramp only for traffic on I-5 coming from the
HsoUth area.

\.
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E. Conversion of 12th Street to Two-Way and the Connection of 7th and C streets deleted
Comment 2: Discuss impacts if Elvas-Richards Connector and the 15th Street extension
are not constructed.
Response: See response to City •Planning Commission comments.
Comment 3: The draft plan mentioned the zoning of State freeway right-of-way as
transportation corridor. However, the draft EIR does not mention the impacts or
mitigation measures for this zoning.
• .Response: The TC zone is intended to regulate land uses within, above, and below
public agency transportation corridors. Uses permitted include freeways, highways,
including interchanges, and bridges and public streets. All other "uses are subject
to approval of a Special Permit by the City. The impact of this zone for the City
. is to insure that the various developments are consistent with the

general and

specific plans of the City and to provide uniform development standards. This
required review- for various uses does add on time for the development of projects.
• Mitigation measures for the additional time generally involve scheduling the
required Special Permit review concurrently with the required architectural review
for projects in the Central City.
',Since no uses are specifically prohibited, it is not possible to evaluate the
impacts on land economics.
Comment 4: The Noise section of the draft EIR should discuss the noise impacts
from the State highways in the area. Noise contour maps indicating the projected

noise intensities in the vicinities of the highways may be desirable for inclusion
'in the ER.
•, Response: A 1974 existing and a projected 1995 noise contour map, furnished by
the .State Department of Transportation and adjusted by the City Planning Department,
is •attached for inclusion in the '[-JR. The 1974 LIO (Ldn) •data indicates that the
65 dB level •extends partially into small areas of the adjacent Central City areas.
However, •the 1995 projected contours indicate a much greater noise problem.
The freeways adjacent to the Central City are elevated, which makes the typical

use of masonry walls to reduce noise generally impractical.

Therefore, any'

desired sound attenuation will need to,be addressed in the affected structures.

10

NOISE tONTOUR 'MAP 1974
(1.,10 noise contours based on NCHRP-117)
Legend: ---70---noise barrier
*Notes on L0 Contours
Depict L io noise levels exceeded 10% of the time
as measured on the "A" scale of the sound meter
2. Represent vehicle noise for the year shown
3. Do not include noise sources outside the highway r/w
It. Do not indIude attenuation due to buildings and

farriers outside the highway r/w
5. The receptor is assumed to be five (5) feet above
existing ground
6. Are subject to a range of t I 3dBA
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NOISE CONICUR MAP - 1995
_(Lao noise contours based on NCHRP-117)
Legend: ---70---noise barrier
*Notes on L10 Contours
1. Depict L10 noise levels exceeded 10% of the time
as measured on the "A" scale of the sound meter
2. Represent vehicle noise for the year shown
3. Do not include noise sources outside the highway r/w
'II. Do not include attenuation due to buildings and
barriers outside the highway r/w
5. The receptor is assumed to be five (5) feet above
existing ground
6. Are subject to a range of ± I 3dBA

Some noise level regulations are presently in existence. Article 4 of the California
-

' Administrative Code, Title 25, Chapter 1, Subchapter 1, sets forth provisions
establishing noise insulation performance standards for new hotels, motels, apart-ments and dwellings other than detached single family dwellings. Prescribed
interior noise levels in noise critical areas shall not exceed a peak level of 45
'decibels:fSlOw response In Sleeping roots ,and'.55 -decibels slow response for other
inhabitabTe TOMS.

Residential structures located within a noise contour of 65

decibels or greater, or when not available,. within 1,000 feet of an existing freeway, require an acoustical analysis showing that the structure has been designed
to limit intruding noise to the preceding interior interior noise levels.
• To address existing structures as noise continues to become a greater problem,
the City and State may -wish to investigate, in the future; a jointly funded program
to encourage soundproofing by the owners of affected structures.
,

REGIONAL. TRANSIT - September 23 and October 6 1977
Comment 1:

On page 52 and 113 of the draft EIR, references are made to the current

fleet as 272 buses. This is incorrect; the current fleet consists of 204 buses
and 19 supplementary vehicles for a total of 223..

'Response':

This correction is noted for inclusion in the final EIR.

Comment 2:

On page 54, mention is made of Regional Transit's plan to inaugurate

•a dial-a-ride service for the elderly and handicapped. We would like to clarify
that this is not an entirely new program, but rather an extension of the scheduling
strategy for the use of care-ful coach vehicles. These coaches currently are used
on a subscription basis. Once current mechanical difficulties. are resolved, it
As envisioned that, subject to space availability, handicapped -persons may use
. the care-ful coach service for individual trips with 24-hour advance reservations.
The third. phase would make available any remaining unused capacity for true dial-aride type service. At the present time, there are no specific plans for dial-z-ride
type service •fOr the non-handicapped and elderly.

Response:

This clarification Is noted for inclusion in the final' EIR.

SACRAMENTO REGIONAL AREA-PLANNING COMMISSION - October 31, 1977
Comment la:
- and not 272.

Page 52 - Regional Transit currently operates 223 revenue vehicles

Response: Correction noted for inclusion in the final EIR.
Comment lb: Page 54 - Total curb parking in the Core area should be listed as
4,564 spaces and not 41,564.

Response: Correction noted for inclusion in final EIR.
Comment lc: Although a high percentage of the populations in several neighborhoods
are ethnic minorities, there is no analysis of the impact of the plan on ethnic
social, cultural institutions or neighborhood character or lifestyle.

Response: The existing population characteristics and racial profile by neighborhoods are described in the Environmental Setting and Trends section of the draft
EIR. The Socioeconomic subsection of the Impacts of the Plan Proposals section
discusses the anticipated impacts on housing conditions, on current resident population, and general impacts on-neighborhood characteristics. This is further
-

discussed in the addendum to the draft EIR on pages 23 through 28.

Comment

ld: The draft EIR does not address the impact of the plan on the indigent

population. This segment of the population is not covered by general mitigation
measures.

-Response: The majority of the indigent population are housed in the area designated
as Central Business District. Some are housed in the Alkali Flat area. Housing
consists mainly of substandard apartment housing and older, substandard residential
hotels. Pages 76 and 77 of the draft EIR indicate that the plan's goal, for upgrading
the conditions of these structures, as well as upgrading and conversion to other
-

uses, could .cause .displacement of many existing tenants (indigent, low income and
elderly residents) unless mitigation measures are instituted. •
The committee of City staff is currently working to develop alternative housing

"for tenants displaced by code enforcement and mandatory upgrading of these older
apartments and hotels.

Comment ,le: Mitigation measures suggested are a shopping list, many requiring
State legislation or consitutional amendments. Others require substantial local

.

:expense. The feasibility of many of these measures are questionable. The mitigation measures should be separated into categories that identify those that require
extreme financial commitment, those that require State legislation or constitutional
.

amendment, and those that can be readily accomplished.

2

Response: The mitigation measures suggested are in keeping with the General Plan
level of analysis required in the EIR. At such a level of analysis it is difficult
, to eliminate any possible measures from consideration, even though subsequent
analysis may prove a Specific measure to be infeasible. See response to comments,
City Planning Staff letter of December 1, 1977.

-Comment if: There is no analysis of the impact of potential displacement of residents, particularly minorities, on other areas of concentrated minority populations
in areas outside the Central City.

Response: See response to CPC comments - November 29, 1979, and response to Comment
lc. The impact of displacement on other areas with high minority population cannot
be specifically identified, although it can be generalized that many displaced low
income .minority households will seek housing in those areas if the rent levels are
similarly low, thus causing a furthur concentration of low income households.

:Comment

Proposals to restrict travel on E, F, G, and H streets may be totally

infeasible. The impact of implementation of this proposal should be investigated
further.

Response: The proposed transportation system of the draft plan recommended restriction of commuter traffic on designated streets such as E, F, G, and H and other
designated local streets. This restriction was based upon the availability of
alternative transportation access such as improved bus service. The impact if
-restrictions are placed on these streets without concurrent improvement or other
modes of transportation and access into the Central Business District would be to
shift the traffic load onto other streets, creating severe congestion points.

SACRAMENTO REGIONAL AREA PLANNING COMMISSION - November 26, 1979
Comment: The transportation and air quality analyses are based on a recommended
four-fold increase in the RI - bus fleet, The EIR should contain a more realistic
-analysis.

Response: The transportation analysis is based on the public transit proposal as
contained in the plan. An analysis of theair quality and other impacts of four
-

alternativetus fleet:expanSion prOpoSa1s is contained in the Environmental Impact

Report: SatramentojRegional Transit District General Plan 1979-1984, dated September
4979.
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Comment: The-EIR should contain water quality mitigation measure's.
Response: Discussion of water quality impacts with SRAPC staff has indicated that
they would like to see such impacts and mitigation measures discussed in relation
to specific projects as appropriate within the Central City.

-CITY TRAFFJC 'ENGINEER - C[ctiber 2.7, 1977
Comment: Page 54, the 41,564 curb spaces should read 4,564 spaces.
Response: Correction noted for inclusion in the final EIR.
CITY RECREATION AND PARKS DEPARTMENT - Sfptember 27, 1977
Comment: Addition of the English elm, ulmus procera, as a common street tree.
Response: Addition noted for inclusion in the final EIR.
CITY DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY SERVICES - September 28, 1979
Comment: Two different numbers (16+ and 18) are used in the draft EIR for those
proposed bikeways; which is correct?
.

Response: The estimated bikeway mileage is slightly over 16 miles.
STATE DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION - October 16, 1979 Comment 1: The Federal oxidant standard should be changed to the current 0.12 ppm.
Response: Change in oxidant standard noted. This standard has been changed since
the draft report was prepared.

Comment 2: The discussion should be expanded td discuss the carbon monoxide content
in the inner city area.

Response: The carbon monoxide content is discussed on page 47 and shown in Table .
27.

Comment 3: It is not-evident 'by'Table 34 that

. . increased traffic levels with

'plan implementation will result in lower levels of carbon monoxide and hydrocarbons
and higher levels of oxides of 'nitrogen,"
-Table 34 shows 'a - decrease in NO emissions as well as CO and HC,-not an increase
as stated on page 98. Which is correct?

Response: The last sentence on page 98 should read: "As shown in Table 34, lower
traffic levels with plan implementation will result in lower emissions of hydrocarbons, carbon monoxide, and oxides of nitrogen."

15

APPENDIX

16

CITY OF SACRAMENTO

CITY

PLANNING DEPARTMENT

915 "r STREEr

crrif
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ETHAN BROwNiNG. JR
i'l-ANIVMO DIRECTOR

November 14, 1979
City Planning Commission
Sacramento, California
Honorable Members in Session:
SUBJECT: Comments on Draft E1R for Central City Plan

SUMMARY
Revisions to the draft :ER for the Central City Plan were made necessary due to
changes in the 'draft plan recommendations. An addendum to the draft EIR containing
the revisions was prepared.and distributed for a 45-day review. The review period

ends on November 14, 1979. The special meeting on November 15, 1979 is scheduled
for Commission review of comments received on the draft EIR and also for the discussion and approval of any comments the Planning Commission may have. The
Commission may hear public testimony on the draft EIR at this meeting.

BACKGROUND
The original 'draft-.E-1R and written public comments on the original (attached,
Exhibit 1) were previously transmitted to the Planning Commission. However, the
:comments were not discussed at that time pending further revisions to the draft
plan. Some Of the original comments have been addressed through revisions to the
draft plan. For example, the comments regarding the impacts of the 15th Street
roadway extension have been substantially addressed by the deletion of the proposal
from the recommended plan.
Pursuant to significant changes to the draft plan, an addendum revising the draft
E1R was. prepared and distributed for comment. As of November 14, 1979 the only
comments that have been received were from the State Department of Transportation
(attache, Exhibit 2). Any additional comments received will be distributed at
the meeting. The Planning Commission should review the comments received and be
prepared to discuss . zdditionzi comments that the Commission may wish to transmit
on the draft FIR and addendum. After the November 15 meeting, all the comments
received .on the originalAraft:E1R -Ind.the new comments received on the addendum
responses.
to the EIR consultant for
Staff worked with the consultant during the preparation of the EIR and has only a few
recommended comments. aey.are as follows:

-2-

Page 13 Of Addendum - The statement (under irreversible changes) regarding
Increases in housing density and population should be
qualified. Although increases will occur, the impact
in relationship to existing zoning will be less.
Page 14 of Addendum - The mitigation measure regarding increase fire response
time is unclear.
.
Page 14 & 15 of Addendum - The draft plan and EIR addendum both identify the
affects of lower density residential zoning on meeting
housing demands. The EIR should discuss mitigation
measures and alternatives that could be considered.

RECOMMENDATION
Staff recommends the 'Planning Commission:
.1. Review the public and staff .comments that have been submitted;
2. Discuss any additional comments the Commission may have; and
.

3. Approve transmittal of staff and Commission comments to.the EIR consultant.

Respectfully submitted,

AZT
Art Gee
.Principal Planner
Attachments
1dc

City Planning Commission
Sacramento, California
.Members in Session:
SUBJECT: Draft EIR- Central City Plan

SUMMARY
The draft Central City 'Plan and the accompanying Draft EIR were
distributed to the general public for review and comment. The
comments received on the draft plan are currently being discussed
by the Central City Study Committee and will be utilized in formulating their final plan recommendation to the Planning Commission.
This report transmits the comments received on the Draft EIR to
the Planning Commission. The December 1st Study Session will provide
the opportunity for a preliminary review of the Draft EIR.
Planning Commission action is not recommended at this time.

BACKGROUND
The Draft EIR was prepared and distributed with the Draft Plan so
that it could be utilized in evaluating the impacts of the Plan
proposals. It was staff's original intent to be able to transmit
the final plan recommendation of the Central City Study Committee
and the Draft EIR simultaneously to the Planning Commission. '
However, since the Study Committee is still developing its final
recommendation staff suggest the Commission discuss the Draft EIR
and not make a recommendation of adequacy until the final draft
plan is received.
The following is a listing of the attached comments on the Draft
EIR:
- Air Resources Board (State)
- State Architect's Office
- State Dept. of Transportation
- Regional Transit District
- Sacramento Regional Area Planning Commission
— City Traffic Engineering Division
- City Parks & Recreation Department
Staff 'has reviewed the Draft EIR and has the following preliminary
comments for consideration:
1. The summary section often becomes the most utilized section of
an EIRi especially during public hearings when quick reference
is needed.

Draft EIR
December 1, 1977
Page 2
For this reason staff feels the summary of Impact Analysis
(page xi) and summary of Mitigation Measures (page xii)
should be more specific.
The summary Impact Analysis should specify who is adversely
impacted or under what situations are the identified impacts
adverse. The summary of Mitigation Measures should specify
Which measures can be solely implemented by the City and
those that require action by other agencies.
2. The following additional Mitigation Measures should be included
as a result of Plan recommendations:
a. Continuation of existing housing programs:
- Sacramento Neighborhood Assistance Program
- Painting & Beautification Program
- Further commitment of tax increment money from downtown redevelopment project for replacement housing
b. City support implementation of Senate Bill 514 which
defers increases in tax assessment for five years
when increases are a result of rehabilitation of
housing by low-income homeowners.
The summary of Alternatives (page xiii) should indicate that
the "No Plan" aiternatiVe really means continued use of the
existing Old City Community Plan adopted in 1966.
RECOMMENDATION
It is recommended that the Planning Commission discuss the draft EIR
and defer action on the document until the final plan recommendation
of the Central City. Study Committee is received.
Respectfully submitted,

Art Gee

Principal Planner
AG.:pb
Attachments
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-EDMUND 0. DROWNJR., Govrrno,

STATE OF CALIFORNIA
0 err-

AIR.RIESOURCES BOARD
1102 0 STREET
P.O. BOX 2B15
SACRAMENTO, CA 95BI2

-October 25, 1977

1)

L. Frank Goodson
Projects Coordinator
Resources Agency

2)

City of Sacramento
915 r Street
Sacramento, CA 95814
Subject: Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR)
Prepared on the Sacramento Central City 1990 Comprehensive
Plan (SCH. NO. 77091968) ADEQUACY OF AIR QUALITY ANALYSES

Analysis of:

Adequate

Inadequate

Comment
Number

Existing Air Quality in Area
Existing Emissions in Area

X

Project Emissions
Project Impact on Air Quality

X

Mitigation Measures to , Minimize Impact
of Project
Alternatives to Project

X

Growth -Inducing & Cumulative Impacts
of Project

POTENTIAL EFFECT ON AIR QUALITY

Beneficial: will probably •tend to improve air quality.
No substantial adverse effect.
Adverse: will li:kely degrade aIr
Unknown.
No comment.

Comment
Number

COMMENTS
1. The DEIR includes several transportation/air quality mitigation
measures,. implementation of which appears will reduce air pollutant emissions. We encourage and will follow their implementation as there is a pressing need for a 50 percent reduction in
air pollutant emissions in the Sacramento Air Quality Maintenance
Area. The reduction is necessary in order to help meet•the
national ambient air quality standards by 1982 as required in the
1977 amendments to the federal Clean Air Act. In addition, we
encourage cooperation and coordination between state and City of
Sacramento officials responsible for the implementation of the
Capitol Area Plan and the Central City Plan to enhance the
implementation and integration of mutual transportation needs.

AIR RESOURCES 80ARD REVIEW OF FINAL EIR

X

Yes

No

Not Applicable

Sincerely,

(f-1

Qi

William C. Lock-tt,
Planning Division
cc: P. Tow, Sacramento County APCD
•GNevisscott
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October 20, 1977
- Art Gee
City .Planning Department
915 I Street
95814
Sacramento, CA

Dear Art,
We feel that certain information contained in the Central
City EIR should be revised to reflect the Capitol Area Plan.
The Capitol Area Plan has been unanimously adopted by both
HPuses of the Legislature and endorsed by the Sacramento
City Council. We would hope to see this recognized in the land
use plan/drawings of the Central City Plan. We feel all discussion of the area should reflect the reality of conditions.
The EIR describes 7th through 12th Street as presently nonresidential - then suggests that the 875 new housing units
would occur within the existing residential neighborhood.
The fact is, new housing will be distributed broadly throughout
the plan. The strong spatial distinction between housing and
offices once projected will not occur. New housing will triple
-existing population, contrary to what the EIR states on page 79
and Section B.
Please modify the EIR . to reflect the adopted plan. We're
available to discuss this with you or your consultants at any
time.

G)

0(AA1
Paul Schmidt
'Capitol Area Plan

cc.

C.C.S.C.
File

STATE. OF CALIFORNIA—TRANSPORTATION AGENCY

UND G. BROWN JR., Governor

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
I)ISIRICT 3
P. 0. BOX 9.11, MARYSVILLE 95901

Telephone (916) 674- )15)43

••■••••••■••••••■•000n.s.•••••,••••••••.•...-•"'""' .

October 21, 1977
03-Sac-Var
Sacramento Central .
City 1990 Comprehensive
Plan DEIR
Mr: Ethan Browning
Planning Director
City of Sacramento
915 I Street
Sacramento, California 95814
Dear Mr. Browning:
Thank you for the opportunity to review the Draft Environmental
Impact Report for the Sacramento Central City 1990 Comprehensive
Tian.
Our primary concerns regarding the DEIR are the same as expressed
in our letter of September 21, 1977 (copy attached), concerning
the Sacramento Central City 1990 Comprehensive Plan.
Our September 21 letter indicated the need for roadway improvement engineering and financial feasibility studies. One of our
concerns is that cost estimates shown on page 53 of the plan
may be found to be significantly understated when more detailed
plans are prepared. A number of the proposals will involve
complex interchange design that could very likely lead to
expensive final .products. The ultimate costs would then have
impact upon the cost benefit analysis beginning upon page 89 of
the E.I.R.
If it should turn out that the Elvas-Richards Connector and the
15th Street extension cannot be constructed, what would be the
impact upon traffic? We recommend the environmental impact
report address this very real possibility.
As our previous letter indicated, responsibility for feasibility
studies will be subject to negotiation. We would encourage
.early effort in this area so that if negotiated CALTRANS responsibility becomes significant, we can program for needed personnel.
This could expedite any needed studies and would allow the City
to make informed decisions at an . earlier date.
We noted that the Sacramento Central City 1990 Comprehensive
Plan 'mentioned the zoning of State Freeway right of way as

Mr. Ethan Browning
Page 2
October 21, 1977

Transportation Corridor. However, the DEIR does not mention
the impacts or mitigation measures for this zoning.
The suggested noise mitigation measures, if utilized, would go •
a long way toward satisfying our concerns regarding existing and
new residential units near the State Freeways.
The Noise Section of the DEIR should discuss the noise impacts
from the State highways in the area, i.e. Interstate Route 5,
State Highway Route 160, and Interstate Route 80. The sponsors
may want to include noise contour maps indicating the projected
noise intensities in the vicinity of these highways. Caltrans
furnished 1975-1995 noise contours for State highways in the
area in connection with the City General Plan. Where a
project is proposed near existing State highways, any desired
sound attenuation will be the responsibility of the developer.
For further information concerning the State's obligation
regarding noise caused by traffic using State highways, the
sponsors should see Caltrans' Policy and Procedure Number P7447, along with a clarifying letter sent to the City Planning
Commission on September 24, 1974.
Interstate Route 80 presents a unique noise problem since it
is elevated throughout. The DEIR should pay particular
attehtion to this problem.
Near the beginning of the DEIR we note that the report says
the 1-80 bypass corridor could possibly be utilized for a bus
priority facility. This corridor could possibly serve a wide
range of potential uses; however, the feasibility of any
projected uses of this corridor remains to be determined (see
our attached letter).
Very trul,y yours,
(/‘)//
/•
(-0
j
'•
,•
Leo J: -Trombatore
District Director of Transportation
Attach.
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rr. Ethnn Brcwninrs

3
ScrteNber 21, 1977
For further inforrntion concerning the State's obligation recording
nolcre en'J!,:cd by traffic using State W.g11%Tys, sec Caltrens Policy
airl Procedure Mu.ber P74-47, along with a clarifyins letter sent
to the City Ylanoing.Comoission on Septes:ber 24, 1974.
Wry
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OrigAnal sined by
Leo J. TroOyltore
MO J. 71101`..TTTORE
District Director of Transportation
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HE- . Art Gee

Principal Planner
Planning Department
City of Sacramento
915 "I" Street, Room 308
Sacramento, California. 95814
Re: Draft EIR, Central City Plan, and Draft Final Report,
Sacramento Central City Comprehensive Plan
Dear . Art:
On behalf of Regional Transit, I have the following comments
with regard to subject draft EIR and Draft ComprehensiVe Plan:

1) on pages 52 and 113 of the Draft EIR, references are made
to Regional Transit's current fleet as consisting of 272 buses.
That is not correct. Our current fleet consists of 204 diesel buses
and 19 supplementary vehicles (8 trams, 6 wheelchair-equipped buses
for handicapped, and 5 vans) for a total of 223.
2)

It should be pointed, out that while the projected in-

crease in the RT bus fleet to 950 vehicles in 1990 as stated on
page 223 of the Draft EIR . and page 61 of the Draft Comprehensive
Pian is relatively close to that envisioned in an early draft of
the Regional Transportation Plan, the final adopted Regional Transportion Plan is less specific regarding the size of the .RT bus
•.1t2t. in 1990, in view of the uncertainty of obtaining tIre necessary
funding for such an increase. Instead, the currently adopted
' Regional Transportation Plan merely states on page 39, that
...The •Commission recommends, based on the extensive list of transit studies completed, that
• the Sacramento urbanized area transit fleet be
•expanded to the maximum level that can be supported.
by the implementation of a quarter per cent sales
tax over the period 1978 through 1983.
This funding will support an increase in the transit fleet
of substantially more than 100 additional buses. Further increases
are expected -after 1983.
Member, Ci:- ay Line Sight-Seeinc, CompanieS, Assoc. and Sacramento Chapzer,.National Safety Council

I

1i
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.

.-.,..,

..1. ) ......,. 7

September 23, 1977 I
Page 2
i

i

/i Me. Art Gee
/
^

This change in the Regional Transportation Plan does not
necessarily mean that the RTP and the Central City Plan are inconsistent. It merely means that the Central City Plan is more snecific
'regarding the recommended size of the RT bus fleet in 1990.
3) Inside the front cover of the Draft Comprehensive Plan,
after my name, the reference to the Sacramento Regional Transit
Authority should be changed to Sacramento Regional Transit District.
Thank you for this opportunity to comment.
Sincerely,
Robert W. Koski
Director of Service
Planning & Marketing
RNK/jan

Cc: Michael Hoffacker, SRAPC
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p.O. BOX 21W SACEIAmi:NTO, CA 95u1 0 • (010) 04-/591

'October . 6, 1977
Mr. Art Cec
Principal Planner
City of Sacramento
915 "1" !;tret.
Sacramento, California .95814
Re:

De;6-

rurthel: Comment: Draft EIR, Central City Plan, and Draft
Final R.(;port, Sacramento .Central City Comprehensive Plan

Art:
On September 23rd, I wrote to you with comments regarding sub-

ject EIR.
I now have one additional comment to add:

On Page 54, second paragraph, mention is made of Regional
Tram;it's plan to inaugurate a dial-a-ride service for

the elderly

and handicapped. We would like to clarify that this is not an entirely
new program, but rather an extension of the scheduling strategy for the
use of Care-Ful Coach vehicles.

These coaches are currently used on

subscription basis. Once our current mechanical difficulties are
resolved, it is envisioned that, subject to space availability, handicapped persons may use the Care-Ful Coach service for individual trips
with 24-hour advance'reservations. The

third phase would make available

any remaining unused capacity tor.true dial-a-ride type service. At
the present time,

there are no. specific plans for dial-a-ride type

service for the non-handicapped elderly. .
Regional Transit and SRAPC are engaged in continuing studies in
this area, and more specific plans for the future may evolve
these studies.
Sincerely,
/
Robert W. Koski
Director of Service
Planning . & Marketing
RWK/jan cc: Mike Horfacker, SRAPC
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NOTICE . OF COMMISSION ACTION
( -.()11.111,113S1(n9 1 ItS

:October 2i, 19 -77
1 . ,... ,11or •

t.1

(.11,

I

.1 i i

City Council
City of Sacramento
915 1 Street
Sacramento,. CA 95811

I'11.11
(I :1

V I.

111:111)

.10,1111,

CAilF1. - CNIAWY
C1M11 , .11,%, MiM (!•f rd

timbers of the City Council:

III itlii

1 7 , :fluilt:;;R

Re:- Draft EIR on Central City Plan

S tPIA1V;:.M
Y00(.011r0y

The Commission has completed its review of the Environmental
Document referenced above. The review. was conducted by the
ComMission in accordance with its Areawide Clearinghouse •
responsibilities for the Sacramento Regional Area.

■

I 1. ; urillif!I

1a,1 1,11,

City 01

4017..M

1`.. 11a 1Pli
. • . ii.•1•••••

'At its meeting on October 20, 1977, the Commission modo the ,
following comments:

lilt Ill Ccoriily

t.ainn(lwo

Mork

comipAmmiilryt , t

,k0:01.01 E.

(4 c(!) !Thct:dy

1. The draft EIR is generally adequate, however, the following
consideration should be addressed in the final EIR:

• !.1111.q.:E.111•

5.wi.om9k11,CoNtrily

Page 52 - Regional Transit currently
revenue vehicles and not 272.

(Moray:KJ:Ark:1i

operates 223

VI,- Mx/op ,•City (if

•Owc.ri t "tios!.;
comivalwm.criii
Jaril!;

Waltrip, Jr.

A Harnun

getrillIvi°

-b.

Page 54, - Total curb parking in the core area should
be listed as.4,564 spaces and not 41,564 spaces.

C.

Al though a hiqh percentage of the popnlotions in
several nelohbcrhoods . are ethnic minorities,, there
is no •analysis of the impact of the plan on ethnie
social, cultural institutions or neighborhood
character or liftstylc.

Ir3r)

JUMSD:CTIONS
City of lioraiyille
Sacroinvillo County
City of flacrainento
City of roli:oin
City of Galt
Cily of 'Melon.
Sottor County
City of Live Oak
City of Yuba City
Yoh County
City ol
City ot WintrIn
Cily of Woodland
Yuba County
y:Ni$10
City ot
City

Cl, The Draft EIR does not address the impact of the plan
on the indigent population. This segment of the
popoiation is not .covered . by general mitigation
measures.
e.

Mitigation weilsures suggested are a shopping list, many
requiring State logistation or cow;titutional aim jlinriits
Others require substanIial local expehse. lhe fe&jbility Gf riany of these ti;ew:ures is (mestionahle.
The
mitigation meawros (;hnold he !J:prated into utegarief.,

or vvnv:Iu.kficr

"A Cotidc.!1 of City

Count,, Covormunts"

.2

Ci ty Counci 1

October 28, 1977 '

lhat identify those that require extrrme financial commitment,
those th,',L require State legislatlon or constitution -I amendments, arid those wnich can be readily accomplishrd.
There is no ilhalysjs of the impact of potential displcement
-of residents, particularly minorities, on other areas of
concent1T,ted minority populat -ions in areas outside the central
City.

f.

Porposalt'. to restrict travel on E, r, G, ad H Streets may he
totally infeasible. The impact of implemehtatio of this
proposal should he investipted further.

Copies of UOWMCNiS received during the review process arc enclosed for
lf we may be of further as!.;istance, please let us
your inTormytion.
how.
Sincerely,
LL

•

. ,

"

E

ChairMan
■.1

WHK/Wijw
Enclosures
c.c: Art Gee

2

City Council

October 28, 1977

that identify those thal require extr(ue financal commitment,
those thi';i. require State legislation or constitutional amendmonts, and those which can be readily accomplished.
f. There is no analysis of the impact of potential displacement of ref-,:idents, particularly minorities, on other areas of
concentrated minority populations in areas outside the central
City.
Porposolt. to restrict travel on F. F, C, and H Streets may he
totally. ihfev;ible. The impact of implementatio of this
proposal should he inestiyated further.

Copies of commenis received during the review process are enclosed [or
if we may he of further as . sistance, please let us
your ji0mvaation.
know.
_Sincerely,
e. 1 .•
1 1:
(
%. 1../

I

.1 ..r!
•

■.:: '

;

UILLiM H. HilLiT.
Chairman
WIIK/G8K/jw
Luc -Insures
: Art Gee

2

City Council

October 28, 1977

that identify those that require extreme . financial commitment,
those t*i. require Slate lerlislation or constitutional awfulmont=;, and tho..-.e which con be readily accomplished,
There is no analysis.of the impact of potential displacement
of ref,ideuts, particularly minorities, on other areas of .
concentrated minority populations iu areas outside the central
City.

f.

Porposa1 ,:. to restrict travel on . E, F, G, and H Streets may be
The impact of implementatiw:i of this
totally infcciible.
propesal should he investivated further.

Copies of comments received durinci the review process arc enclos,ed for
lf we•may be of further assistance, please let us
.your

Sincerely,

!

'

H. KFLLEF.
Chairman
MHK/MK/jw
Enclosures
--re: Art Gee

CITY PIANING COMMISSiON

RECEIVP
Suite 300, 800"H" Street ,Sacramento,California 95814

(Mailing Address: P.O. Box 808 ,Sacramento,California 95804)
(916)441-5930

November 26, 1979
COMMIS'SIONERS
0:R. Waltrip. Jr.
(Chairman)
Councilman, City ol
nosey'Ile

Joseph E. (Ted) Sheedy
(Vice Chait man)
Supervise'
SacunnemoCokmly
Robert N. Black
Supervisor
Yolo County

Mr. Art Gee
Principal Planner
City of Sacramento
915 I Street
,
Sacramento, CA 95814
Dear Art:

George Deveraux
Supervisor
Yuba County

Wilbur Green
Supervisor
Sutter County
Ronald A. Haedicke
Councilman. City of
Marysville

Lawrence Mark
Councilman. City of
Yuba City

• John E. Roberts
Councilman. City co
sacrament°
Fred V. Scheidegger
Councilman. City of
Folsom

Dort E. Wyly
Councilman. City of
Woodland

James A. Barnes
(Executive Director)

JURISDICTIONS
City of Roseville
Sacramento County
City of Sacramento
City of Folsom City of Galt
City of Isleton
Sutter County
City of Live Oak
City of Yuba City
Yolo County
City of Davis
City of Winters
City of Woodland
Yuba County
City of Marysville
City of Wheatland

SRAPC staff has reviewed the Draft Sacramento Central
City Plan and EIR. We are generally quite supportive of the
direction of the plan. The draft plan is consistent with
the policies of several adopted areawide plans including
the Regional Land Use Plan. We do have two concerns about
portions of the EIR.
The transportation and air quality analyses are based
on a recommended four-fold increase in the Regional Transit
bus fleet. This assLr;iption seems unrealistic considering
funding, operating, ,fid delivery requirements. While it is
a valid recommendation, it is not justifiable as the basis
of the EIR air quality analysis. It is also inconsistent
with the rather ambitious general plan developed by Regional
Transit. I suggest that the final EIR contain additional air
quality analyses based on two fleet size assumptions: 1) as
proposed in the RTGP, and 2) expansion possible under
projected revenue from existing RT sources..
The EIR does not address potential water quality
impacts of the plan. We think it might be useful for the
EIR to discuss, in general terms, water quality problems
associated with construction (erosion) and non-point urban
runoff. We are more interested, in this case, with possible
mitigation measures than with a detailed technical analysis
of the problem.
Again, we are very pleased to see that the plan is
supportive of policies to revitalize the urban core and to
create transportation and air quality benefits.
Sincerely,

GLS:pal

GARY t. STONEHOUSE
Senior Planner

"A Council of City and County Governments"
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October 27, 1977

MEMO TO: Art Gee, Associate Planner .
City Planning Department
FROM:

Fulton Bulloch, Assistant Civil Engineer 1 .."
Traffic Engineering Division

SUBJECT: Comments on Central City Comprehensive Plan, DEIR

The following comments pertaining to the Draft EIR for the Sacramento
Central City 1990 Comprehensive Plan are provided for your consideration:
Our staff has reviewed the EIR, with emphasis on those sections
concerning transportation and the associated sections on Impact
Analysis and Mitigation Measures, and we consider them to be generally complete.
Data on page 54 of the text, indicating 41,564 curb parking spaces
in the core area should, in fact, read 4,564 such spaces.
FGB/gg

DEPARTMENT OF RECREATION AND PARKS

$OLON VVISHAM, JR.
DIRCCTOR

FU /H AVI:NljE
11.4-4•10M. t 9161 452

L5ACRAM1:NIO. CALIFORWA 95F3/ 7
69.1

September 29, 1977
MEMO TO:

ART GEE, PRINCIPAL PLANNER

SUBJECT:

DRAFT EIR - CENTRAL CITY PLAN

Attached is our May 4, 1977 Memorandum concerning the
comments -of the Central City Plan. Note Paragraph 2
in Whichme'mention the negative social aspects of
public inebriates, panhandlers, etc. We still feel
very •strOngly about this group of people in that they
seem to be slowly saturating the Central Business area.
'This population will strongly influence future develop
Ment of retail stores and movement of families into.
residential units. •
There is one minor technical omission. One of the
very common street tree is the English Elm, Ulmus
procera.

C.
LINGGI
Assistant Director
GEL/hg
Attachment

CITY OF SACRAMENTO

DITARTMENT OF COMMUNITY SERVICES
SACRAMENTO, CA 95817

F IF II F AVENUE
Vein) 449-5700

criocKcn

ART

GOLF

muS,Eum DrvicioN
DIVISION

METROPOLITAN ARTS DIVISION

MUSEUM AND HISTORY DIVISION
RECREATION DIVISION

SOLON WISHAM, JR.
DifiECToR

PARKS DIVISION

September 28, 1979

• MEMO TO
SUBJECT:

At Gee
.Principal Planner
Central City Plan

We have reviewed the Summary Comprehensive Plan
and the E.I.R. Addendum of the Central City Plan
and have but one comment. Page 19 of the Summary
Mentions 16+ miles of bikeways while page 21'of
the E.I.R. indicates 18 miles. We are not sure
which number is correct.

G. :ERLING LINGGI
Assistant Director
•GEL/dw
•

.

Z OO DIVISION

LA( IIUIL.

. STAlE

of

e

EDMUND G. BROWN JR., Governor

CALIFORNIA—TRANSPORTATION AGENCY

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
DISTRICT 3
P. O. BOX 911, MARYSVILLE 95901
.

COPUMNINGCOMMMN

Telephone (916) 674-4242
October 16, 1979

COT C

RECEIVE()
03-Sac-80

Mr. Ethan Browning, Jr.
-Planning Director
City of Sacramento
915 I Street
Sacramento, CA 95814
Dear Sir:
We have reviewed the August 1979 updated version of the Sacramento
City Comprehensive Plan and have the following comments.
The discussion of the diversion of surface street traffic to
freeways-EIR's addendum, Page 36, emphasizes the importance of
public transit, carpools, vanpools and 'any other practical means
to increase vehicle occupancy. Most of the freeways near the
central city are either operating near capacity during daily
commute peak periods or will be at capacity within a few years.
As additional freeway lanes are not planned at this time, bypass
and/or .preferential lanes for high-occupancy vehicles, ramp
.metering, and other transportation system management techniques will
need to be explored and implemented where feasible to maintain the.
efficiency of the freeways.
It is recommended that reference to an I-5/S Street ramp be
• preceded by the words "Investigate feasibility of" on Pages 17 •
and 24. Evaluation of the potential to shift traffic to the
underutilized Broadway/I-5 off ramp should be part of that
feasibility study.
We have the following comments on the air quality analysis in the
original 1977 Draft EIR.
Table .27
The Federal oxidant standard should be changed to the current
0.12 ppm.

c Mr. Ethan Browning,
.Page 2
October 16, 1979

^

Page 47
4,

The discussion should be expanded to discuss the carbon
monoxide content in the inner city area.

Page 96

It is not evident by Table 34 that "...increased traffic levels
with Plan implementation will result in lower levels of carbon
monoxide and hydrocarbons and higher levels of oxides of nitrogen."
Table 34 shows a decrease in NO emissions as well as CO and HC,
not an increase as stated on page 98. Which is correct?
A microscale carbon monoxide analysis should be included for the
areas having the greatest carbon monoxide emissions and the
concentrations compared to the one- and eight-hour standards.
-

Very truly yours,
LEO J. TROMEATORE
District Director of Transportation

E. F. Gal igan
Deputy District Di ctorTransportation Planning

