Daphne L. Macklin
3749 E. Pacific Ave.
Sacramento, CA 95820-1010
916/452-4298

June 20, 2000
To: Members, Sacramento City Council
Re: Draft Housing Element/Affordable Housing Program Priorities
Dear Council Members:
As a City of Sacramento resident since 1983, I would like to express my specific concern for
three items that are included in the draft housing element.
First, I believe it is fundamentally important for the City to use its housing resources to preserve
housing affordability for a broad spectrum of family incomes, ranging from very low to
moderate, and family groupings, ranging from single individuals like myself to multigenerational and extended families such as grandparents raising grandchildren who are not only
siblings but also cousins or adult children providing care for their aged and disabled family
members in their own homes. Historically such family structures, and economic mixes were
what defined American cities, particularly city centers and immediately outlying neighborhoods.
Second, I would urge you to reconsider any proposals to direct housing assistance funds away
from very low and low income households to moderate income families with earnings of more
than $50,000 per year. I would like to take this opportunity to dispel the lore that describes low
income families as people on welfare who by their very presence reduce property values.
Despite our presently booming economy, many low income households consists of two working
parents, two or fewer children under the age of five with at least one of those parents trying to
improve his or her economic standing as one of my students at CSUS.
Finally, I ask that you consider very seriously the risks that many families face with the possible
loss of affordable housing as a result of changes in the federally-assisted housing programs. I
believe that the media and political elites have been encouraged to focus on the few unsuccessful
experiments in federally-assisted housing. Much of the growth of this City and the region are
directly traceable to federal housing assistance that took the form of loans to veterans such as my
father, a young schoolteacher and postal worker. The units at risk of being lost to very low and
low income families are reaching the end of their useful lives without substantial rehabilitation.
Without public reinvestment these resources will, like much other very low affordability level
housing, be lost. The priorities should include neighborhood reinvestment targeted at established
neighborhoods, such as the Franklin Boulevard and Stockton Boulevard corridors.
I urge you to consider the adoption of a housing element that is consistent with existing legal
standards, but which critically promotes diversity on many levels and inclusion as a community
goal.
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June 20, 2000
The Honorable Jimmie Yee
Mayor, City of Sacramento
915 "I" Street, Room 205
Sacramento, CA 95814
-

Re: Housing Element of the General Plan
Dear Mayor Yee:
I would like to express some concerns that my family has regarding the update to the
Housing Element of the General Plan for the City of Sacramento. As one of the single
largest property owners in the North Natomas community, we are concerned that one
particular policy before the City Council for consideration , Policy 2.1.6, would be
detrimental to development in North Natomas. These concerns should be addressed
before the City Council takes action on the Housing Element.
Our major concern is with the proposed policy of requiring all new development to
provide for 15% of new housing to be affordable to very low income households. We
believe a requirement that we provide such a large amount of low income housing as a
result of our development may threaten the viability of our project. We have the same
concern with respect to the options of dedicating land to SHRA.
We do not disagree with City staff's position that Sacramento's low income housing
stock needs improvement and expansion. However, we do not think it is realistic to
expect that those North Natomas landowners subject to the policy should bear the
majority of burden of providing low income housing for the city.
The first option, that developers provide 15% of all new housing in new areas to be
affordable to very low income households is not a realistic policy. The policy statement
provides that this goal may be obtained through a number of different subsidies or
financial incentives that would help the developers to comply with this policy. Those
methods would include public subsidies, fee waivers or deferrals, and reductions in
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development standards. However, the applicability of these methods should be
realistically determined and approved before any policy relying on their existence is
adopted. Perhaps the most significant method which would have to be analyzed is the
waiver or deferral of fees for the purpose of assisting the developer to provide affordable
housing. In North Natomas, the financing plan is very dependent upon the inflow of fees
to pay for capital improvements at its current schedule. As Paragraph 6.6 of the Revised
Public Review Draft stated,
"Waiver or reduction of fees necessary to cover direct departmental
expenses would likely result in a reduction of staff and an increase in
processing time for permits and entitlements. Reduction of other fees
would likely result in a decrease in the level of capital improvements, a
decrease in the ability to provide essential property related services, or an
inability to mitigate significant project impacts."
In order to obtain their entitlements, it appears that the developer will be required to
provide affordable housing with no true assistance from the City. A 15% low income
housing requirement would result in a severe drain from City funds intended for capital
improvements should fees be waived or deferred. Furthermore, without definite sources
of public subsidies, density bonuses, or other "financial incentives", the developer will be
required to shoulder the burden of this requirement unless the City determines in advance,
exactly what the sources of aid will be available to assist the developer. In the event that •
there are no public subsidies or other assistance available, the developer will be forced to
pass the cost on to other units, driving up the cost of new homes.
This option would also result in the imposition of a requirement that the housing would
remain "affordable" for at least thirty years. There are two resulting problems. First,
there is no way to determine whether there will be a need for so much affordable housing
in the future, and whether such a restrictive covenant could be removed so as to allow the
owner to recover market rents or sales price for the housing. Another potential problem
is that a rental amount that would be considered "'affordable" might not yield enough cash
flow to allow for maintenance of the property in question. Without some guarantee of a
subsidy, it is likely that the buildings will deteriorate far more rapidly than anticipated,
and will affect the surrounding properties as well.
Another problem faced by the adoption of this policy is the potential for smaller projects
to be unable to bear this burden. If smaller parcels of land are developed resulting in
perhaps a smaller 5-10 lot subdivision, then it may not be feasible for low income
housing to be provided in such cases since the economic burden would be

disproportionate by requiring a single lot or unit be affordable. Therefore, an alternate .
plan would have to be discussed as to how smaller projects would meet the requirements.
The second option under Policy 2.16 also allows for developers to dedicate property to
SHRA in lieu of providing for affordable housing themselves. There is very little
guarantee that the necessary funds would be available to maintain these properties, so the
City Council ought to first secure sources of funding before adopting this policy. This
also creates a burden on developers who will not recover any value of the property
dedicated, thereby development much more costly.
The language of this policy also needs clarification as to whether those developers
without development agreements or entitlements would be required to bear the burden of
providing more than 15% low income housing to make up for those developments that do
not provide for that in North Natomas. Theoretically, the developers who develop their
properties later on could be required to make up for the low income housing not created
before the policy was adopted, thereby the language must be clarified to avoid that
potential problem for developers.
Therefore, it is not only unnecessary for this policy to be adopted, but it is also unwise for
the City Council to adopt a policy that relies on the existence of public sources to
subsidize low income housing yet is uncertain at best. Although there may not be
adequate housing for all income levels in Sacramento, an arbitrarily set requirement that
does not allow for modification based on approximate need would result in a waste of
public money and private land, and will make it difficult for developers, large or small, to
develop their projects. This policy also singles out North Natomas for application since it
is the last large undeveloped area in the city, whereas the entire city of Sacramento
should contribute to the goal of providing affordable housing if it is needed. Placing the
burden on North Natomas is unwise since it would redirect funds from necessary
infrastructure around which the financing plan was designed: The City Council should
reject this policy and any other towards affordable housing in favor of one that is more
definite in terms of funding, and one that also provides for the flexibility to accommodate
changes in housing needs.
If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to call me at (916) 422-6155.

Very truly yours,

Angelo G. Tsakopoulos

ENCLOSURE 1
SNAP-SHOT INVENTORY OF LAND NOT IN
DRAFT HOUSING ELEMENT (M99-036)

TYPE
NUMBER
LOCATION
----------------------------------------------------------------Redevelopment

10 blocks

"R" street corridor

Town House (149K)

10 ea

"S" street and "6" street

Duplex

2 ea

"I" street and "22" street

Luxury Apartments

69 ea

"P" street and "16" street

Homes

10 ea

"F" street and "13" street

Homes

63 ea

"N" street and "13" street

Homes

64 ea

".P"

Lot

less 2 ac

"C" street and "14" street

Lot

less 2 ac

"E" street and "16" street

Lot

less 2 ac

"F" street and "12" street

Lot.

less 2 ac

"I" street and "23" street

Lot

less 2 ac

"I" street and "25" street

Lot

less 2 ac

Capital and "16" street

Lot

less 2 ac

"L" street and "19" street

Redevelopment

Apartments

"N" street and "16" street

Lot

less 2 ac

"Q" street and "15" street

Lot

less 2 ac

"S" street and "5" street

street and "13" street
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Dear Mayor Yee and City Council Members:
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The Sacramento Metropolitan Chamber of Commerce supports efforts to create
housing that accommodates residents at all economic levels throughout the
Sacramento region. However, it does not support policies or concepts that
would require one segment of society to assume a disproportionate share of the
cost to realize such goals.
Adequate low-income housing is an objective for which all segments of society.
should be responsible. A policy mandating that a certain percentage of the
units in each new development be affordable to very-low-income families
places an inordinate amount of responsibility upon the homebuilders of those
new projects. Ultimately, a portion of the financial cost would be passed on to
the market-rate homebuyer, actually increasing over-all housing costs.
A more balanced solution to accomplishing the objective of creating more verylow-income housing would be to provide homebuilders with incentives to
achieve the proposed percentage of housing for very-low-income families. This
approach lessens the burden placed upon homebuilders, yet it encourages the
production of affordable housing in future growth areas.
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June 6, 2000
City Council
Sacramento, California
Honorable Members in Session:
SUBJECT:

Housing Element of the General Plan - General Plan Amendment analyzing
existing and projected housing needs, potential governmental constraints,
residential land inventory, and establishing housing goals, policies, programs and
quantified objectives to cover the planning period from July 1, 1989 thru June 30,
2002 M99-036).
Negative Declaration;
B.

General Plan Amendment to Section 2 ( Residential Land Use
Element) and Section 3 ( Housing Element) of the City of
Sacramento General Plan.

LOCATION: Citywide
COUNCIL DISTRICT:

All

RECOMMENDATION:

The City Planning Commission, Sacramento Housing and
Redevelopment Commission and staff recommend that the City
Council approve the attached resolution to adopt the Housing
Element.

CONTACT PERSON:

Steve Peterson,,Senior Planner, 264-5981

FOR COUNCIL MEETING OF:

June 13, 2000 (evening session)
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SUMMARY:
The Housing Element of the General Plan is proposed to update council housing policies and
programs and includes a current analysis of existing and projected housing needs, potential
governmental constraints and a residential land inventory. The report outlines the public review
process and comments received on the Draft Housing Element.
COMMITTEE/COMMISSION ACTION:
An ad hoc committee of the City Council provided extensive comments and program
suggestions that are reflected in the draft housing element. On April 20, 2000 the City Planning
Commission voted 7-1 to recommend approval of the April 2000 draft element, as revised. On
April 5, 2000 the Sacramento Housing and Redevelopment Commission recommended approval
of the Draft Housing Element.
BACKGROUND INFORMATION:
The 1999 Housing Element of the City of Sacramento is part of the City's General Plan for the
growth, revitalization and development of the city. The housing element is required by State Law
to help local communities assess housing needs and develop strategies to meet those needs.
Staff proposes revisions to address comments provided by the Department of Housing and
Community Development, neighborhood, building and housing advocacy organizations and
individuals.
Public Review and Outreach Process
In November 1999, staff distributed a public review draft and held public workshops before the
City Council and Planning Commission. Staff has met with neighborhood associations, housing
organizations and industry groups to present the draft housing element. Staff also worked with
an ad hoc committee of the city council and a working group of building industry and housing
advocacy organizations to identify issues, concerns and potential revisions to the draft. Notice
of workshops and hearings were sent to all neighborhood associations, housing advocacy
groups, home builders, business and industry groups, other local and state agencies.
California Department of Housing and Community Development Comments
Pursuant to Government Code Section 65585 (b), the State Department of Housing and
Community Development is required to review the draft housing element and report it's findings
to the locality. The city is required to consider HCD's comments prior to final action on the
2

City Council
Housing Element
Page -3-

housing element. HCD's letter identified additional revisions that would be necessary to bring
the element into compliance the state housing element law. In general, HCD found that the
revised element is significantly improved over the earlier draft and many of the requirements
described in their earlier review have been satisfactorily addressed. A summary of HCD's
comments (dated January 21, 2000) and the proposed staff revisions to address each of HCD's
comments is included as an Attachment.
Public Comments
Written comments were submitted from several individuals and organizations including Legal
Services of Northern California (LSNC), League of Women Voters, Natomas Community
Association (NCA), North Laguna Creek Neighborhood Association (NLCNA), Resources For
Independent Living (RIL), Sierra Curtis Neighborhood Association (SCNA), Building Industry
Association (BIA), Sacramento Metropolitan Utility District (SMUD), Sacramento Old City
Association (SOCA), Environmental Council of Sacramento (ECOS), Gary Collier and Greg
Wardrip. The Sacramento Valley Rental Housing Association (SVRHA) has also provided some
preliminary verbal comments. Attachment C includes a Table of Contents for written comments.
The April 20th Planning Commission staff report summarizes the changes to the earlier,
(November 1999) draft requested by these various groups and individuals. The following
summarizes the major new housing element programs under each housing goal, public
comments and staff responses.
Goal 2: Housing Affordability
Housing Set Aside (Program 2.14) - Maintain the flexibility in the use of housing set aside
funds for very low income and mixed income revitalization projects.
Comment: The city must revise the housing element to comply with the mandate of H&S Code
Section 33334.4 to expend monies in the low and moderate income housing fund to assist in the
development of housing units for persons of low and very low income in at least the same
proportion as the total number of units needed for those income groups in the Housing Element
(Legal Services). SOCA would like the funds to be used to continue mixed income housing
production in the Central City.
Staff Response: SHRA intends to continue to target the vast majority of all available funds to
address the needs of very low income households and low income households. The Draft
Housing Element complies with state law in considering all sources of financing and subsidies
3
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available to the city in its implementation program to meet local housing needs Chapter 10. A
monitoring program will be developed to determine progress in addressing cityside housing
needs by income group.
Mixed Income Housing (Program 2.16) - 15% of all new developments should be affordable
to very low income households in new growth areas to address future housing needs.
Comments: The BIA continues to oppose the mixed income policy because it would impose
potential new cost burdens on single family developers and would not be flexible enough to
recognize changing market conditions for housing development.
Staff Response: The program's primary objective is to achieve economic integration and the
dispersal of affordable housing to support economic development and prevent segregated
communities. Staff prepared a Mixed Income Housing Policy Paper which describes the
objectives, current trends, program components, and surveys other localities. Five local
Jurisdictions in the region have adopted similar inclusionary housing programs (e.g. Roseville,
Davis, Yolo County, West Sacramento and Woodland). Staff met with representatives of the
Building Industry and Housing advocates to review the proposal and identify areas of potential
agreement. While the BIA continues to be opposed to the proposal, the potential areas of
agreement include:
•
•
•
•

Apply at the master plan level
Maximum flexibility (product type/mix/location/tenure)
City participation required
Land designation/disclosure to neighborhood

Goal 3: Housing Mix, Balance and Neighborhood Compatibility
Fair Share Plan/Multifamily Lending Guidelines (Programs 3.1 and 3.2) - The City should
maintain a balance and appropriate mix of affordable housing throughout the City to avoid over
concentration and guide financing of affordable housing.
Comments -Several neighborhood associations raised concerns about the over concentration
of low income and multifamily units within their communities. North Natomas would like credit
for the South Natomas multi family units previously constructed.
Staff Response: The city currently has no policy to guide the distribution of affordable housing.
The proposed fair share policy is intended to guide the equitable distribution of local public funds
into fair share eligible tracts. The fair share criteria takes into account the home ownership
4

City Council
Housing Element
Page -5-

rates, median income and the availability of vacant land within each census tract to guide the
distribution of funding for low income projects.
Multiple Housing Types (Programs 3.4) - Enforce the requirements of the multiple housing type
and target density polices contained in the North Natomas Community Plan
Comment: Some members of the building industry feel that higher density and mixed housing
type projects are premature and won't be supported by the market and that the policy should be
flexibly applied at the overall neighborhood level.
Staff Response: The City is not achieving full compliance with the North Natomas Community
Plan Residential Implementing Policies to achieve a balance of residential densities and variety
of housing types- within each Neighborhood . For example, thru March 2000, approximately
9700 single family lots and capacity for 4200 multi family units have been approved. The single
family lots include single family detached units or upscale homes on larger lots. Not a single
halfplex or duplex has been required (or proposed by developers). The apartments are primarily
garden apartments. Although some medium density projects have been discussed, none have
been approved that comply with the target average density policies (12 units per net acre).
Medium density projects would include single family zero lot homes, patio homes, duplexes,
halfplexes, second units, patio homes and townhomes. The Multiple Housing Type policy
should apply on an individual project basis to assure the economic integration of neighborhoods,
a balance of densities and a variety of housing types within each neighborhood planned in North
Natomas.
Goal 5: Housing Quality and Neighborhood Improvement
Rental Inspection (Program 6.4) - Establish a pro-active rental inspection program to prevent
deferred maintenance, deterioration and demolition of the rental (multi-family) housing stock.
Comment: The Sacramento Valley Rental Housing Association has some concerns about the
adoption of a fee based mandatory rental inspection program.
Staff Response: Among the program options is a self certification program for landlords that
participate in a maintenance and management training program.
Goal 6: Conserve Sacramento Neighborhoods and Rehabilitate Affordable Housing
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Boarded and Vacant Home Program (Program 6.1a) - Expand incentives to contractors to
purchase these properties, rehabilitate them and sell them to low and moderate income
households.
Comment: Several neighborhood associations have a concern about lack of code enforcement
to conserve neighborhoods and the lack of maintenance in the HUD sponsored Parker Homes
development. (Collier).
Staff Comment: Include SHRA program action to address Parker Homes enforcement issue.
The concern about the deterioration of neighborhoods is addressed by the need for a more
effective boarded and vacant program which intercepts properties before they become
substantially deteriorated.
Multi Family Streamlining/Shelters ( Programs ( Programs 4.1, 4.9 and 4.10) - Establish staff
level approval process for multi family proposals based on compliance with design guidelines
to streamline process and improve quality of development. Rescind the emergency shelter
moratorium and identify sites and development standards for the approval of emergency
shelters and transitional housing.
Comment: Several neighborhood associations are concerned about the proposal to eliminate
the public review process for multi family projects. Concerns about multi family includes the size
of the projects, the lack of adequate design, maintenance and management and the. over
concentration of multifamily units within each neighborhood. Legal Services has requested that
the city add C-2 (General Commercial) sites to the inventory of potential sites that would allow
emergency shelters by right.
Staff Response: Consider Planning Commission review for larger rental projects (over 200
units). Review should be limited to compliance with the Multifamily Design Guidelines. Include
a maintenance and management agreement approval for private rental projects. The element
includes an adequate inventory of C-4, M-1 and M-2 zoned sites within walking distance of
public transportation that are potentially suitable for emergency shelter sites to accommodate
existing and future needs. The element also proposes the establishment of clear development
standards and a staff level review process for various types of housing, including emergency
shelters (Program 4.1).
Goal 9: Promote Equal Housing Opportunity
ADA Compliance (Program 9.2) - Ensure that residential projects comply with the American
Disabilities Act.
6
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Comment: ADA does not apply to single family developments. Consider the City of Austin's
Barrier Free Residential Construction ordinance which requires accessibility in single family
housing constructed with public funds (RIL).
Staff Response: Most of the interior design modifications have limited cost impact. SHRA
should add these features into publically funded housing projects, where feasible.
FINANCIAL CONSIDERATIONS:
.The Implementation Program (Chapter 11) identifies numerous local, state and federal funding
sources for each housing program.
Most of these programs would be pursued though
Sacramento Housing and Redevelopment Agency funding within its existing programs.
However, the element proposes a new Development Fee Financing program which would waive
or defer the payment of certain development and planning fees to a assist in the development
of affordable housing. Based on 200 units per year, the program could cost $1.5 million per year.
A funding source has yet to be identified.
POLICY CONSIDERATIONS:
The City of Sacramento views housing policy as an important cornerstone to both neighborhood
revitalization and economic development. Without an adequate supply and choice of housing,
Sacramento, as a community, will have difficulty meeting our local goals of strong and vibrant
neighborhoods and a healthy economy. Each policy area includes specific goals, policies;_ and
action programs.
ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS:
The City has prepared a Tiered Negative Declaration on the Housing Element pursuant to the
California Environmental Quality Act. The Negative Declaration includes an analysis and
findings of potential physical and environmental consequences The Housing Element is a policy
document which facilitates the development of new housing in accordance with previously
adopted plans. The Housing element does not change the distribution of land uses or general
densities from those previously planned and adopted in the City of Sacramento General Plan
or Community Plans. No new potential environmental impacts have been identified. The
element propose several ordinances and implementation actions which will require separate
environmental review to evaluate what if any physical impacts may result from these actions.
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E/SBD CONSIDERATIONS:
No goods or services are purchased with this project.

Respectfully submitted,

Steve Peterson, Senior Planner

APPROVED:

GARY S^TONEHOUSE, Planning Director
FOR CITY COUNCIL INFORMATION
ROBERT P. THOMAS
City Manager
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ATTACHMENT A

RESOLUTION NO. ^^ ^ ^ 3?4 a-;P
ADOPTED BY THE SACRAMENTO CITY COUNCIL
ON DATE OF

RESOLUTION AMENDING SECTION 2 AND 3 OF THE CITY OF
SACRAMENTO GENERAL PLAN, RELATING TO THE RESIDENTIAL
LAND USE ELEMENT AND HOUSING ELEMENT ( M99-036).
WHEREAS, an update of the Residential Element and Housing Element of the 19862006 General Plan to cover the planning period from July 1, 1989 through June 30, 2002.
has been prepared and processed for consideration by the City Council;
WHEREAS, pursuant to CEQA, a negative declaration was prepared for the. update
of the Residential Element and Housing Element, and thereafter circulated pursuant to the
requirements of CEQA;
WHEREAS, pursuant to Government Code Sec 65585, the City is required to submit_
the update of the Residential Element and Housing Element to the California Department
of Housing and Community Department. The City did in fact submit the draft update of the
Residential Element and Housing Element to HCD, and received comments from that
agency in a letter dated January 21, 2000;
WHEREAS, the City Planning Commission conducted a public workshop on
December 1, 1999 and public hearings on March 30, 2000 and April 20, 2000 on the
proposed update of the Residential Element and Housing Element;
WHEREAS, following the workshop and public hearings the Planning Commission
recommended ratification of the negative declaration and adoption of the proposed update
of the Residential Element and Housing Element;

FOR CITY CLERK USE ONLY
RESOLUTION NO.:
DATE ADOPTED:
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WHEREAS, the City Council conducted a public workshop on November 1 1999 and
a public hearing on June 13, 2000 and June 20, 2000 on the proposed update of the
Residential Element and Housing Element;
WHEREAS, the comments from HCD on the draft update of the Residential Element
and the Housing Element were presented to and considered by the City Council;
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Council of the City of Sacramento:
FINDINGS OF FACT
A.

B.

Negative Declaration: The City Council ratifies the Negative Declaration prepared
for this project, based upon the following findings:
1.

The Negative Declaration was prepared and circulated for the Residential
Element and Housing Element pursuant to the requirements of the California
Environmental Quality Act; (CEQA);

2.

The proposed Negative Declaration and comments received during the
public review process were considered prior to action being taken on the
project by the City Council;

3.

Based upon the Initial Study and the comments received during the public
review process, there is no substantial evidence that the proposed
amendments to Sections 2 and 3 of the General Plan, the Residential
Element and the Housing Element, will have a significant effect upon the
environment.

Residential Element and Housing Element of the General Plan

Sections 2 and 3 of the 1986-2006 General Plan for Sacramento, the Residential Element
and the Housing Element, are amended to read as set forth in Attachment D hereto. The
Council makes the following additional findings.1

The Residential Element and the Housing Element of the General Plan as
revised are intended to, and do in fact, address the housing needs, goals,
policies, quantified objectives and implementation programs for the two
relevant periods under state law from July 1, 1989 through the June 30,
2002;

FOR CITY CLERK USE ONLY
RESOLUTION NO.:
DATE ADOPTED:
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2.

The Residential Element and the Housing Element of the General Plan as
revised, satisfy the requirements of the state Planning and Zoning Law
(Government Code Sections 65000 et seq.);

3.

The Residential Element and the Housing Element of the General Plan as
revised are consistent with the goals and policies of the other provisions of
the 1986-2006 General Plan.

MAYOR

ATTEST:

CITY CLERK

M99-036

FOR CITY CLERK USE ONLY
RESOLUTION NO.:
DATE ADOPTED:
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ATTACHMENT B
CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA
MEMBERS IN SESSION:

ITEM # 1
APRIL 20, 2000
PAGE 1

M99-036 - Draft Housing Element
REQUEST: A) Environmental Determination: Negative Declaration;
B) Amend Section 2 ( Residential Land Use Element) and Section 3
(Housing Element) of the City of Sacramento General Plan
LOCATION: Citywide
SUMMARY: The Housing Element of the General Plan includes an analysis of existing
and projected housing needs, an analysis of potential governmental
constraint, residential land inventory, housing policies, programs and
-quantified objectives to address the city's housing needs. The housing
element covers the planning period July 1, 1989 thru June 30, 2002 to
comply with state law.
STAFF CONTACT; Steve Peterson, Senior Planner, 264-5981
BACKGROUND: Staff proposes revisions to address comments provided by the
Department of Housing and Community Development, other organizations and
individuals. The report supplements previous staff reports prepared for the December
1, 1999 workshop and the March 30, 2000 meeting. The Sacramento Housing and
Redevelopment Commission indicated it's support for the Draft Housing Element at a
April 5th, 2000 meeting.
Review Process
Staff has conducted a series of community outreach workshops to inform various
groups and individuals of the draft housing element. Final approval is anticipated by
the City Council later this year.
Revisions/Response to Comments
Written comments were submitted and previously distributed from several individuals
and organizations including Legal Services of Northern California (LSNC), League of
Women Voters, Natomas Community Association (NCA), North Laguna Creek
Neighborhood Association (NLCNA), Resources For Independent Living (RIL), SMUD,
the Sierra Curtis Neighborhood Association (SCNA), Building Industry Association
(BIA), Sacramento Metropolitan Utility District (SMUD) and the Sacramento Old City
Association (SOCA), Gary Collier and Greg Wardrip. The Sacramento Valley Rental
Housing Association (SVRHA) has also provided some preliminary verbal comments.
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The Revised Public Review Draft (April 2000) includes revisions in response to
comments.
A summary of HCD's comments and the proposed staff revisions is included as
Attachment A. Pursuant to Government Code Section 65585 (b), the State
Department of Housing and Community Development is required to review the draft
housing element and report it's findings to the locality. The locality is required to
consider HCD's comments prior to final action on the housing element. HCD's letter
identified several specific areas that need further discussion/revision. In general, HCD
found that the revised element is significantly improved over the previous draft.
The following is a summary of the proposed revisions to each Housing Element Chapter
and the source of the comments that the revision is intended to respond to:
Chapter 5 - Land Inventory includes further discussion of the consistency
determinations, density calculations and infrastructure phasing for the land
inventory. A summary of the characteristics of potential emergency shelters
and transitional housing sites is also provided (HCD and LSNC comments).
Chapter 6 - Potential Governmental and Non-Governmental Constraints includes
a discussion of the potential cost impacts to market rate units from adoption of
the mixed income housing policy (HCD and BIA).
Chapter 7 - Emergency Conservation includes an updated description of
SMUD's emergency efficiency programs (SMUD).
Chapter 8 - Preservation of Assisted Units includes an expanded inventory of
projects that have the potential to convert during the analysis period, cost
analysis for replacing the units and updated program objectives (HCD/LSNC).
Chapter 10 - Include revisions to the following existing programs:
•
•
•
•
•
•

2.1
2.1 a
2.16
2.17
3.4
4.1

•
•
•

4.9
6.5
6.6

Regional San Fee Waiver
Development Fee Financing Program
Mixed Income Housing (BIA/LSNC/HCD)
North Natomas Housing Trust Fund (SHRA)
Multiple Housing Type
Streamline Approval Process for Shelters/Transitional Housing (
HCD/LSNC)
Multi-family Permit Streamlining Program (NCA/NLCNA/SOCA)
Preservation of Assisted Units (HCD/LSNC)
SRO Housing (LSNC)

Chapter 10 includes the following new programs:

•
•
•

2.18 Section 8 Voucher Program (NCA/Waldrip)
5.14 Parker Home Code Enforcement (Collier)
9.4 Visitability Program (RIL)

Chapter 11 was revised for the programs noted above.
The Sacramento Housing and Redevelopment Agency has also prepared a response to
several of the Planning Commission's comments provided at the March 30, 2000 public
hearing (see Attachment B).
POLICY CONSIDERATIONS:

The City of Sacramento views housing policy as an important cornerstone to both
neighborhood revitalization and economic development. Without an adequate supply
and choice of housing, Sacramento, as a community, will have difficulty meeting our
local goals of strong and vibrant neighborhoods and a healthy economy.
There are ten major policy objectives in the housing element:
►
Maintaining an adequate housing supply
►
Maintaining and expanding affordability of housing
►
Maintaining a healthy mix and balance of housing choices
►
Removing barriers to development
Maintaining the quality and vitality of our neighborhoods
►
Preserving existing housing resources
►
Providing housing opportunities for persons with special needs
►
Energy conservation
►
Achieving equal opportunity in housing
►
On-going monitoring and coordination
Each policy area includes specific goals, policies, and action programs.
ENVIRONMENTAL DETERMINATION

The City has prepared a Tiered Negative Declaration which includes an analysis and
findings of potential physical and environmental consequences The Housing Element is
a policy document which facilitates the development of new housing in accordance with
previously adopted plans. The Housing element does not change the distribution of
land uses or general densities from those previously planned and adopted in the City of
Sacramento General Plan or Community Plans. No new potential environmental
impacts have been identified. The element propose several ordinances and
implementation actions which will require separate environmental review to evaluate
what if any physical impacts may result from these actions.

RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends that the Planning Commission take the
following action:
A.

Recommend that the City Council approve the
Negative Declaration;

B.

Review and approve the Draft Housing Element as
revised by staff.

Report Prepared By,

Report Reviewed By,

Steve Peterson, Senior Planner

Gary S onehouse, Planning Director

Attachments
Revised Public Review Draft Housing Element (April 2000)
Attachment A
Attachment B
Attachment C

Responses to Comments
SHRA Responses to Planning Commissioner's Questions and
Public Testimony
Draft Mixed Income Housing Policy Paper
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Attachment A
Staff Responses to Comments
on 11/99 Draft Housing Element
Department of Housing- and Community Development (1/21/00 Letter)
A. 1.

Land Inventory should be revised to clearly demonstrate consistency between the General
Plan land use designation, community plan land use designation and zoning on
multifamily parcels included in Tables 5-1 and 5-2.
Staff Response: Insert the following new paragraph on page 3.5-6:
"Generally to determine what land. uses are permitted on a specific site, the type of
land use shown on the General Plan for the site in question is matched with the
proper line under General Plan designation (see General Plan Implementation
Section 9; Land Use and Zoning Consistency Matrix; Table 1). The General Plan
land use designation is not intended to provide an exact correspondence with the site
specific zoning; rather the intent of the designation is to show the general
relationship of the various land uses. The General Plan land uses have been
developed in a manner to allow the broadest range of a particular type of use within
the designation. Specific uses and density ranges are identified by Community Plan
(see the Community Plan/ General Plan Land Use Matrix (Section 9;Table 2) and
zoning designations.
For example, the Community Plan/General Plan Land Use Matrix considers the
Low Density Residential General Plan designation (LDR 4-15 units/net acre)
consistent with the Medium Density Residential North Natomas Community Plan
designation (7-21 du/na). This is because the General Plan designation provides a
broad density range that overlaps the target density for the community plan
designation (12 units/net acre). The R2-A and R2-B zones are consistent with the
North Natomas Community Plan Medium Density. land use designation based on the
Zoning Conformance table in the North Natomas Community Plan (page 95). This
designation allows the density and housing types permitted in the R2A and R2B
zones.

When matching the zoning and the land use designation, some residentially zoned
parcels have a small portion of the site (less than 10%) with a Parks/Open Space
-(OS), Public/Quasi Public or Water (Drainage Basin) General or Community land
use designation. The residential build out calculations (Tables 5-2 and 5-4 ) were
adjusted to accurately reflect net build able acreage for the remainder of the site that
has development potential. In other words, the portion of the site that may involve a
public dedication of land was eliminated from the unit potential calculation.
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The gross acreage figures in Tables 5-1 and 5-2 have been revised to reflect only that
portion of each parcel with a consistent General Plan or Community Plan land use
and zoning designation. Consequently, this is a conservative estimate of the city's
residential land inventory as of September 1999. Additional sites are routinely added
to the inventory through rezonings to assure consistency between zoning and
community or general plan land use designations.
Based on the detailed analysis of those residentially zoned vacant sites, the element
clearly demonstrates consistency between the zoning, General Plan land use
designation and Community Plan land use designation. "
A.2.

Demonstrate that the densities for multifamily parcels in Natomas are realistic to
accommodate its regional share need for low and very low income households.
Staff Response: Insert the following new paragraph on page 3.5-6:
"The typical densities and typical gross to new acre conversion rates (Table 5-3) were
used to adjust the parcel size to a develop able lot size to estimate development
potential for each parcel. The applicable zone density is multiplied by the net
acreage to establish the buildout potential for each residential zoned site in the city.
Since the R2A zone allows both single family and multi family units, half the R-2A
zoned parcels buildout potential was assigned to multifamily units and half to single
family units based on the survey of actual projects in the R2A zone. Higher densities
were used for multifamily buildout versus single family development based on the
project survey. A complete list of each parcel's buildout potential is available from
the Planning Division."

A.3.

Demonstrate that multifamily zoned parcels are serviced by infrastructure and have
sufficient capacity to allow development by the end of the planning period.
Staff Responses: Insert the following new paragraph under New Growth Areas on
page 3.5-16:
"The North Natomas Financing Plan describes the phasing schedule for facilities to
serve residential development in the North Natomas Community Plan area (Figure
12). The infrastructure facilities will be phased in response.to the market demand for
housing and commercial/industrial space. Infrastructure is market driven in that the
development generates fees that provide financing for infrastructure as development
occurs. The relationship of North Natomas residential development sites to the
planned extension of road improvements is show on Map 5-3. If a site is developed
prior to the planned improvements, the developer may complete the improvements
earlier and seek reimbursement later. Adequate infrastructure capacity is or will be
available to serve potential residential sites in North Natomas during the planning
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period.
The City seeks to optimize multifamily opportunities on sites with proximity to
public transit or bus service. Sites designated for moderate to higher density
residential use are located in proximity to public transportation. In North Natomas,
development of a community based on high transit services is a primary goal of the
Community Plan. The phasing plan for transit service provides for express bus
service to serve transit needs during the first phase of development (North Natomas
Community Plan p. 44).
A.4

Include a specific identification of how many vacant and redevelop able acres exist within
each land use classification conditionally permitting shelters and the typical parcel size
and community plan area.
Staff Response: Insert on page 3.5-11 the following:
"The following Table summarizes the characteristics of potential emergency shelter
and transitional housing sites that meet the locational criteria (no closer than 500'
from parks, schools or churches, or single family residential zones).
Table 5-5a
Characteristics of Potential Emergency Shelter and Transitional Housing Sites
Zone

# Acres
Vacant

# Acres
Redevelopable

Typical
Parcel Size

Community Plan
Area

C-4

1.25

.90

.5

East Broadway

M-1

65.6

19.9

1.0

North Sacramento
Arden Arcade

M-2

835.5

197.7

6.4

East Broadway
South Sacramento
North Sacramento

Total

902.3

218

4.5

These potential emergency shelters sites are accessible by public transportation. The
City and County provides mobile food services to the mentally ill homeless
population through the HOPE program.
Transitional housing accommodations include apartment units, cottage housing,
rooming and boarding homes. The desirable size of the units varies with the need
from small group living arrangements of 6 or less in single family homes to medium

size occupancy hotel or apartments. Transitional housing typically is provided for
an extended period of time (e.g. 18 months), and generally involves the integration
with other social services and counseling services to assist in the transition to self
sufficiency. The City conditionally permits apartments, duplexes, rooming and
boarding houses in commercial and residential zones (see Table 6-1 and 6-2) which
serve the transitional housing needs of individuals and families. The inventory of
multi-family residential zoned vacant sites is included in Tables 5-1 and 5-2. "
A.5

Expand the entire inventory of projects that have potential to convert during the analysis
period to fully-address the types of risk or the level of risk of the various types of
financing programs available.
Staff Comment: See proposed revisions to Section 8 "Preservation of Assisted Units"

A.6

The cost analysis should compare the cost of replacing the units with the cost of replacing
the subsidy
Staff Comment: See proposed revisions to Section 8 "Preservation of Assisted Units"

B.1

Further analysis of the feasibility of sites is needed to determine programs for adequate
sites.
Staff Comment: See A.1 response.

B.2

The City indicates on p. 3.10-9 that "it is considering amending the infill program to offer
more density flexibility such as density increase or decrease." State density bonus law
precludes local governments from offering incentives to developers that would undermine
the intent of this statute to significantly contribute to the economic feasibility of
developing affordable housing. The City should expedite the adoption of a density bonus
ordinance (Program 5.2) consistent with State Density Bonus Law and extend it's
application to the entire city.
Staff Comment: The City's Density Bonus program (Program 2.2) and the Infill
program ( 5.2) are separate programs intended to address different objectives. The two
programs are not intended to be used in combination with one another. The Density Bonus
Ordinance will apply citywide and the city may grant a density bonus or other equivalent
regulatory incentives on an infill site to achieve the afffordability objectives. The city intends to
adopt the Density Bonus Ordinance soon after action on the housing element.

Insert the following on p. 3.10-21 (program 5.2):
"The density decrease provisions are limited to sites or projects where the zoned
density is incompatible with the surrounding existing neighborhood. In those
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situations, the city would provide other incentives (e.g. waiver of processing fees for
plan amendments/rezonings) to assist in the feasibility of housing".
B.3

The Mixed Income Program (2.16) should specify the percentage of new housing that will
be required to be affordable to very low income households.
Staff Response: Amend the first sentence on p. 3.10-12 to read:
"Require a mix of housing by income levels in a 11 and new growth areas (see Map 2)
new annexation areas. In all new development, 15% of all housing shall be
affordable to very low income households."

B.4

The program should clarify how the city will implement this program and what specific.
incentives will be offered to developers to ensure program feasibility.
Staff Response: Insert the following on p. 3.10- 12
"The City shall adopt a program of regulatory and financial incentives. This
program may include one or more of the following: public subsidies, density bonuses,
expedited or preferential permit processing, interior finishes reductions, fee waivers
or deferrals and public works modifications to allow cost savings to developers to
meet the mixed income target. Developers shall improve program feasibility by
complying with the applicable target average density and multiple housing type
policies in the applicable Community Plan to assure a variety of housing
opportunities within each subdivision. "

B.5

Analyze the potential impacts of the mixed income program on the feasibility of the
market rate units.
Staff Revision: Add the following insert to p. 3.6-15:
"Based on a preliminary analysis of North Natomas development costs, a mixed
income program can be designed for new growth areas that causes minimal negative
impacts to the development economics of both single family and multi family
development. The mixed income policy can be accomplished if developers take
advantage of available subsidies, implement the mixed housing type and target
average densities in the existing Community Plan, and are permitted certain
modifications in the development of affordable units /and have access to sufficient
offset provisions to enable developers to build the affordable units at a profit, or at
least at cost. For example, North Natomas development costs for a moderate density,
subdivision (e.g. target average density of 12 units per net acre; includes a mix of
patio homes, halfplexes, duplexes, bungalows, second units or courtyard apartments)
with smaller unit sizes can provide reduced development costs and affordabilty."

B.5

Encourage the city to examine the visitability of accessibility standards for new units with
public funds (see RIL letter and Austin ordinance)
Staff Comment: Include the following new program on page 3.10-36:
9.4

"Develop and implement a program, in consultation with the Building
Industry Association, that would incorporate housing visitability standards
(including the installation of interior modifications) in all newly constructed
single family homes finannced by SHRA. Establish guidelines for exterior
modifications both within and outside of designated flood zones and the
specific type of hardware that may be incorporated.
Responsible Entity: SHRA
Time Frame: Summer 2000
Desired Result: Improved accessibility for persons with physical disabilities in
single family developments"

B.6

Program 4.1 should describe the conditions under which emergency shelters and
transitional housing will be permitted.
Staff Response: Include the following on p. 3.10-17:
"Amend the Zoning Ordinance to establish clear development standards, and a
Planning Director's Special Permit(PDSP) review and approval process for various
housing types, including but not limited to alternative ownership housing types,
emergency shelters and transitional housing. Specifically, the City has identified
sites suitable for emergency shelters subject to compliance with appropriate
development standards and locational requirements(no closer than 500' from
parks, schools, churches, or single family residential zones, except for transitional
housing serving families ) that are located int eh C-4, M-1 and M-2 zones, to ensure
the availability of services and that land use compatibility uses are minimized.
These development standards will be based on the type of permitted use and not
the clientele who will use the facility."

B.7

The City should quickly implement Program 4.10 which repeals the prohibition on the
development of new homeless and transitional housing.
Staff Comment: The City should repeal the prohibition concurrently with adoption
of the element.

B.8

The City should adopt clear and objectives standards for shelters (Program 4.1)
Staff Comment: See B.7 above.
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B.9

The City should adopt the fair share plan (Program 3.land 3.2) to accommodate it's
regional share need for all income levels.
Staff Comment: See B.7 above.

B.10

The City should expedite it's adoption of the multi family permit streamlining (Program
4.9) and the multi family Design Guidelines (5.3).
Staff Comment: Amend Program 4.9 on page 3.10-20 to read as follows:
"As part of the PDSP review and approval process, a maintenance and management
agreement which satisfies certain minimum criteria shall be required to assure
adequate maintenance of rental units."

Resources For Independent Living (12/28/99 Letter)
1.

Inadequate analysis of physically disabled population

2.

Social Services Siting Policy should take into account accessibility by means of public
transportation and where people currently reside that use these services

3.

Fair share plan should also mention that housing be near public transportation and have
proximity to commercial and social services

4.

Include map showing light rail and other transportation services in North Natomas

5.

Include under fair share housing impediments a discussion of lack of general adaptability
or visitability for new construction single family housing (see ordinance). Include
minimum accessibility requirements including no step entrance into the unit, interior halls
and doorways of 32" minimum, and a first floor wheelchair accessible bathroom.

North Laguna Creek Neighborhood (12/10/99 Letter)
1.

Element lacks current and accurate information to support decisions (old Census data).

2.

Invest more resources in planning to support revitalization efforts

3.

Implement a city strategy to revitalize neighborhoods in the light rail corridors though the
establishment of special planning districts which include mixed income housing and
neighborhood retail and commercial uses

4.

Fair share plan over concentrates low income housing in poor neighborhoods/should apply
to all neighborhoods (24`h & Meadowview project)
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5.

Mixed income policy should not be limited to new growth areas

6.

Comprehensive policy should take into account the health of the whole community

7.

Element does not take into account Section 8 subsidized housing when identifying low
income housing concentrations (Table 2-4)

8.

The council should investigate the feasibility of controlling where Section 8 vouchers may
be used to assure a fair share distribution of affordable housing

9.

The multifamily streamlining and shelters policy would take the public out of the review
process and reduce the likelihood of appropriate designed projects in each community .
Homeowners should have a stake in when projects are cited in their neighborhood.

10.

The Multifamily design principles should address social and visual impacts on
communities and projects should be blended into the community.

Community Meetings (Natomas Community Association, Area 4 Leadership Meetings)
1.

Need better code enforcement to fix Parker Home subdivision (1940's HUD project)?

2.

North and South Natomas should be combined for purpose of fair share funding (no more
apartments)

3.

Multi family has greater impact on school funding and enrollment

4.

Larger poorly maintained apartments projects have had a major negative impact on
neighborhoods and property values

5.

Over concentration of Section 8 tenants have negatively affected property maintenance
(need training on tenant responsibilities)

6.

Vacant inventory should include infill sites less than 2 acres (biased towards North
Natomas)

BIA Comments
1.

Eliminate special permit requirement for single family subdivisions in PUD's in North
Natomas

2.

Unable to comment on proposed mixed income policy until it is fleshed out (form working
group)
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3.

High development costs, fees and neighborhood opposition make affordable housing
infeasible

4.

Some concern about multi family design guidelines adding cost (affordabiltiy impact)

Fair Housing Groups
1.

Form SRO Task Force to review replacement housing requirements

2.

Major problem with landlords not honoring Section 8 certificates (tight housing market)
Staff Comment: Add the following new program to p. 3.10-13:
"2.18. SHRA will work with the Sacramento Rental Housing Association to educate
and more effectively market the Section 8 voucher program so that affordable
housing opportunities are made available throughout the City of Sacramento."

League of Women Voters
1. -

Add assertively market infill opportunities (Goal 1)

2.

Support increase in North Natomas affordable housing

3.

Include residential areas as suitable for emergency shelters (Goals 4:program 4.1)

4.

Identity specific staff responsible for implementation actions (Goals 10)

Garv Collier
1.

Increase commitment to code enforcement to address substandard building conditions for
the Parker Homes development
Staff Response: Include the following new program on p. 3.10-26:
"5.14: The City and SHRA are exploring the possibility of securing federal funds
and allocating some portion of McClellan AFB redevelopment area revenues to
correct infrastructure and housing deficiencies at the Parker Homes. These homes
were originally constructed by the federal government in 1942 as off-base military
housing for McClellan AFB in manner that fell well short of basic infrastructure and
building code requirements."
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Greg Wadrip
1.

There is an over concentration of affordable units in North Natomas given the existing
concentration of affordable units in South Natomas

2.

There are numerous problems with the administration of the Section 8 voucher program
including basic maintenance, crime and illegal drug use. Should be required to attend
program on basic home maintenance.

Legal Services of Northen California
1.

Adopt fee waiver and deferral program, density bonus ordinance, PDSP process for
mutifamily development, SRO Task Force and repeal emergency shelter prohibition
concurrently with adoption of the housing element

2.

Provide more details on how the city will implement the mixed income program

3.

Expand the inventory of potential sites for emergency shelters to include c2 zoned sites

4.

The city should commit to a program of capacity building for existing non-profits housing
providers to purchase and preserve Opt outs units

5.

The city must revise the housing element to comply with the mandate of H&S Code
Section 33334.4 to expend monies in the low an moderate income housing fund to assist in
the development of housing units for persons of low and very low income in at least the
same proportion as the total number of units needed for those income groups in the
Housing Element.
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Flgure12
North Natomas Financing Plan
Projected Phasing of
Major Infrastructure Improvements & Facilities

Structure/Description

Phase

Truxel Interchange
Overcrossing
Auxiliary Lanes

Estimated
Year (1)

1996
1996

Market Interchange
Construct Interchange
1-5 0 Del Paso to 1-80 1st Aux. Lane
Stripe NB Exit for 2 Lanes

2007
2007
2007
2021 +

1-80 2nd Auxiliary Lane

Phasing

Estimated
Year 1

Roads

As Development Proceeds

annually

Freeway & Parkway
Landscaping

As Development Proceeds

annually

1st 0 40°/6 Buildout
2nd 0 60% Buildout

2006
2010

Faciliry/Improvement

Fire Stations

Library
Nw1hpts Interchange
2 Lane EB Exit
improve WB Off-Ramp

V1

constructed at 80% buildout

1996
2010

Aux. Lane 0 SB Loop On-Ramp

11]

2003

Bikeways

As Development Proceeds

annually

Shuttles

One Per Year from 1 st Year

19962005

As Development Proceeds

annually

As Development Proceeds

annually

2007

1-80A-6 Interchange

SB 2 Lane Exit From 1-5
Construct Ramp for EB to NB Traffic
Elkhorn/SR 99 Interchange
Expand Interchange to 6 Lanes
W. El Camino/t-80 Interchange
Widen Overcrossing to 4 Lanes

2018

30% of Buildout

Police Substation
Del Paso Interchange
Existing Improvements

Facitties phased in over
buildout with facility

IF
III

2007
2010

V-8

2005

Planning / Studies
Reimbursement
Nelghborhood/Communi ty
Part Development .

2008

Master Drainage
Improvements

50% of Buildout

2007

HOV / MAINLINE LANES
1-80 0 Northgate to 1-5
1-5 0 Del Paso to 1-80
99 0 Elkhorn to 1-5
1-5 0 99 Jct to Del Paso (NB)
I-80 @ 1-5 to El Camino

2005
2005
2005
2005
2021 +

RD 1000 Facilities

tst Stages if Necessary

1996

Drainage Basln Facilities

As Development Proceeds

annually

Sewer System

As Development Proceeds

annually

Oven:rossinga
A Street
South Loop Road
El Centro
Meister Way - vv/LRT Lanes

2008
2015
2021 +
2021 +

Water Transmission &
Treatment

As Development Proceeds

annually

Rood Control - Levees
'Local Project'

Before Development
Can Proceed

19941995

IV

'phasing'
(1) Timing will vary depending upon the amount and location of devebpment

Prepared by Economic and Planning Systems. Inc.
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Attachment B

Sacramento
Housing &
Redevelopment
Agency

April 10, 2000
TO:

Members of the City Planning Commission

FROM:

Beverly Fretz-Brown
Director of Development Services, SHRA

SUBJECT:

Public Hearing of March 30 on the Draft Housing Element - Responses to Planning
Commissioners' Questions and Public Testimony

Following is information on the Sacramento Housing and Redevelopment Agency's programs and
funding sources in response to questions raised at the March 30 public hearing on the Draft Housing
Element.
1.

Has the use of redevelopment area housing funds (the "Low and Moderate Income Housing
Setaside") been in conformity with the housing needs documented in the housing element?
SHRA's use of redevelopment housing funds has been consistent with state law and the City's
housing element, and has exceeded the income targeting requirements of both levels of
government. The purpose of the Low/Mod fund is "to increase, improve, and preserve the supply
of low- and moderate-income housing within the territorial jurisdiction of the agency. "
Many different sections of the law add to this description:
•

Over the duration of the redevelopment plan (generally 30 to 40 years), Low/Mod Fund
expenditures should reflect the unmet needs of very low-, low- and moderate-income persons.
Since 1986, the downtown Low/Mod Funds produced 1,539 housing units, 71 percent of
which benefit very low-income people.

•

A redevelopment agency's five year Implementation Plans must be consistent with the
community's housing element and must also ensure that every ten years the redevelopment
law's income targeting requirements are met. They are: six percent of the housing developed
in the redevelopment area must be affordable to very low-income people, and nine percent
must be affordable to low-income people.
In addition to the 1,539 units produced with Downtown Low/Mod funds since 1986, 53
percent of Low/Mod funds annually support public housing, homeless and transitional
housing programs serving over 1,400 very low-income people. This assistance does not show
up as "units" since it is tenant-based assistance, without which very poor people would not be
able to be housed in alcohol recovery or other transitional housing programs.

^
^^

•

2.

The Agency's decision in 1998 to fund low and moderate income housing in Downtown
Sacramento to help revitalize the redevelopment area is an eligible use of Low/Mod funds
and within the percentages of housing needs as stated in past and current ( draft) housing
elements. The Agency's production greatly exceeds the state's affordability requirements.

Can SHRA use housing funds for land banking?
The Agency has very limited sources of funds for which land banking is a permitted use. SHRA
has used public housing funds for land acquisition in the past, but funds are no longer available
for that purpose. Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) funds may be used for land
purchase, but the large amounts necessary to acquire land would displace many other CDBG
activities. Federal HOME funds may not be used for.land banking. Housing Trust Fund
regulations similarly do not allow their use for land banking.
The Agency's approach to the problem of land acquisition is to allow advances for land and
predevelopment expenses for projects which have financing applications approved by the
Agency. In this way, the Agency has had the chance to review the quality, cost and affordability
of the development before allowing funds to be used for land acquisition and construction.

3.

Should the North Natomas Housing Trust Fund ordinance be changed to use revenues in
North Natomas and other areas?
The North Natomas Trust Fund, negotiated in the 1980s as part of the controversies over growth
and Arco Arena, was based on mitigating the effects of development leapfrogging over older
nearby neighborhoods in the North Sacramento Community Plan Area (CPA). The trust fund
would link the old and new by investing in housing in the North Sacramento CPA. The North
Natomas Trust Fund ultimately was adopted as part of the City's Housing Trust Fund ordinance,
but retained an important difference - the housing it assisted did not have to incorporate income.__
restrictions. It is the opinion of City; County, and outside counsel who successfully litigated the
City and County Housing Trust funds to the United States Supreme Court that revising the
ordinances could trigger further litigation or subject them to Propositions passed after their
enactment.
The City's Housing Trust Fund revenues can be used citywide, including a North Natomas.

4.

All of SHRA's housing funds should be used for very low-income households (below 50
percent of median).
As stated in the Housing Element (Chapter 11), the City's primary housing goals and their effects
are described below; the City's directives to SHRA have not included income restrictions other
than those of the funding sources.
•
•
•
•

Increase home ownership for low-income persons
Stimulate the acquisition and rehabilitation of multifamily problem properties
Support mixed-income development to revitalize lower income neighborhoods
Provide and preserve decent and safe housing particularly for very low-income people.
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Homeownership_- As a result of homeownership policies, approximately-3) 00 low-income
households become first-time home buyers in the City each year. Their average gross income is
$29,896, which is 58 percent of the area median (higher for new construction). Fifty-four percent
are minority households.
Rehabilitation - Most of SHRA's loans made for the acquisition and rehabilitation of deteriorated
multifamily housing are for projects where the major investment is Low Income Housing Tax
Credits. Both income and rents are restricted, generally averaging 45 percent of median.
Rehabilitation undertaken with mortgage revenue bond funds generally has a range of income
levels and some market rate (unregulated) units.
Housing for very low-income people - In addition to 3,600 units of public housing, ninety-seven
(97) percent of all new Section 8 certificates awarded over the past year are held by persons
whose income is less than 30 percent of the median (poverty level households). Community
Development Block Grant (CDBG) and Downtown Tax Increment funds support a variety of
homeless and transitional housing programs serving people with little or no income. These are the
most deeply targeted housing resources available to the City.
Mixed-income housm- economic integration and diversity, particularly in new construction of
larger developments, are the goals of mixed-income housing. In new growth areas, the policy
supports the development of affordable housing; in older neighborhoods, the policy supports
income diversification. In both cases, public funds create the feasibility of mixed-income
development, with income-restricted units proportional to the public investment.
5.

Should a public hearing on mortgage revenue bond developments be dropped to increase
the streamlining of government approvals?
IRS regulations require three public actions by the issuer of a mortgage revenue bond: an
inducement, a Tax Equity and Fiscal Responsibility Act (TEFRA) hearing that approves the
project, and the bond issuance. Only the TEFRA hearing is required to be held in the jurisdiction
where a tax-exempt mortgage revenue bond (MRB) project is located. The Agency has always
publicly noticed.and held TEFRA hearings before the City Council or Board of Supervisors,
although they could be held elsewhere in the City upon public notice, but the recommendation
would have to come back to the Council for its approval, potentially as a consent item.
Concerns arise when a statewide agency is the issuer of the bond, not the City. In this case, the
City's only review of the project would be at the TEFRA hearing. Because SHRA has developed
higher standards for mortgage revenue bond projects than other issuers, it is important that the
TEFRA hearing be held where the public can be informed.
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Fifteen Percent Very Low Income Model
The Challenge
"The affordability, variety, and location of housing affect a region's ability to maintain a viable
economy and high quality of life. Lack of affordable housing in a region encourages longer commutes
from outside the region, which can diminish productivity, curtail family time, and increase traffic
congestion. "- Valley Vision/Regional Action Partnership, "The Sacramento Region Quality of Life
Index - 2000 "
If present trends continue, most of the City's new growth areas, including North Natomas, will be
developed without housing affordable to low-income households. The few remaining infill sites will
become battlegrounds with residents over the development of affordable housing.
Objectives:
The City of Sacramento Mixed-Income Housing Policy should be applied to all new growth areas of the
City. Its purposes are as follows:
•

Achieve economic integration and the dispersal of affordable housing to build vibrant neighborhoods
and prevent segregated communities.

•

Locate housing for all economic sectors of the community near employment centers to reduce
commuting time, improve air quality, create more economic productivity, and increase family time.

•

Give future residents access to better services, recreational facilities, and schools.

•

Create the capacity for intergenerational neighborhoods through the construction of different housing
types.

•

Build mixed-income neighborhoods where all housing fits the character of market rate
neighborhoods.

Current Trends
•

Sacramento County is expected to experience strong employment growth through the year 2002,
with an increase of 82,000 jobs between 1995-2002. Ten of the top twenty-six occupations pay
median annual salaries of less than $20,000. A high percentage of lower wage workers are expected
to be attracted to the Sacramento region over the next five years to fill these jobs.

•

The City's share of regional housing needs, projected to accommodate employment growth, is 1,744
very low-income households and 2,076 low-income households.

•

However, housing affordability is decreasing. Significantly fewer existing homes are for sale, and
the median sales prices have increased from $120,000 in 1996 to $136,000 in 1999. Similarly,
Sacramento apartment prices rose to a new high of $47,000 per unit, a 59 percent increase since 1996
(Marcus and Millichap). Rents increased an average of 5.8 percent in 1999 in the Sacramento
metropolitan area.
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•

The sales prices for new homes in North Natomas range from $140,000 to $350,000. These homes
are only affordable to moderate and above moderate-income households earning more than $51,900
annually.

•

These sales prices are considerably higher than those that were anticipated when land was purchased
and planning undertaken. Developers are achieving significantly higher revenue streams from North
Natomas than were initially anticipated.

•

Rents for new two-bedroom units in North Natomas at $1,100 per month are not affordable to lowor very low-income households.

•

Multifamily housing developers are experiencing difficulty purchasing land in North Natomas for
constructing affordable housing. Most of the developable multifamily-zoned land is the City is
located in North Natomas.

Considerations in Establishing a Mixed-Income Housing Program
Mixed-income programs can produce affordable housing targeted to many different income levels, but
the City's housing and employment studies demonstrate that the greatest need in new growth areas is for
housing affordable to very low-income persons.
Therefore, 15 percent of all new development in new growth areas must be affordable to very lowincome households to address future needs.
•

Flexibility is the hallmark of the most effective programs. Alternatives may include the developer's
determination of which type of units to produce, how to mix these units in the development, and land
dedication or sale within the specific plan or subdivision. Flexibility, however, cannot become a
substitute for production or for abiding by affordability requirements. Concurrent construction of
affordable and non-affordable units should be expected.

•

City assistance is also required. Incentives may include fee waivers, expedited processing, financing
commitments, and land use flexibility.

- Program Outline
One of the more successful models for mixed-income housing may be found in neighboring Roseville.
Operating since 1991, the program establishes affordability requirements for both single family and
multifamily housing through agreements negotiated with developers at the master plan or specific plan
stage of development, prior to any individual subdivisions being built. The City commits to assisting the
feasibility of affordable units in multifamily housing but provides no subsidies for meeting the single
family affordability requirements. Roseville's mixed-income program targets higher levels of
affordability than those proposed in the following model. The Sacramento proposal also does not
distinguish separate single family and multifamily housing affordability requirements.
Housing Affordable to Very Low Income Households
Through negotiations in the tentative map and/or development agreement, the landowner will agree that
upon the development of each parcel, a percentage of units will be priced, at the time of sale, or rented at
^^
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the time of occupancy, at or below the price that would then be affordable to a very low-income
household.
If single family units are counted to meet the affordability requirements, the landowner shall use its best
efforts to sell such units to qualified households. Such best efforts shall include, without limitation, 1)
special advertising prior to the release of the affordable units for sale indicating their availability; 2)
maintaining a waiting list of qualified households seeking these housing opportunities in the landowner's
development; 3) participating in home loan counseling programs; and 4) participating in home buyer
financial assistance programs.
Developers may meet these requirements through construction of different housing types, which are
generally less expensive. As provided in the City's zoning codes, such alternatives to the typical single
family detached.dwelling may include comer duplexes, patio homes, and senior citizen "cottages."
If multifamily units are counted to meet the affordability requirements, the number needed will be
identified in residential master plans or specific plans by designating a percentage of apartment units on
each multifamily-zoned parcel that will be affordable to very low-income households for no less than 30
years, pursuant to an agreement with the City.
It is the intent of the City to disperse the affordable housing apartment units throughout the residential
master plan or specific plan area. The landowner may, however, subject to the approval of the City,
transfer a portion of the obligation to provide very low-income units to other multifamily parcels in the
plan area and correspondingly reduce the obligation of one or more parcels. Multifamily parcels which
have more than half of their units reserved for very low-income household occupancy shall not be
concentrated in one location.
The City will enter into and record an Affordable Housing Agreement with the landowner, the
obligations under which will be attached to the land, which will specify the number of units to be
reserved by parcel, the number of years to be reserved, and the amount of public funding or offsets to be
contributed for project feasibility.
The City will have the right to purchase housing sites in appropriate locations for construction of housing
units affordable to very low-income households.
(a)

For apartment developers not applying for state or federal subsidies, the City will provide an
amount equivalent to the difference between reasonable development costs and the private debt
able to be carried by the project as a result of the restricted rents. This compensation may take
any form available to the City, including deferred payment loans, conditional grants, reduction in
fees, increases in value attributable to a density bonus, the issuance of tax-exempt mortgage
revenue bonds, or any other means agreeable to the apartment owner that equates to a
demonstrable reduction in the cost offsetting the lost revenue over time.
The City will have nine months from the time an apartment builder applies for a use permit to
fund the offset and enter an agreement with the apartment owner. If the City cannot assemble
the necessary subsidies required to provide the very low-income affordable units, the goal will be
deferred to a future date agreed to by the City and the property owner or the City will provide
subsidies after development has occurred, such as through rental assistance programs. If the
required subsidies cannot be assembled within the agreed upon deferment period, the goal can be
reduced to a level that available subsidies can support.
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For developers applying for Low Income Housing Tax Credits or other state and federal
government housing programs, the subsidy will be the difference between reasonable
development costs and the private debt, equity, grants, other capital advances available to the
project, reduction in fees, increases in value attributable to a density bonus, the issuance of taxexempt mortgage revenue bonds or any other means agreeable to the apartment owner that
equates to a demonstrable reduction in the amount necessary for project feasibility. The
development's financing plan shall be approved by the Sacramento Housing and Redevelopment
Agency (SHRA) in accordance with the Agency's multifamily lending guidelines prior to the
commitment of City and/or SHRA resources:
The City and property owners shall commit best efforts and diligently pursue applications for
funding to other state and federal agencies and private organizations. If financing applications
are not successful after twelve months from land acquisition, the affordable housing goal will be
deferred to a future date agreed to by the City and the property owner, the property owner may
achieve the goal in a later phase of the development, the City will secure alternative subsidies,
and/or the City will provide subsidies after development has occurred, such as through rental
assistance programs. If the City cannot assemble the necessary subsidies required to provide the
low and very low-income affordable units during the agreed upon deferment period, the goal can
be reduced to a level that available subsidies can support.

Property owners will enter into Affordable Housing Agreements (the second part of the original recorded
agreement) that set the initial rents for very low-income households, establish the criteria and basis for
annual rent increases, advertise publicly the availability of the units, and enter into a monitoring plan
with the City through SHRA.
During the development stage, enforcement of the agreement will be tied to the build-out of nonaffordable (non-restricted) units. After construction, compliance will be monitored by SHRA in
accordance with their existing policies and the terms of the Affordable Housing Agreements.
Financial Calculations
During the next two years in North Natomas, it is likely that tentative maps will be approved for 1,000
single family and 400 multifamily units. If 15 percent of them were affordable, 200 units would be
projected for construction throughout the mapped areas for very low-income households. These units
would probably have been built out primarily in multifamily developments, whether the complexes were
for families or seniors or whether they were part of larger "non-affordable" mixed income developments.
SHRA could reasonably be expected to invest $1 million per year in gap financing for high quality,
development benefiting (in part) very low-income households. Additional developments would require
other offsets to the developer's cost, such as fee waivers, discounted land value, or other trade-offs
negotiated with the developer. SHRA's sources of funding annually are City Housing Trust Funds in the
amount of $1 million in periods of economic growth, and federal HOME Investment Partnership funds of
$2.8 to $3 million, depending on Congressional appropriations. Redevelopment area tax increment funds
designated for housing are used primarily within the area that generated them, usually for rehabilitation.
HOME funds have been used primarily for housing rehabilitation and first time homebuyer programs.
Survey of Local Examples
As of 1994, 64 California jurisdictions have adopted inclusionary housing programs. Local programs
have been adopted in the cities of West Sacramento, Davis, Woodland and Roseville and Yolo County.
°N•"^
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Table A summarizes the key characteristics of these program. The following describes the key features
of the Roseville and Davis programs:
►

City of Roseville's 10% Affordable Housing Program. The program has resulted in the
approval of 1604 affordable units in nine specific plan areas (doesn't.apply to infill areas unless
requesting rezonings). Development agreements are negotiated with each of the specific plan
master developers to identify specific parcels where the affordable units will be developed. City
offers density bonus (25%) and fee deferrals to assist in the production of ownership housing
units affordable to low income households (e.g.$120,000 three bedroom unit on a 4000 s.f.
lot/1200 s.f. home). The City may also provide subsidies and/or tax credits to assure affordable
rental units to low and very low income households (e.g. monthly two bedroom rents range from
$584- $775). Source: Carol Stewart, Roseville Housing and Redevelopment Program Manager.

(c)City of Davis General Plan Requirements. The City of Davis requires that 25% of all single family
developments and 35% of all multifamily developments be affordable, at various income ranges
including very low income households. The City of Davis permits developers to dedicate land in lieu of
developing units, with the land dedicated at an acreage level based on the number of units that can be
built out on the land under it's zoning. The City of Davis also provides fee waivers and subsidies, as
available.

^5
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Table A
General Features of Local Mixed Income Housing Programs
Jurisdiction

Incentives

1999
Production

Type

%
Requireme
lit
Multi
Familv

%
Requirement
Single Family

Davis

Density Bonus
Standards
Reduction
Fee Waivers

1240 units
911 VL
470 L

Mandatory

25% VL
10% L

25% L/M

Roseville

Density Bonus
Priority
Processing
Standards
Reduction
Fee Waivers
Subsidies

1604 units
998 L
606 M

Specific Plan
Development
Agreements

10% VL,
L, M

10% VL, L, M

Yolo County

Density Bonus
Expedited
Permit
Processing
Fee Waivers

NA

Voluntary
Knights
Landing/Esperata
Plan areas

10% VL

15% L

West
Sacramento

Density Bonus
Standards
Reduction
Fee Waivers
Density Bonus

348 units
239 VL
109 L

Mandatory for
Redevelopment
Project Areas

6% VL
9% L/M

6% VL
9% L/M

Woodland

Voluntary citywide

TBD

VL - Very low households (> 50% median income)
L - Low income households (51% - 80% median income)
M - Moderate income households (81% - 120% median income)
Sources: Creating Affordable Housing Programs in California, California Coalition for Rural Housing
Project , November 1994; Carol Stewart, City of Roseville; Tina Gontarski and Joanne Auerbach , City
of West Sacramento; Nancy Conk, Community Housing Opportunities Corporation.

26

3'7

M
O)

rn
^

Table 4-7
INCOME LEVELS AND MAXIMUM HOUSING PAYMENTS
Sacramento Countywide Area
1999
Maximum Monthly Housing Expense (Income Limits x.30/.12)

;9'

Size
1
2

Income
$18,150
20,750

Payment
$453.75
518.75

3

23,350

583.75

4

25,950

Payment
$726.25
830.00

Income
$36,300
41,500

41,500

933.75
1,037.50

46,700
51,900

44,850

1,121.25

56,100

Income
$29,050
33,200
37,350

Moderate

Median

Low

Very Low

Household

Payment

Income

Payment

$907.50
1,037.50
1,167.50

$43,600
49,850

$1,090.00
1,246.25

56,050

1,297.50

62,300

1,401.25
1,557.50

1,402.50

67,300

1,682.50

5

28,050

648.75
701.25

6

30,100

752.50

48,150

1,203.75

60,200.

1,505.00

72,250

1,806.25

7

32,200

805.00

51,500

1,287.50

64,400

1,610.00

77,250

1,931.25

8

68,500
1,370.00
54,800
856.25
34,250
Department of Housing and Community Development

1,712.50

82,250

2,056.25

Source:

Monthly Mortgage Payments for Ownership Homes
(Principal, Interest, Taxes and Insurance)
Sales
Price

Monthly
Payment
@ 7%t

Affordability
% Median Income

<50%
$17,645
$441
60,000
<50%
, 23,560
589
80,000
50-80%
29,395
735
100,000
80%
41,185
1,030
140,000
100-120%
52,935
1,323
180,000
Assumptions:
5% downpayment
30 Year Term
Taxes and Insurance (real estate and mortgage) .0135
Affordability at 30% of Income
Median Income based on a four-personhousehold
Note:
11-99 Public Review Draft - City
of Sacramento Housing Element

Affordability
% Median Income

Monthly
Payment
@ 8% .

$611
828
1,034
1,449
1,863

Monthly
Payment

Affordability
% Median Income

@ 9%

$24,841
33,121
41,402
57,963
74,523

3.4-8

<50%
50-80%
80%
100-120%
>120%

$661
882
1,102
1,543
1,984

$26,457
35,275
44,094
61,732
79,369

50-80%
50-80%
80-100%
100-120%
>120%

Table 3-9
OCCUPATIONS WITH THE MOST OPENINGS
SACRAMENTO COUNTY
1995-2002
Job Openings

Occupation

Median Wage

Median Salary

Salespersons, Retail

6,850

7.27

$15,122

Cashiers

6,800

6.44

$13,395

General Office Clerks

41410

9.26

$19,261

General Managers, Top Executives

4,390

26.04

$54,163

Waiters & Waitresses

3,610

5.34

$11,107

Secretaries, General

2,509

11.39

$23,691

Computer Engineers

2,120

27.46

$47,117

Systems Analysts - E.C. Data Proc.

2,060

NA.

#Value!

2,010

20.82.

$43,306

Registered Nurses

..

.

Receptionists, Info clerks

1,980

Teachers-Elem School

1,940
.

Counter Attendants - Food

1,910

.
.

8.3

$17,264

17.33

$36,046

7.04

$14,643

Janitors, Cleaners

1,890

7.58

$15,766

Main. Repairers, Gen'l Utility

1,630

10.78

$22,422

Financial Managers

1,570

24.67

$51,314

Accountants & Auditors

1,550

14.69

$30,555

Teachers-Secondary School

1,540

19.27

$40,082

Sales Reps, Non-Scientific

1,440

11.34

$23,587

Guards and Watch Guards

1,440

6.75

$14,040

Engineer, Math, & Nat Sci Mgrs

1,390

NA

#Value!

Elect, Electronic Engineering Tech

1,370

16.57

$34,466

1,320

8.83

$18,366

Hand Packers & Packages

1,280

6.88

$14,310

Bookkeeping, Accounting Clerks

1,270

12.04

$25,043

Assemb, Fabricators-Ex Mach.

1,250

8.32

$17,306

Elect. & Electronic Engineers

1,180

27.2

$56,576

Teacher Aides, Paraprofessional

.
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Table 4-7
ESTIMATED SALES PRICES OF SELECTED NEW SUBDIVISIONS
CITY OF SACRAMENTO 1999
Estimated Sales
Lot Size
# Units #Bedrooms SQ FT
Project Name Community
Prices
$139,95-5
1,600-1,70
1,317
2
45
Metro Square Central City
$149.950- $174,950
3
1,449-1,549 1,600-1,700
$137,990- $149,990
4,725
1,230-1,441
3
South
Natomas
353
Reflections of
Sacramento
$156,990
4,725
1,650
4
$200,990
6,300
1,802
3
108
South Natomas
Warmington
at Riverbend
$220,990- $255,990
6,300
2,059-2,559
4
$275,990
6,300
2,901
5
$154,950$184,950
4,000
1,370-1,887
3
93
South Natomas
Provence
$149,990- $172,990
51170
1,182-1,543
3
88
South Natomas
Riversgate
Series I
$183,990
5,170
1,671
4
- 4,
4,725
1,232
3
100
North Natomas
Gateway
West
$150,000
4,725
1,659
4
1775
1,733
3
73
atomas
ort
ort oroug
Village 5
$210,000
5,775
2,673
4
7_47,0001,400
3
69North atomas
ortpointe
Park Village 5
$174,000
2,620
1,922
4
6,300
4,
-2
p
543
4
674
7
138
Gateway West North atomas
Villages 4&9
ortoroug

North

atomas

1,475

4,725

2,345

4,725
4,725

# 10
4.
Gateway

est North

-

4

atomas

$199,000
-

Villages 5,7&8
Gateway West North

atomas

124

4

Lakeside
$236,000

5
Parkway aza North
Villages 1 &3

ortoroug

North

atomas

atomas

4
5
3

2,191
3,179
2,244

6,300
6,300
6,8

$220,000
$265,000
$220,000

atomas

4
5
3

2,244
3,714
1,633 '

6,825
6,825
5,2

$220,000
$275,000
$220,000

4

2,546

5,250 ,

$275,000

Village

NortFborough
Village 3-1

ort

70
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N orth pointe
Village 2&7A
ort pointe
Village 3&4

ortpointe
Village 12
Kimball Hill
Homes
Parcel 21

N orth

atomas

1, 344-1,967

14 0

2,64 T

N orth

4,725

$149,000- $179,000

6,3

T169,00

2,789-3,080
3,495
2,346

6,300
6,300

$169,000
$220,000

atomas

4
5
4

North Natomas

5
3

4,245
1,642

6,825
4,500

$340,000
$160,000

4
5

1,642
2,954
1 , 317
1,637
2,164
3,250

4,500
4,500

$160,000
$230,000

4,703
5,362
5,968

$170,641
$196,840
$263,141

. N orth

Averages

85

2 , 267
3
4
5

Source: Planning Director's Special Permits
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Attachment A
City of Sacramento Draft Housing Element Fact Sheet
Needs Analysis

•

Compliance - City out of compliance with State law which requires updated element every five
years. Without an adequate supply and choice of housing Sacramento will have difficulty
meeting local goals for strong and vibrant neighborhoods and healthy economy

•

Growth/Land - City has an adequate supply of residential vacant land to accommodate future
needs for 16,751 units by 2002 and meet projected population growth (31 % low income; 24%
above moderate income). 66% of the vacant residential land is located in North Natomas..

•

Low Wage Jobs - Fifteen of the twenty six fastest growing occupations in Sacramento region
pay less than $12.35 per hour ( e.g. retail salesperson, electronic assemblers)

•

Ownership Affordability - The sales prices for newly constructed homes in North Natomas
range from $130,000 - $350,000. Entry level homes are generally affordable only to a household
of 4 earning $51,900 (median income)

•

Rental Affordability- The exiting housing supply is generally affordable to low income
households who can afford a maximum two bedroom rent of $938 per month. However, rents
for newly constructed two bedroom units in Natomas are not affordable ($1100/month).

•

Fees- For a typical 100 unit subdivision, fees range from $11, 179 per unit (infill) to $28.000 per
unit (North Natomas). Multi family fees range from $5200 per unit (infill) to $15.000 per unit
(North Natomas).

•

Opt Outs - Approximately 3000 assisted housing units under federal contracts may convert to
market rents creating significant loss of existing affordable housing.

Program Highlights

•

Fair Share Plan - The City should maintain a balance and appropriate mix of affordable housing
through-out the City to avoid over concentration and guide financing of affordable housing.

•

Mixed Income Housing - A percentage of all new developments should be affordable to very
low income households in new growth areas to address future housing needs.

•

Fee Reductions/Regulatory Concessions/Infrastructure Standards - Fee waivers or deferrals,
modifications to development standards and infrastructure requirements (e.g modified street
improvements, drainage and parking requirements) needed to assist low income development.

Multi Family Streamlining/Shelters - Staff level approval process for multi family, design
guidelines to improve quality of development and rescind the emergency shelter moratorium.
•

Boarded and Vacant Home Program - Expand incentives to contractors to purchase these
properties, rehabilitate them and sell them to low and moderate income households.

•

Rental Inspection - Establish a pro-active rental inspection program to prevent deferred
maintenance, deterioration and demolition of the rental (multi-family) housing stock.
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Attachment B
-Draft Housing Element(DHE) Public Review Schedule
Date/Time
10/18%99

Meeting/Action
Area I Leadership Meeting

Location
Hart Senior Center

10/28/99

Area 2 Leadership Meeting

Stockton Boulevard Service Center

11/5/99

Released DHE

1231 I Street , Suite 300

11/10/99

ECOS Meeting

RT Board Meeting

11/22/99

Area 3 Leadership Meeting

Meadowview Community Center

11/23/99

City. Council Workshop

City Hall

12/2/99

Planning Commission Workshop

1231 I Street, Hearing Room

12/7/99

Submit to HCD for review

NA

1/10/00

Notomas Community Association Meeting Notomas Service Center

1/13/00

Service Providers Meeting

Community Services Planning
Council

1/27/00

Area 4 Leadership Meeting

Hagginwood Community Center

2/3/00

Building Industry Association Meeting

3310 Watt Avenue

2/22/00

Sierra Curtis Neighborhood Assoc Meeting Sierra 2 Community Center

3/1/00

Sacramento Housing Alliance Workshop

925 L Street

4/12/00

Release Final Revisions

12311 Street, Suite 300

3/30/00(5:30) City Planning Commission Hearing

1231 I Street, Hearing Room

4/5/00(6:00)

600 I Street

Sacramento Housing and Redevelopment
Commission Meeting

4/18/00(5:00) Negative Declaration Comment Deadline

1231 I Street, Suite 300

4/20/00(5:30). City Planning Commission Hearing

1231 I Street, Hearing Room

6/13/00(7:00) City Council Hearing

City Hall

y^^.
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Attachment C
Summary of Comments
11/99 Draft Housing Element
Department of Housing and Community Development (1/21/00 Letter)
Al.

Land Inventory should be revised to clearly demonstrate consistency between the General
Plan land use designation, community plan land use designation and zoning on multifamily
parcels included in Tables 5-1 and 5-2.

A2.

Demonstrate that the densities for multifamily parcels in Natomas are realistic to
accommodate its regional share need for low and very low income households.

A3.

Demonstrate that multifamily zoned parcels are serviced by infrastructure and have sufficient
capacity to allow development by the end of the planning period.

A4.

Expand-the entire inventory of projects that have potential to convert during the analysis
period to fully address the types of risk or the level of risk of the various types of financing
programs available.

AS.

The cost analysis should compare the cost of replacing the units with the cost of replacing
the subsidy

B.1

Further analysis of the feasibility of sites is needed to determine programs for adequate sites.

B.2

The City indicates on p. 3.10-9 that "it is considering amending the infill program to offer
more density flexibility such as density increase or decrease." State density bonus law
precludes local governments from offering incentives to developers that would undermine
the intent of this statute to significantly contribute to the economic feasibility of developing
affordable housing. The City should expedite the adoption of a density bonus ordinance
(Program 5.2) consistent with State Density Bonus Law and extend it's application to the
entire city.

B.3

The Mixed Income Program (2.16) should specify the percentage of new housing that will
be required to be affordable to very low income households.

B.4

The program should clarify how the city will implement this program and what specific
incentives will be offered to developers to ensure program feasibility.

B.6

Program 4.1 should describe the conditions under which emergency shelters and transitional
housing will be permitted

M99-036
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B.7

The City should quickly implement Program 4.10 which repeals the prohibition on the
development of new homeless and transitional housing.

B.8

The City should adopt clear and objectives standards for shelters (Program 4.1)

B.9
B.10

The City should adopt the fair share plan (Program 3.1 and 3.2) to accommodate it's regional
I share need for all income levels.
The City should expedite it's adoption of the multi family permit streamlining (Program 4.9)
and the multi family Design Guidelines (5.3).

Resources For Independent Living (12/28/99 Letter)
1.

Inadequate analysis of physically disabled population

2.

Social Services Siting Policy should take into account accessibility by means of public
transportation and where people currently reside that use these services

3.

Fair share plan should also mention that housing be near public transportation and have
proximity to commercial and social services

4.

Include map showing light rail and other transportation services in North Natomas

5.

Include under fair share housing impediments a discussion of lack of general adaptability or
visitability for new construction single family housing (see ordinance). Include minimum
accessibility requirements including no step entrance into the unit, interior halls and
doorways of 32" minimum, and a first floor wheelchair accessible bathroom.

North Laguna Creek Neighborhood (12/10/99 Letter)
1.

Element lacks current and accurate information to support decisions (old Census data).

2.

Invest more resources in planning to support revitalization efforts

3.

Implement a city strategy to revitalize neighborhoods in the light rail corridors though the
establishment of special planning districts which include mixed income housing and
neighborhood retail and commercial uses

3.

Fair share plan over concentrates low income housing in poor neighborhoods/should apply
to all neighborhoods (24`h & Meadow-view project)

4.

Mixed income policy should not be limited to new growth areas

_!^:
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5.

Comprehensive policy should take into account the health of the whole community

6.

Element does not take into account Section 8 subsidized housing when identifying low
income housing concentrations (Table 2-4)

7.

The council should investigate the feasibility of controlling where Section 8 vouchers may
be used to assure a fair share distribution of affordable housing

8.

The multifamily streamlining and shelters policy would take the public out of the review
process and reduce the likelihood of appropriate designed projects in each community
Homeowners should have a stake in when projects are cited in their neighborhood.

9.

The Multifamily design principles should address social and visual impacts on communities
and projects should be blended into the community.

Community Meetings (Natomas Community Association, Area 4 Leadership Meetings)
l.

Need better code enforcement to fix Parker Home subdivision (1940's HUD project)?

2.

North and South Natomas should be combined for purpose of fair share funding (no more
apartments)

3.

Multi family has greater impact on school funding and enrollment
Larger poorly maintained apartments projects have had a major negative impact on
neighborhoods and property values

5.

6.

I

Over concentration of Section 8 tenants have negatively affected property maintenance (need
training on tenant responsibilities)
Vacant inventory should include infill sites less than 2 acres (biased towards North Natomas)

BIA Comments
1.

Eliminate special permit requirement for single family subdivisions in PUD's in North
Natomas

2.

Unable to comment on proposed mixed income policy until it is fleshed out (form working
group)

3.

High development costs, fees and neighborhood opposition make affordable housing
infeasible

4.

Some concern about multi family design guidelines adding cost (affordabiltiy impact)

^`7
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Fair Housing Groups
1.

Form SRO Task Force to review replacement housing requirements

2.

Major problem with landlords not honoring Section 8 certificates (tight housing market)

League of Women Voters
1.

Add assertively market infill opportunities (Goal 1)

2.

Support increase in North Natomas affordable housing

3.

Include residential areas as suitable for emergency shelters (Goals 4:program 4.1)

4.

Identity specific staff responsible for implementation actions (Goals 10)

Garv Collier
1.

Increase commitment to code enforcement to address'substandard building conditions.for the
Parker Homes development

Greg Wadrip
I.

There is an over concentration of affordable units in North Natomas given the existing
concentration of affordable unts in South Natomas

2.

There are numerous problems with the administration of the Section 8 voucher program
including basic maintenance, crime and illegal drug use. Should be required to attend
program on basic home maintenance.

Legal Services of Northen California
1.

Adopt fee waiver and deferral program, density bonus ordinance, PDSP process for
mutifamily development, SRO Task Force and repeal emergency shelter prohibition
concurrently with adoption of the housing element

2.

Provide more details on how the city will implement the mixed income program

3.

Expand the inventory of potential sites for emergency shelters to include c2 zoned sites

4.

The city should commit to a program of capacity building for existing non-profits housing
providers to purchase and preserve Opt outs units

5.

The city must revise the housing element to comply with the mandate of H&S Code Section
33334.4 to expend monies in the low an moderate income housing fund to assist in the

01?
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development of housing units for persons of low and very low income in at least the same
proportion as the total number of units needed for those income groups in the Housing
Element.
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SACRAMENTO CITY/COUNTY
FAIR SHARE TRACTS

Source: Sacramento Housing & Redevelopment Agency
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0 City Boundary
Fairshare Eligible Tracts
Communities

RESIDENTIAL

Attachment E

In 1992, only 337 acres of the North Natomas Community Plan area were used for housing: the rural
estates community located north of Del Paso Road and west of the Natomas East Main Drain, a mobile
home park located along El Centro Road, and a variety of single family residential units in the County.
VISION

Fourteen neighborhoods, consisting of between 1,500 to 3,000 dwelling units each, are proposed in
the North Natomas Community. Each neighborhood is designed to provide a balance of three different
housing densities with a variety of housing types, lot sizes, and affordability to serve the broad
spectrum of residents. An elementary school shall serve as the neighborhood's focal point. Figure 4
illustrates the proposed neighborhoods, each with a variety of housing densities and types, typical
range of dwelling units, and with an elementary school as the focal point.
Each dwelling unit should have convenient access to commercial centers using local connections, such
as local streets or ped/bikeways, and residential collectors, instead of traveling on an arterial or
collector street. At least 80 percent of the dwelling units shall be a maximum of 880 feet from open
space, including public and private parks, drainage corridors, buffers, golf courses, lakes, and other
open space opportunities.
The plan fosters the formation and function of neighborhood associations as a method to strengthen
neighborhood ties. Neighbors can join together to take advantage of opportunities and solve common
problems.
GUIDING POLICIES

A.

Each neighborhood shall provide a variety of housing densities,'types, and prices to enhance a
neighborhood identity, serve the wide array of residents, and avoid monotony.

B.

Each neighborhood shall have an elementary school as its focal point located near the center of
the area.

C.

Each dwelling should have convenient access to a commercial center. Convenient access should
be provided along a local connection, such as a local street or ped/bike path, or residential
collector, rather than on an arterial street.

D.

At least 80 percent of the dwelling units shall be within 880 feet of open space. Open space
includes accessible public and private parks and parkways, drainage corridors, agricultural buffers,
golf course, lakes, and other open space opportunities.

E.

The formation of neighborhood associations should be encouraged to resolve common problems
and undertake neighborhood projects based on utilization of available neighborhood resources.

F.

Maintain a minimum jobs/housing ratio of 58 percent for the Community plan area and 66 percent
for the city portion of the Community plan area.

IMPLEMENTING POLICIES

Residential Density: To guide and achieve a range of densities, three average residential densities shall
be established and applied to the housing areas (see Figure 5). The Residential Density Program (Table
4) shall direct the development of residential land uses in North Natomas. The target average density
is the number of units per net acre and is used to calculate the community's jobs/housing ratio.
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TABLE 4
RESIDENTIAL DENSITY PROGRAM
YEAR 2016
TARGET
AVERAGE DENSITY
Low Density (7 du/ac)
Medium Density (12 du/ac)
High Density (22 du/ac)
Rural Estates (1 du/ac)

TOTAL

NET ACRES
1,655
784
461
261

%
52
25
15
8

3,161

100

DWELLING
UNITS
11,323
9,671
12,002
261

% PEOPLE/DU
2.55
34
1.91
29
1.54
36
2.55
1

POPULATION
28,873
18,472
18,483
666

%
43
28
28
1

66,495 100

33,257 100

Balance of Residential Densities in Each Neighborhood: Each neighborhood shall strive for a bala:
of residential densities. Neighborhoods located within close proximity to transit and Town Center s
provide a higher overall density than those on the perimeter of the community. The medium den:
residential can be used as a "linchpin" to help balance the neighborhood. For example, i.
neighborhood with primarily low density, the medium density should be designed to reflect a hig
Likewise, in a higher den:
density type, i.e. more rental opportunities, smaller lots, etc.
neighborhood, the medium density product type would reflect the low density types, i.e. owners
opportunities and larger lots. Figure 4 shows the proposed neighborhoods.
Variety of Housing Types: Because residents vary in their household size, the number of vehicles t
own, the number of generations in their home, their willingness to maintain a yard, their toleranc,
living near their neighbors, their ability to afford a large or small home, their preference to own or i
a home, their desire for shared recreational facilities and equipment, and their need for privac^
variety of housing types are needed. Residential developers thrive on economies of scale and w(
prefer to build a minimal number of housing types. A balance is needed that will provide suffic
housing types so that each resident can be happy living in the community but not too many that
developer cannot provide an affordable product.
To provide housing for the wide range of residents in the North Natomas Community, resider
developers shall provide a variety of housing types in each neighborhood. As a guideline to ensu,
variety of housing types, the maximum percentage of any dominant housing type should be 85 per(
and the minimum of any, minor housing type should be 5 percent. The following chart sht.
recommended housing types for each residential density. Residential developers are encourage
be innovative and responsive to the changing lifestyles of future residents and trends toward traj
telecommuting, zero-emission vehicles, and others.
TABLE 5
RECOMMENDED HOUSING TYPES FOR EACH RESIDENTIAL DENSITY
LOW DENSITY
3-10 DU/AC'
(7 DU/AC)2
HOUSING TYPE
x
Single Family Upscale Homes on 6,500+ sf Lots
x
Single Family Detached
x
Single Family Zero Lot Line
x
Single Family Z-shaped Lots
x
Single Family Patio Homes
x
Halfplex
x
Duplex
Townhouse
Condominiums
Garden Apartments
Conventional Apartments
1 Density range, dwellings per net acre
2 Target average density

MEDIUM DENSITY
7-21 DU/AC
(12 DU/AC)

HIGH DENSITY
11-29 DU/AC
(22 DU/AC)

x
x
x
x
x
x
x

x
X
X

Jobs/ Housing Ratio: A jobs/housing ratio is a tool used to gauge the relative balance of jobs and
housing units within a community. The ratio does not measure proximity of the jobs to the units. For
example, a community with a 100 percent balance of jobs and housing could have the jobs on one half
of the community and the housing on the other. No measurement has yet been designed that
successfully measures proximity.
The jobs/housing ratio is calculated as housed workers divided by employees. The number of
employees per dwelling unit used to calculate housed workers is 1.35. Table 6 below indicates
dwelling units, housed workers, employees and jobs/housing ratios. It also compares the proposed
ratios with 1986 NNCP ratios. As indicated in Table 6, both the community wide and the city wide
jobs/ housing ratios meet and exceed the minimum ratios from the original 1986 North Natomas
Community Plan.
TABLE 6
JOBS/HOUSING RATIO AT BUILDOUT ' .
Community Plan
Dwelling Units
33,257

Housed Workers
44,899

Employees
72,016

J /H %
62.3%

'86 JH %
58'/0

Employees
57,342

J /H %
70.4%

'86 J
6(F/0

City Portion of the Community Plan
Dwelling Units
29,898

Housed Workers
40,362

'- The no. of employees per household used to calculate J/H was 1.2 in the '86 plan and 1.35 in this plan.

Residential Rezones: The impact on the jobs/housing ratio of any proposed rezone should be analyzed
and the community-wide J/H ratio maintained prior to the approval of any rezone.

Neighborhood Associations: Large communities are logically broken down into manageable planning
areas, neighborhoods. Citizen action and involvement can be generated on the basis of enlightened
self-interest and mutual concern for the neighborhood. The City encourages the formation and
function of neighborhood associations for the following reasons: 1) to promote neighborhood ties, 2)
to foster genuine citizen participation, 3) to resolve common problems, 4) to benefit from common
opportunities, 5) to utilize local resources to benefit the neighborhood, and 6) to work with the school
organizations to benefit the schools. Designing, funding, and building a children's playground is an
example of what a neighborhood association can do.
Density Near Transit: Because of the interdependence of the community on transit and the desire to
promote transit ridership, the residential land areas within 1/4 mile of a light rail station or bus transit
center will be allowed to exceed the maximum high density range of 29 dwelling units per net.acre:
EC Residential: The Employment Center land use designation allows up to 25 percent of the acreage
to be devoted to residential uses. If all 25 percent of the acreage was developed with high density
residential uses at 22 units per net acre, 7,100± residential units would be added to the community.
Rural/ Urban Estates: Encourage rural/ urban estates adjacent to environmentally and culturally
sensitive areas to act as a buffer to more urban uses. Rural/ urban estates are large lots, up to one
acre in size. Examples of such sensitive areas include Fisherman's Lake, the Witter Ranch Historic
Farm, and other open space areas.
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Affordable Housing: To provide a wide range of affordability, including ownership opportunities
low and moderate income residents, each development shall comply with the North Natomas Hou:
Trust Fund Ordinance. Development in North Natomas must also comply with the Inclusior
Housing and Fair Share Policies of the City of Sacramento. To incorporate affordable hou!
opportunities throughout the community, the following housing types are encouraged: 1)resider
units over retail uses, 2) live-work housing units, 3) "granny flats" and other ancillary units, and
mix of duplex and fourplex units within single family residential areas.

Senior Housing: Because senior citizens are particularly reliant on transit and short distances to
.from daily activity centers, housing designed for seniors shall be located near transit, commei
centers, medical services, and parks. Pedestrian barriers shall be avoided between housing and d
activity centers.
Upscale Housing: Encourage residential developers to provide upscale housing through lower densi
and additional amenities. Upscale housing is intended to attract move-up home buyers who wis
move to or remain in the Natomas area. Homes with custom-style features would help create a rr
diverse and interesting neighborhood. Custom-style features could include high quality exterior builc
materials, larger lot sizes, and varied setbacks. Large lots would include those which are 6,500 sqL
feet or larger. Other features included in upscale housing are: architectural variations, qu^
landscaping, extra vehicle storage, homeowners associations, and other attractive marketing featu
Maximum Apartment Complex Size: The maximum size of an apartment complex is 200 units ar
acres. High density residential projects in excess of 200 units and 8 acres must create mull
apartment complexes separated by a local street or other linkage. Apartment complex developers s
promote architectural variety and the use of varied exterior construction materials on adjac
complexes. Also, the height of apartment complexes shall be compatible when adjacent to sir
family residences. Promote the placement of one/ two-story multi-family units along streets and o',
linkages as a visual break.
Noise Conflicts: Residential land uses shall be allowed if located outside an area with a noise imF
of greater than 60 db CNEL, as measured from the dwelling unit's rear yard. Residential land L
directly related to agriculture will be allowed within the 60 db CNEL noise contour. The potential nc
sources within the community include the Sacramento Metropolitan Airport; 1-5, 1-80, and other m
roadways; the Union Pacific railroad; and the Sports Complex.
Residential Streets: Design residential streets to be as narrow as feasible to decrease the amoun
land devoted to paving, to encourage motorists to drive more slowly, and to make a tree canopy ea
to provide. Private streets shall be discouraged because they promote inaccessible subdivisions wt
create barriers to pedestrian and bicycle travel.
Gross to Net Factors: The gross to net acreage for the residential uses is calculated by deducting
acreage devoted to major roadways then multiplying by the following local road factors to get to
acres: Low Density and Rural Estates use an 82 percent factor; Medium Density uses an 85 perc
factor; and High Density uses an 87 percent factor (see Table 3). These gross to net factors are u
to estimate the number of units projected for a land use cell. The actual density will be determil
at the time of the project application by direct measurement rather than using these estimating fact(
PUD Designation Required: All development in the plan area shall be designated as a Planned L
Development (PUD) and shall include a Schematic Plan and Development Guidelines for the PUD
Special Permit shall be required for any development in the PUD.
Development Guidelines: Each residential project shall comply with the North Natomas Developm
Guidelines as well as the specific PUD Development Guidelines.
^.
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January 21, 2000

Mr. Gary L. Stonehouse, Planning Director
Neighhorhoods, Planning and Development Services Department
City of Sacramento
1231 I Street
Sacramento, California 95814-2998
Dear Mr. Stonehouse:
RE: Review of the City of Sacramento's Revised Draft Housing Element
Thank you for submitting Sacramento's revised draft housing element amendment, received for
our review on December 9, 1999. As you know, we are required to review draft housing
elements and report our findings to the locality pursuant to Government Code Section 65585(b).
Meetings with Mr. Steve Peterson, Senior Planner. on December-9, 1999 and January 13, 2000,
assisted our review: This letter summarizes a telephone conversation with Mr. Peterson on
January 20, 2000.
Pursuant to Government Code Section 65585 (c), this Department has also considered comments
about the City's housing element from Legal Services of Northern California and Resources for
Independent Living.

As. you will recall, on April 23, 1993, this Department found Sacramento's draft housing element
required significant revisions to comply with State housing element law (Article 10.6 of the
Government Code). The current revised draft housing element is significantly improved over the
earlier draft and many of the requirements described in our earlier review have been satisfactorily
addressed. Nonetheless, revisions to the revised draft element will be required to bring the
element into compliance with State housing element law. We look forward to soon reviewing the
additional revisions.
We hope our comments are helpful to the City. We sincerely appreciate the assistance of Mr.
Peterson during the course of our review. We would be willing to meet or provide additional
assistance to aid the City in revising its housing element. Please feel free to contact Robert Maus,
of our staff, at (916) 323-3180.

,0-
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Mr. Gary L. Stonehouse, Planning Director
Page 2

In accordance with their requests pursuant to the Public Records Act, we are forwarding a copy
of this letter to the individuals listed below.
Sincerely,

Cathy 9-Creswell
Acting Deputy Director
Enclosures

cc:

Steve Peterson, City of Sacramento
Wendy Anderson, Legal Services of Northern California
Lisa Noling, Legal Services of Northern California
Brian Augusta, Legal Services of Northern California
Larry Stenzel, Resources for Independent Living
Marc Brown, California Rural Legal Assistance Foundation
Juan Acosta, California Building Industry Association
Kathleen Mikkelson, Deputy Attorney General
Terry Roberts, Governor's Office of Planning and Research
Susan DeSantis, The Planning Center
Dara Schur, Western Center on Law and Poverty
Michael G. Colantuono, Attorney at Law

Marcia Salkin, California Association of Realtors
Rob Wiener, California Coalition for Rural Housing
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APPENDIX
City of Sacramento
The following changes would bring Sacramento's housing element into compliance with Article
10.6 of the Government Code. Accompanying each recommended change we cite the supporting
section of the Government Code. The particular program examples or data sources listed are
suggestions for your information only. We recognize that Sacramento may choose other means
of complying with the law.
A.

Hn ^cing Needs,]2esnurcec and Constraints

1. The element should include an inventory of land suitable for residential development,
including vacant sites and sites having potential for redevelopment, and an analysis of
the relationship of zoning and public services available to these sites (Section
65583(a)(3). Expand the land inventory analysis to indicate and clarify:
.

The realistic development potential of multifamily parcels in North Natomas to
develop at the densities described during the current planning period. Sacramento's
ability to accommodate its regional share need for low- and very low-income
households is dependent upon vacant land identified in North Natomas.
The land inventory should be revised to clearly demonstrate consistency between
the general plan land use designation, community plan land use designation and the
zoning on multifamily parcels included in Tables 5-1 and 5-2. It appears that a
number of multifamily parcels within the North Natomas Community Plan Area
may not have consistent zoning, general plan and community plan designations. If
the City cannot demonstrate that the general plan and/or community plan
designations will allow development to occur at the zoned densities, a program to
amend the general and community plans to achieve consistency with the zoning
should be implemented or the element should identify other appropriately zoned
sites.
The City should also demonstrate that the projected densities for multifamily
parcels in North Natomas are realistic. It appears that despite the City's reliance
upon targeted averages for residential densities, the North Natomas Community
Plan may preclude development at the projected densities (within density ranges)
indicated in the element.
In addition, the vacant land inventory should be expanded to demonstrate that
multifamily-zoned parcels within North Natomas either currently are serviced with
the infrastructure necessary to allow development or they will have sufficient
infrastructure capacity to allow development to occur by the end of the current
planning period.

.

The description of the inventory of sites for emergency shelter and transitional
housing indicates that there is "a sufficient amount of vacant land or land with reuse
potential that could be suitable for homeless shelters or transitional housing
...located within industrial zones and within walking distance (1000') of a light rail
station or bus stop." This discussion should be expanded to include a more specific
identification of how many vacant and how many redevelopable acres exist within
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each land use classification conditionally permitting this use and the typical parcel
size. The City may also wish to indicate which community pan areas contain areas
permitting this development.

I

2. The element should contain an analysis of existing assisted housing developments that
are eligible to change from low-income housing uses during the next 10 years due to
termination of subsidy contracts, mortgage prepayment, or expiration of restrictions on
use (Section 65583 (a)(8).
The nature of conversion at-risk of the HUD-assisted developments subject to this
analysis has been affected by recent changes in federal law and regulations (OctoberDecember 1999). This Department is in the process of preparing technical assistance
materials to address this, but in the meantime our staff are available to clarify or explain
the following:
.

The analysis should be expanded to include the entire inventory of the projects that
have potential to convert during the analysis period, and to fully address the types
of risk or the level of risk of the various types of financing programs involved. For
example, the analysis in the earlier draft element identified bond-funded projects,
but these are not included in the current analysis. In addition, it appears that a
number of HUD-funded projects may have prepaid their mortgages in the last 6+
years, but their current status is not mentioned. The current status of any earlier
projects in the prior inventory omitted here is significant because their status'may
indicate the level of risk for other federally-funded projects - especially those
eligible to prepay beginning in 1998.
While the nature of risk of conversion has evolved during the past decade, it is still
necessary to have a complete list of projects and financing types relevant to the
local community in the assessment. After the inventory and analysis of recent
conversion activity is complete, the City can then prioritize the projected level of
risk for the identified developments.

.

The City may wish to group projects by funding source and ownership type as a
way to identify those projects with less prepayment risk. Oat-nut risk may be dealt
with in a different section, since different risk factors will need to be considered
than pre-payment risk.
For example:

1) Section 202 owned by a nonprofit
2) Section 231 properties in the inventory, but not at risk

1) While projects owned by a nonprofit may be less vulnerable to the risk of
conversion, these units cannot be completely discounted, but do not need to be
the focus of the prepayment risk analysis. Depending on the difference between
the contract rent and the fair market rent (FMR), the owner(s) may choose to opt
out of Section 8 - but this could be analyzed in the opt-out portion of the
analysis. These developments could be identified as "very low risk" for prepay
analysis purposes, but have a different level of opt-out risk.

as

.

3.

For your information, we encourage the City to examine the "visitability"
accessibility standards for new units assisted with public funds. It is our
understanding that Resources for Independent Living supplied a copy of these
standards to Mr. Peterson. These standards were adopted by the City of Austin,
Texas, and have the capacity to significantly improve accessibility for disabled
persons at a very modest cost.

The housing element shall contain programs which "address, and where appropriate
and legally possible, remove governmental constraints to the maintenance,
improvement, and development of housing" (Section 65583(c)(3)).
.

Program #4.1 should describe the conditions under which emergency shelters and
transitional housing will be permitted. For example, this is necessary to
demonstrate these standards will clearly encourage and facilitate the development of
such facilities. The City's new development standards for homeless shelters and
transitional housing should regulate the use and not the user.
Sacramento should quickly implement Program #4.10, the repeal of the current
prohibition on the development of new homeless and transitional housing. The
current moratorium on such developments conflicts with State housing element law.
The City should also quickly adopt clear and objective standards (Program #4.1)
and describe the standards in the element for criteria such as lighting, parking, and
fencing. This action is necessary for the City's standards to clearly encourage and
facilitate the development of such facilities. The City's new development standards
for homeless shelters and transitional housing should regulate the use and not the
user.

.

We note the City has a program to address apparent deficiencies in implementing
the fair share housing plan that now limits multifamily construction within new
growth areas (Program #3.1) and to exempt the North Natomas Area from the
policy's threshold requirements and allow the redevelopment agency to expend
funds on multifamily construction within census tract 70.03 (Program #3.2).
Adoption and successful implementation of these two programs in crucial to the
City's ability to accommodate its regional share need for all income levels. This
situation results because the vast majority of vacant multifamily land is in North
Natomas and financial assistance is likely necessary to develop units with housing
costs affordable to lower-income holds given the acknowledged high land costs in
this area.
Sacramento should expedite its adoption and implementation of Program #4.9
which will remove the requirement that all multifamily proposals obtain the review
and approval of the planning commission. This new program would be combined
with Program #5.3 (Multifamily Development Design Guidelines) to establish clear
and consistent standards for multifamily development.

t

4.

The housing element shall contain a program that preserves for lower-income
households the assisted housing developments identified pursuant to paragraph (8) of
subdivision (a) (Section 65583(c)(6).
Absent a complete analysis as required in A.2., above, it is not possible to evaluate the
adequacy of the City's programs to preserve assisted developments at risk of
conversion to market rate.

V

2) Projects funded under Titles II and VI are also not eligible to prepay. A few
owners have tried to do this to get additional considerations from HUD, and in
some cases have been successful. However, HUD currently can not allow these
projects to prepay.
.

In general, HUD Section 236 and 221 loans have the highest risk of both
prepayment and opt-out when they also have project-based Section 8 contracts.
These should be the main focus of the analysis, particularly regarding federal
funding.

.

In addition, there is a risk that for-profit owners may prepay by selling or by
refinancing. Where there is no change of ownership, there is no first right of
refusal process, as is required for sales. They may also choose to opt-out of or keep
project-based Section 8 (as a completely separate decision from prepaying the loan).
However, they are still bound by the federal and State notice requirements to HUD,
HCD, tenants, the City, etc.
If there is project-based Section 8, the owner m4 choose to opt out of that contract.
Mortgage prepayment and Section 8 opt-out are separate decisions and transactions,
although they usually take place concurrently. The owner may choose to refinance
and prepay, and keep the project under the Section 8 contract. The refinance
funding may also provide a subsidy to the owner and impose use restrictions, but
this is not assured: Where that has happened, the analysis should indicate the new
terms of use. For example, bond-funded refinances may have only 10-year use
restrictions.
If the project is sold, the units (assuming the new owner is a non-profit or a
qualified for-profit purchaser) will have use restrictions based on the requirements
of the new financing program, i.e., tax credits or mortgage revenue bonds (tax
credits have longer use-restriction terms, but again, bond funds may not). However,
the rent restrictions for these programs will not guarantee that the same tenants will
remain income-eligible to live in the units. If they are not, those tenants will need
to find other housing where Section 8 is accepted.
The worst-case scenario will be when the owner sells the property to a for-profit
purchaser who gets conventional financing and chooses not to accept Section 8
tenant-based vouchers. This analysis should assess the likelihood that tenants will
be able to find other units which meet their-family size, location, and affordability.
If available, the analysis could also include any differential in the amount of rent
that is the responsibility of the tenant, based on the change in the way the tenant
share is calculated.

.

The cost analysis should compare the cost of replacing the units with the cost of
replacing the lost subsidy. The City could estimate the cost replace the Section 8
subsidy. For example, this could be done on a FMR versus market rents by unit
size, and estimated by total number of units in the City.
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B.

Housing Programs

The housing element should include a. program which sets forth a five-year schedule of
actions the local government is undertaking or intends to undertake to implement the
policies and achieve the goals and objectives of the housing element. Improvement to the
City's housing element is highly dependent upon successful adoption and implementation
of a number of new programs in the element and appropriate revisions to others. We are
providing detailed comments in the. following areas:
1. Identify adequate sites which will be made available through appropriate zoning and
development standards and with public services and facilities needed to facilitate and
encourage the development of a variety of types of housing for all income levels,
including rental housing, factory-built housing, mobilehomes, and emergency shelters
and transitional housing. Where the inventory of sites, pursuant to paragraph (3) of
subdivision (a), does not identify adequate sites to accommodate the need for groups of
all household income levels pursuant to Section 65584, the program shall provide for
sufficient sites with zoning that permits owner-occupied and rental multifamily
residential use by right, including density and development standards that could
.accommodate and facilitate the feasibility of housing for very low- and low-income
households (Section 65583(c)(1)).
As noted in comment A.1 above, further analysis of the feasibility of sites described in
the element is needed. The adequacy of sites cannot be established prior to a more
detailed analysis.
2.

The housing element shall contain programs which "assist in the development of
adequate housing to meet the needs of low-and moderate-income households (Section
65583(c)(2)).
.

The City indicates on page 3.10-9 of the element that it "is considering amending
the infill Program (Program #5.2) to offer more density flexibility such as a density
increase or decrease.. ." For your information, State density bonus law precludes
local governments from offering incentives to developers that would undermine the
intent of this statute to significantly contribute to the economic feasibility of
developing lower-income housing (Section 65917)., Instead, the City should
expedite the adoption of a density bonus ordinance consistent with State Density
Bonus Law (Program #2.2) and extend its application to the entire City (with the
exception of developments of five or fewer units). We are sending under separate
cover a copy of our publications State Density Bonus Law -and a Model nensitv.
Bc,nns Ordinance to assist in developing an ordinance that conforms with State
density bonus law.

.

Sacramento's mixed-income program (Program #2.16) holds promise as a means to
economically integrate new housing developments and appears to be instrumental in
accommodating Sacramento's very low-income housing need. The housing
element should specify the percentage of new housing development that will be
required to be affordable to very low-income households. The program should also
clarify how the City will implement this program and what specific incentives will
be offered to developers to ensure program feasibility.

T
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Attachment G

LEGAL SERVICES OF NORTHERN CALIFORNIA
515 - 12th Street
Sacramento, California 95814
Telephone: (916) 551-2150
Fax: (916) 551-2196

December 23, 1999
Julie Bornstein, Director
Cathy E. Creswell, Acting Deputy Director
Mr. Robert Maus, Housing Policy Analyst
State of California
Department of Housing and Community Development
1800 3d Street, Room 430
Sacramento, California 95814
Mayor Yee and Members of the Sacramento City Council
Gary Stonehouse, Planning Director
Art Gee, Assistant Planning Director
Robert Thomas, City Manager
Stephen Peterson, Senior Planner
Neighborhoods, Planning and
Development Services Department
City of Sacramento
12311 Street, Suite 300
Sacramento, California 95814-2998
Re:

City of Sacramento November 1999 Draft Housing Element of the General Plan

Dear Gentlepersons:
Legal Services of Northern California (LSNC) represents low and very low income residents of
the City of Sacramento. On behalf of our clients, the following are comments on the Draft
Housing Element (DBE) of the City of Sacramento's General Plan that the City of Sacrament (the
City) submitted the State Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD) on
December 8, 1999 for review. We appreciate the opportunity to work with the City and HCD in
the preparation of a Housing Element that complies with state law and addresses the significant
housing needs of low and very low income households. To that end, we hope that the City and
HCD will consider the following comments.
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A.

INTRODUCTION

While we applaud the City's efforts to bring the Housing Element into compliance with state law,
the City must, and can, do more to address the substantial unmet existing and projected future
housing needs of low and very low income households in the City. The Sacramento region is
enjoying unprecedented growth in jobs and new housing for middle and upper income households.
In the midst of the current economic euphoria it is easy to forget that the vast majority of lower
income citizens in Sacramento does not live in housing that is decent, safe and affordable to them.
However, this economic growth will leave behind a significant number of families and individuals
within the City of Sacramento community. The City of Sacramento is significantly poorer than
the surrounding region. 28.6 percent of the City's households - in comparison to 16.9% of the
County's households - are at or below 50% of median income. Moreover, the DHE predicts that
the majority of the new job opportunities will provide, at most, low income wages. The DHE
forecasts that most of the new job opportunities in the occupations with the most openings in
Sacramento County through 2002 will be in the service and manufacturing sectors. (See DHE at
3.3-11 - 3.3-12.) Forty-seven percent of those jobs will pay median salaries of less than $18,000
each year. In other words, almost 1 out of 2 people filling the jobs in Sacramento's growing
economy will make salaries that place them in the very low income category as defined by HUD
and the City of Sacramento.
In addition, people making $18,000 a year are in the higher end of the very=low income category.
Sacramento's economy will also include approximately 23,000 others whose income is at or
below 30% of the median income, which corresponds to the income level of a full-time worker at
minimum wage. One shortcoming of the DHE is that it fails to discretely analyze the needs of
those individuals at the lower end of.the very-low income category despite the fact that those
individuals have the most severe housing needs.
As so often happens during periods of economic expansion, celebration for the increasing
resources available to some households eclipses discussion of the needs of those households left
behind. Some of the best examples of the gaps created by Sacramento's booming market, are the
approximately 3000 units that may opt out of United States Department of Housing and Urban
Development's (HUD) project based section 8. program. The coincidence of the booming real
estate market and the end of the section 8 lease terms creates a powerful incentive for owners of
the buildings to terminate their participation in the subsidy program. In effect, the market's
growth places more than 3000 residents at risk. Moreover, the SACOG allocation of need for the
City of Sacramento does not include those households that will be displaced through the opt-outs.
The DHE reveals that the City has few alternatives to homelessness for residents of projects
whose owners choose not to renew their HUD contracts.
As HCD is aware the City failed to revise the Housing Element for the 1989-1996 planning
period. As a result, the DHE intends to address simultaneously the housing needs for the 19891996 planning period and for the 1996-2002 planning period. The City's Housing Element is now
almost ten years overdue, and the housing needs of low and very low income households have
continued to grow.
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The City must work aggressively and proactively to ensure that the growing housing needs of low
and very low income households are met. All of the City's substantial political and financial
resources should be utilized to formulate innovative programs to address the affordable housing
crisis in our community. The Housing Element provides the City with an opportunity to express
the very best that Sacramento can be: a community that comprehensively plans for the needs of all
its members, including the needs of those who would have little influence on individual
development decisions.
' The DHE fails to comply substantially with the requirements of state Housing Element law in a
number of significant respects. As described in greater detail in this letter, the DHE does not: (1)
adequately or. properly quantify the existing and projected housing needs of all income groups in
the City; (2) include an adequate inventory of vacant land suitable for development or an adequate
analysis of the relationship of zoning and public services and facilities and services to sites
nventoried; (3) identify adequate sites for the existing and projected housing needs of low and
very low income households in the City; and does not (4) thoroughly identify governmental
constraints and propose programs to remove constraints to development of low and very low
income housing.
Based on discussions with a number of affordable housing developers working in Sacramento, this
letter proposes programs to expand the inventory of vacant land and remove other barriers to
affordable housing development in the City. The County adopted similar proposals in settlement
of Coleman v. County of Sacramento, a lawsuit brought by clients of LSNC, challenging the
County's failure to adopt a legally valid Housing Element. LSNC looks forward to working with
the City and HCD to develop similar and more-expansive programs in the City, and to bring the
Housing Element into compliance with state law at the earliest possible time.
In addition, we hereby incorporate by reference all previous written comments submitted by
LSNC and others relating to the DHE, including but not limited to those contained in our July 23,
1999 and August 31, 1999 letters.
B.

REVIEW AND REVISION

State housing element law requires the City to "review the previous element to evaluate the
appropriateness, effectiveness, and progress in implementation, and reflect the results of this
review in the revised element." (Govt. Code § 65588.) There are three parts to the information
that must be provided: (a) effectiveness of the element (section 65588(a)(2)); (b) progress in
implementation (section 65583(a)(3)); and (c) appropriateness of goals, objectives, and policies
(section 65588(a)(1)).
Chapter 2 of the draft housing element addresses this requirement, but fails to provide the detailed
analysis called for by Section 65588. The draft housing element reviews only five of the goals and
o jectives contained in the 19E5-19E9 housing element. Moreover, Chapter 2 fails to evaluate the
appropriateness of the goals, objectives and policies, and the effectiveness o, t e previous
onet e ess, t e information included in Chapter 2 shows that the City fell far short of
element.
its goals and objectives for housing for low and very low income households.

In re: Draft Housing Element
Sacramento, California

Page 3

3 70

1.

Shortfall of 8,812 new low and very low income housing units, 1985-89

Despite numerous deficiencies, this section of the draft housing element does show that the City
failed miserably in meeting the 1985-89 projected future housing needs of the City's poorest
residents. The City's asserted progress in meeting SACOG projections for the 1985-1989
planning period are included in Table 2-4 of the draft housing element. The City only produced
514 new housing units for very low income families, and 918 units for low income families -- a
shortfall of 8,182 lower income new units (4,170 very low and 3,998 low income units).

For the 1985-1989 planning period, SACOG projected that 4,684 new housing units were needed
for very low income households - but only 514 new units of affordable housing were produced
for these families. The City fel14,170 units short of the SA COG projected need for very low
income households for 1985-1989. For low income households, SACOG projected a need for
4,916 new units - but the draft element indicates that only 918 verified (publicly-subsidized)
affordable low income units were produced. The City fel13,998 units short of the SACOG
projected need for low income. households for 1985-1989.
For low income households, the City asserts -- without adequate support or analysis -- that 5,120
market rate multifamily rental units built between 1985 and 1989 are affordable to low income
households. The City may not, on the basis of the data and analysis included in the draft housing
element, count these units towards the SACOG low income new construction requirement.' The
City must document the affordability of these units, rather than relying on an "estimate."
It is impossible to tell how the 5,120 unit number was reached. The City estimates that 40% of
the new units of housing produced between 1985-1989 are multifamily units -- a total of 8,000
estimated new multifamily units (HE at 3.2-2). Rather than estimating the number of multifamily
units produced, the City should examine data and records in its possession, such as building
permits and certificates of occupancy, to determine the actual number of multifamily units
produced. Next the City estimates that 80% of the estimated 8,000 multifamily units are

City staff have provided LSNC with some documents relied upon in preparation of
1
Chapter 2. However, these documents do not support the City's assertion that 5,120 new units
are affordable to low income households. Moreover, City staff have been unable to locate
significant data and documents relied upon in estimating that 5,120 new units of housing
constructed between 1985 and 1989 are affordable to low income, oLS holds The City provided
with the following documents in support of Tables 2-3 and 2-4:
L
•
•
•

Second Quarter 1999 CB Richard Ellis Survey
1999 SHRA Assisted Rent Levels, Income Limits & Maximum Rents
CADA Housing Inventory since 1978

The City notes that "the project specific listing [underlying Table 2-3] is not included and
will be provided later." LSNC has requested this information from the City.

3 a1
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affordable to low income households.' This estimate is purportedly based on a survey of rent
levels at selected newly constructed multifamily projects in the City (1985-1988), summarized in
Table 2-3.
As an initial matter, the City may not rely on an estimate, but must document the affordability of
each new unit in order to count that unit toward the identified SACOG need. The draft housing
element indicates that only some new multifamily projects - not all - were surveyed.3 LSNC has
requested the survey data underlying Table 2-3 in order to verify the accuracy and extent of the
survey undertaken. City staff have indicated that the survey was undertaken by a student intern in
t e Planning Department, and that to date the survey data cannot be located. Without the
underlying data or an explanation of the methodology utilized, it is impossible to assess the
adequacy of the survey.
The City apparently concludes that 80% of new multifamily units are affordable to low income
households by comparing surveyed rents and SHRA affordable rent guidelines contained in Table
3-18 of the housing element. There are a number of problems with this comparison. First, the
c
affordable rent guidelines included in Table 3-18 are based on the Countywide median income,
rather than the City median income. The City median income is historically much lower than the
Countywide median. Thus, affordable rents for City residents will be lower than those contained
in Table 3-18.
Second, the affordable rents used by the City in is comparison do not appear to include a utility
deduction. (See DHE Table 3-18.) Affordability should be determined with reference to
or a e rent levels (30% of median low income levels), less a utility allowance. Affordable
rents should be determined with reference to rents less a reasonable utility allowance. In addition,
it appears that the City is comparing lower 1998 (or earlier) rental rates with higher (1999)
income rates, leading to the erroneous conclusion that surveyed rents are affordable to low
income households. The City must compare rents and income rates from the same year.

Private landlords frequently impose amount and source requirements that exceed low income
affordability guidelines. This is particularly true in a tight rental housing market, with low
vacancy rates. Thus even if the rent plus utility deposit is less than 30% of a low income family's

2

Eight percent of 8,000 units is 6,400 units. Without any explanation, however, the
draft housing element asserts that 5,120 of the new units are affordable to low income
households.
The City asserts that its survey of newly constructed
3
supports the conclusion that "new multifamily projects constructed
greater, provide adequate opportunities for housing affordable to Ic
explained above, the survey does not support this conclusion: In a2 projects with zoning of R2A: Delta Pointe and Park City. While
the unverified data included in Table 2-3) be affordable to low incclearly is not.

monthly income, the landlord's higher income requirements may exclude the family from the
project. Moreover, many landlords will not rent to families whose income source is government
assistance such as SSI, SSDI, welfare (CalWorks), or Section 8 certificates.4
Finally, the survey data included in Table 2-3 suggests that more 1 and 2 bedroom units, rather
than larger units, were constructed between 1985-1998.5 Thus even in the unlikely event that the
City demonstrates that some market rate units are affordable to low income households, the
housing constructed only-meets the needs of small families. Larger lower income families have
special needs for new affordable housing (See DHE at 3.3-26). The City must comp re income
status and family size with newly constructed new units to know whether the new units satisfy the
projected future need in the 1985 - 1989 planning period.
e
i e
2.

Rehabilitation of lower income units

Although the draft housing element concludes that the City exceeded its 1985-89 goal of
rehabilitation of 100 housing units, it fails to evaluate the appropriateness of the very low 100
unit goal. Moreover, the element fails to discuss whether the rehabilitated housing serves low and
very low income households. Rehabilitation frequently has the effect of increasing housing costs
for the poor, and the DHE should include an analysis of the existence of this phenomenon.
3.

Loss of SRO units

The previous housing element included a goal of preservation of 1028 SRO units and replacement
of 40 SRO units. SRO units serve as housing of last resort to the very poor, particularly elderly
and disabled single adults. During the 1985-1989 period, only 193 SRO units were rehabilitated,
falling far short of the 1028 goal. Moreover, rather than adding 40 units to the SRO_ inventory,
the City allowed the loss of 129 SRO units due to demolition and rehabilitation. Even more SRO
units have been lost due to recently adopted City policies which encourage elimination of this
important form of very low income housing. The draft housing element should include an
evaluation of the effectiveness and appropriateness of the 1985-1989 goal and objective, including

4
SB 1098 (Burton) signed by the Governor in late 1999 amends the Fair
Employment and Housing Act (FEHA) by adding source of income as a protected basis of
discrimination with respect to the provision of housing accommodations. Additionally, SB 1098
makes it an unlawful housing practice to use an income standard in the rental of housing that fails
to account for the aggregate income of persons residing together on the same basis as the
aggregate income of married persons. This legislation was proposed and enacted because of the
serious statewide problem with housing discrimination against the poor and disabled. Like all civil
rights legislation, it will take years of education and enforcement for the new legislation to impact
the behavior of discriminatory landlords.
Table 2-3 only includes the total number of rental units at each project. The
S
survey data should indicate the total number of units by size to determine whether new units meet
the size requirements of low income families.
In re: Draft Housing Element
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an explanation of City policies and actions that resulted in the loss of SRO units during the past
and present planning periods.
4.

Special needs housing

The previous housing element included a goal of 500 new senior housing units throughout the
City, but only 228 affordable senior units were built between 1985 and 1989. The draft housing
element fails to discuss or evaluate the lack of housing goals and objectives to meet the needs of
other special needs groups such as single-parent families, persons with disabilities, female-headed
households, and large families.
Despite its shortcomings, the draft housing element's review of the effectiveness of the previous
Housing Element should leave no doubt that the greatest need for affordable housing is for low
and very low income households. Rather than dedicate all and more resources to meeting this
need during the 1989-2002 planning period, however, the City, through the DHE, has allocated,
he needs of.
and plans to allocate, a disproportionately_..hig
moderate income households. The City's review of the previous Housing Element affirms that the
main focus of the DHE should be on promoting production of affordable housing in the City by
focusing funding resources and adopting programs to remove constraints to low and very low
income housing.
C.

HOUSING NEEDS, HOUSING RESOURCES, ADEQUATE SITES AND
CONSTRAINTS
1.

Housing Needs Assessment

The Housing Element must include "[a]n analysis of population and employment trends and
documentation of projections and a quantification of the locality's existing and projected housing
needs for all income levels." These existing and projected housing needs "shall include the
locality's share of the regional housing need." (Govt. Code § 65583(a)(1).)
In addition, the Housing Element must contain "[a]n analysis and documentation of household
characteristics, including level of payment compared to ability to pay, housing characteristics,
including overcrowding, and housing stock condition," and "[a]n analysis of any special housing
needs, such as those of the handicapped, elderly, large families, farmworkers, families with female
heads of households, and families and persons in need of emergency shelter." (Govt. Code §§
65583(a) (2) & (6.)) Although Chapters 3 and 4 of the DHE attempt to address these
requirements, as explained below the DHE fails to substantially comply with state housing
element law.
a.

Failure to quantify existing housing need

As currently drafted, the DHE completely fails to quantify existing unmet housing need by income
category. ( Govt. Code § 65583(a)(1).) Quantification of existing need is necessary to know
whether there are adequate vacant sites in the City to accommodate the existing and future
housing needs of its low and very low income households. The DHE does discuss indicators of

a ^,
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unmet housing need such as the numbers of households that are overpaying for housing ((based
on 1990 census data, 42,698 low and very low income households pay more than 30% of their
gross income for housing, (See DHE Table 3-19 at 3.3-23)), overcrowded households (12,335
households (See DHE at 3.3-18)), and special housing needs including homeless individuals who
do not have any housing at all. However, the DHE does not even attempt an overall
quantification of existing need by income category.
Moreover, quantification of the existing unmet housing needs of low and very low income
households should include the City's failure to meet the SACOG new construction requirement
for the 1985-89 planning penod. As explained above, the unmet need for very low income
households is4,170 units and 3,998 units for low income households, for a total of 8,168 low and
very low income housing units. In preparing its 1990 new construction need projections for low
and very low income households, SACOG does not consider the City's failure to construct
adequate units for low and very low income households during the 1985-1989 planning period. It
is the responsibility of the City to determine the 1985-1989 shortfall and to include this shortfall in
its quantification of existing housing need. Thus, as explained below, the City should increase the
SACOG new construction need allocation, at a minimum, by the 1985-1989 shortfall.

b.

Failure to adequately quantify future housing needs

The DHE does not adequately quantify projected future housing needs for all economic groups.
(Govt. Code § 65583(a)(1)). In 1990, the Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG)
estimated the City's new construction need by income group for the 1989-1996 planning period
as follows:
1989-1996 (extended to 2002) New Construction Need
Income Group
Very low
Low
Moderate
Above moderate
Total
(1)

Number of Units Needed
2,519
2,793
4,098
7341
16,751

The SACOG allocations grossly underestimate the City-of
Sacramento's future housing needs.

As an initial matter, the DHE must emphasize that the SACOG projections greatly underestimate
the future housing needs of all economic segments of the community. This is because SACOG
calculated the projections ten years ago -- in 1990. And the SACOG projections are based on
1980 census data! (See Final Regional Housing Need Plan for the SACOG Region, SACOG,
(Nov. 1990) at 2). In addition, the statutory deadline for the preparation and adoption of the third
revision to the City's Housing Element has twice been. extended, without any increase or
reevaluation in the SACOG need projections, from June 30, 1996 to June 30, 2002 (Govt. Code
§ 65588). Because the_SACOG projections are outdated and the City's Housing Element

37
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deadline has been extended, the SACOG projections fail to approximate the real future housing
needs of low and very low income households.
Moreover, the 1990 SACOG projections do not account for the loss of more than 3, 000
affordable multifamily housing units due to expiration of federal government housing assistance.
(See DHE Chapter 8: Preservation of Assisted Units). Although Government Code section
65584(a) now requires SACOG to consider "the loss of units contained in assisted housing
developments as defined in [Government Code section 65583(a)], that changed to non-lowincome use through mortgage prepayment, subsidy contract expirations, or termination of use
restrictions" in calculating regional housing need, at the time SACOG calculated the 1990
projections it was not required to include loss of assisted units. (See Final Regional Housing
Needs Plan for the SACOG Region, SACOG (Nov. 1990), App. D "Methodology for Estimating
Basic Construction Need" and App. F "Gov. Code § 65584). Thus, the SACOG projections for
low and very low income households should be increased by more than 00 umts to account for

the loss o t ese e er y-subsidized units.
The SACOG projections are merely a starting point for estimating new construction need by
income group. For example, as explained above, the City should increase the new construction
need to account for the existing unmet need of low and very low income households for new
housing. At a minimum, the City should increase the 1989-2002 SACOG projections to account
for the City's failure to meet the SACOG projections for the previous Housing Element planning
period, 1985-1989, for low and very low income households by 3,998 and 4,170 units,
respectively.
Moreover, the SACOG projections themselves are based on The 1990 SACOG future housing
need projections are based on a much higher vacancy rate than currently exist in the City. This
projections underestimate existing and future housing need in
C
difference means that t e
the City. (See Final Regional Housing Needs Plan for the SACOG Region, SACOG (Nov. 1990),
at 3 "If existing vacancy rates in some jurisdictions are in fact lower than estimates, then the
existing number of households would actually be higher than estimated.") The 1989 and 1990
state Department of Finance estimated vacancy rate was 7:45% and 7.62%, respectively. (See
Final Regional Housing Needs Plan for the SACOG Region, SACOG (Nov. 1990), App. E
"Vacancy Data - Year-Round Housing Units"). The draft housing element reports that the
vacancy rate for the first quarter of 1998 was only 4.3%. This rate is not an accurate reflection of
the vacancy rate in the City, because it includes vacancy statistics in the unincorporated area of
Sacramento County, El Dorado, Placer and Yolo Counties, where vacancy rates tend to be
higher.' As a result, the City's vacancy rate is likely to be lower than 4.3%. The City must

The vacancy rate data included in the draft housing element is inaccurate and not
6
DHE,
Chap. 3 "Housing Needs Assessment", Vacancy Rates at 3.3-19-20). The City
current. (
utilized vacancy rate data provided by a commercial real estate company, CB Richard Ellis. The
4.3% vacancy rate for the second quarter of 1998 reported in the housing element includes
vacancy rates for the unincorporated area of Sacramento County, Citrus Heights, Folsom, areas
of Placer and El Dorado Counties, and West Sacramento/Davis. The inclusion of these other
cities with their higher vacancy rates invalidates the 4.3% vacancy rate. Moreover, the City has
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increase the new housing projections for low and very low income households to take into
account the much lower vacancy rates that currently exist in the City. (See Final Regional
Housing Needs Plan for the SACOG Region, SACOG (Nov. 1990), at 2-3).
(2)

The DHE inappropriately reduces the SACOG allocation of new
construction need.

Instead of increasing the SACOG projections for 1989-2002, the DHE actually tries to reduce
that projection based on the City's speculation that some units are affordable to low and very low
income groups. (See DHE at 3.4-2 to 3.4-5.) However, without providing documentation of the
affordability of these units, the City may not reduce its SACOG allocation. (Final Regional
Housing Needs Plan for the SACOG Region (Nov. 1990), App. A).
As for "verified assisted units," Tables 4-8, 4-9 and 4-10 purport to summarize the number of
housing units constructed between 1989 and 1998 by housing type, source of subsidy (if any), and
potential income group served. These tables indicate that 775 new very low income housing units
were constructed between 1989 and 1998. LSNC requested project-specific data to support these
new construction numbers, including project name and location, number and configuration of
units ( 1, 2, 3 bedrooms, etc.), rent level, approximate date of occupancy, and financing. This
information is necessary to verify that the units are affordable to low and very low income
households, and that they were constructed and occupied since 1989. The City has provided
LSNC with an SHRA-generated "City Housing Production Report and sources documentation
listing the income level of each assisted household and [housing unit] between 1989 and 1998 by
program." (Letter from Stephen Peterson to Wendy Anderson dated Nov. 3, 1999).
The summary table supplied by SHRA to the City, and provided to LSNC, is inadequate for two
^ reasons. First, the summary table indicates that only 663 - not 775 - very low income units were
produced between 1989 and 1998. Moreover, it is tmpossi le to verify whether 663 very low
income uruts were produced during this time period with reference to the list of assisted
households generated by SHRA. One simply has no way of knowing which units are included in
the 663 (or 775) unit count. Moreover, the DHE fails to explain the discrepancy between the 663
and 775 very low income unit totals.
As for low income units, Tables 4-8, 4-9 and 4-10 appear to indicate that between 1989 and 1998
SHRA assisted in the development of 82 single family homes and 70 multifamily units, for a total
of 152 assisted low income units. Again, this number is not consistent with the underlying Table
provided by SHRA and included in the supporting documents provided by the City to LSNC,
which appears to indicate that 284 new low income units were constructed between 1990 and
1998. And it is impossible tell which projects/units the City is counting.

provided to LSNC the CB Richard Ellis' second quarter of 1999 vacancy data. The overall
vacancy rate for 1999 ( including all the regional housing markets listed above), dropped to 3.0%.
The City should calculate the vacancy rate with reference to housing units in the City of
Sacramento only, using the most current available data.
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If the City wishes to reduce its SACOG new construction numbers to account for newly
constructed subsidized and market rate units it must accurately and completely document the
existence and affordabili o these units. The City may not reduce its SACOG allocation on the
asis o an estimate. If the City "can document low-income units developed or in the process of
development, the low income need can correspondingly be reduced. Otherwise the minimum lowincome housing need is the [Regional Housing Need Plan] RHNP estimate." (Final Regional
Housing Needs Plan for the SACOG Region (Nov. 1990), App. A).
Finally, the City attempts to reduce its 1990 to 1996 SACOG allocation for low income
households by 590 market rate multifamily units which it asserts are affordable to low income
households. (See DHE Section 4.3 "Affordability of Units Produced" and Table 4-8). The DHE
provides no adequate data or analysis to support the conclusion that 590 market rate rental units
are or a e to ow mcome househol s. _
an
construc e e een
There is no explanation in the housing element as to how the 590 unit number is reached. Second
- as with the 1985-1989 allocation - the City may not reduce its 1990-1996 SACOG allocation
based on an estimate of new units. The 590 number appears to be some kind of projection based
on a "survey" of only 10 multifamily rental projects, summarized in Table 4-5. The notes to Table
4-5 indicate that the survey was prepared by CB Richard Ellis, "Sacramento City Apartment
Complexes," (8/16/1999). However, LSNC has requested clarification as to whether this survey
was undertaken by the City, like the survey of newly constructed units relied upon by the City in
analyzing the effectiveness of the 1985-1989 housing element. (See footnote 3, above). Even if
the survey were conducted by aprivate outside entity, the City must demonstrate the reliability of
the underlying survey. The housing element does not indicate whether this was done. LSN
requested from the City the survey and data underlying Table 4-5, but the City has not provided
it. Without the underlying data and an explanation o t e met odalogy utilized, it is impossible to
assess the adequacy of the survey.
In addition, the survey summarized in Table 4-5 compares surveyed rents with, it says, SHRA
Assisted Rental Housing Limits for low and very low income households. However the rents
not match those included in Table 3-18, and do not include a
4-5
included in the
utility deduction. Moreover, it is impossible to tel t e date of the surveyed rents, and whether the
lower 1998 (or earlier) rental rates with higher (1999) affordable rent
Ci y is compa
guidelines, as the DHE does in other areas. The City must compare rents and income rates from
the same year.
When the affordable rental rates including utility deduction from Table 3-18 are compared with
the rent levels included in Table 4-5, almost all the projects exceed low income affordability limits
(for example, all units at Adagio, Larkspur Woods, Governor's Terrace, Arena Commons and
Gateway West, and one bedroom units at Lakeview Garden Condos, Capitol View, The Crossing
at Riverlake; no three bedroom units are affordable to low income households). It is impossible
to tell how many total units of those surveyed may be affordable to low income households
because Table 4-5 does not indicate how many 1, 2 and 3 bedroom units are available at each
project.
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As we stated earlier, the affordable rent guidelines
median income is
City are
di an income.
Countywide median income, rather than the City
historically much lower than the Countywide median. Thus, affordable rents for City residents
will be lower than those contained in Table 3-18.
The City may not reduce its 1990-1996 new construction need
affordability of those units.
constructed housing units unless it specifically documents
estimate.
Without this documentation, the minimum low-income housing need is the RHNP
Thus, taking the SACOG 1990-1996 future housing need projections as a starting point, at
a
s of more than
minimum the City must increase these projections to account for the future
existing unmet needsto t e future need.
3,000 federally-subsidized units. Then the City must
At a minimum, the existing need includes the 1985-89 shortfall of 4,184 very low income units
and 3,998 low income units:
Existing and projected future housing need for to 20 21 very low income households
1990-1996 (extende
Remaining
SACOG
Loss of assisted
SACOG
existing &
Income
projected need
units,
projected
need,
future housing
category
shortfall,
1990-2002
1990-2002
need,
1985-1989
1990-2002
approx. 3820 for
low and very
low

4,170

Very low
(50% of
median)

2,519

6,689 + loss of
assisted units'

approx. 3,820
for low and very

3,998-

Low
(80% of
median)

2,793

6,791 + loss of
assisted units

low

Totals

c.

8,182

3,820

Analysis

17,314

of need for emergency shelters and transitional housing

include:
element law requires that the City'ss housing e^ledmeeTons
of emergencyshelter
quantification of the special housing needs of famtlt
p 4th at 1098). Although the DHE
Hoffmaster, 55 Cal. App.
(see Govt. Code § 65583(a)(6); and
includes some discussion of the special housing needs f families
Needs), the DHE fails toinclude an
DHE Chapter 3: Special Housing N
and
emergency shelter (see
gency
overall quantification of the existing and projected future ^ need for lysisrin luded in the DBE that
Nonetheless, it is apparent
transitional housing beds.
le, the DHE states that on
(see DBE Table
the existing need far exceeds the City's e need for shelter for exampin
p rovtdes
any given night, there is an existing
3-22 at 3.3-30) and 3,952 families (see DHE Table 3 -23 at 3.3 -3 1). However, the
without shelter through theiyea^r 2002.
no projection for the number of individuals who will be w
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Moreover, it is likely that this number will be significantly higher than the current need as very
low and low income individuals reach the end of the period for which welfare reform allows them
to receive benefits, SRO units continue to be lost, and federally subsidized housing is converted to
market rate rents.
Finally, the DHE's calculation of the City's homeless population is based on an arbitrary
methodology that underestimates the number of homeless individuals and families within the City.
e DHE calculates the City's homeless population by using the percentage that represents the
City's population relative to the County's population as a whole. Thus, the DHE states that the
City represents approximately 34% of the population within the County of Sacramento. The
DHE then multiplies the County wide homeless population by .34 to estimate the percentage of
homeless individuals and families within the City. In fact, the percentage of very low income
individuals and families in the City is considerably higher than in the County. 28.6 percent of the
City households are very low income while 22.1 percent of the County households are very low
income. Thus, the DHE should assume that a similarly larger percentage of homeless individuals
and families live within the City than in the County.
d.

Analysis of households at or below poverty level

LSNC and the Sacramento Housing Alliance have asked that the DHE include analysis of the
housing needs of those at or below 30% of median income. This analysis is necessary to
understand the housing needs of the poorest residents of the City, to focus City resources
accordingly, and to satisfy state law. Housing element law requires that the DHE analyze and
provide for the "needs of all economic segments of the community." ( Govt. Code § 65583).
An analysis of the housing needs of households at or below 3 0% of median -income is necessary
because of the City of Sacramento's unusual demographics within the region. The City of
o of the median
acramento h as an unusu y high percentage of househol s at or e ow
with
only 22.1% of the
income. 28.6% of the city households are very low income, compared
households in the unincorporated areas of the County. Moreover, an extremely high percentage
of the households at or below 50% of median income are also at or below 30% of median income.
16% of the City's households, more than half of the very low income group, are at or below 30%
of the median income.
An analysis of the needs of housing needs of the households at or below 30% of the median
income is essential because of the extremely diverse housing needs within the current very low
income group. The existing "very low income" category includes households of up to 50% of
median income. As a result, the "very low income category" includes households of diverse
needs, many of which require separate analysis. As a result, any analysis of poverty level
households' housing needs that relies primarily on the DHE's "very low income" category will be
inaccurate. As described in LSNC's July 23, 1999 Comment Letter, a very low income household
currently could have an annual income from zero to approximately $18,000 a year. Thus the
category includes people with no income, people living at or below 30% of median income
(approximately $11,000 a year), and the "working poor" ( minimum wage of $5.75 per hour x 40
hours per week x 50 weeks per year), who will compose almost half of the new employees in
Sacramento's growing economy. Each of those groups has divergent housing needs. For
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instance, a person on General Assistance might receive $700 a year to meet his/her housing needs.
The most that person might afford would be public housing, section 8 assistance, or shelters.
(See Sacramento Housing and Redevelopment Agency, What Housing can I Buy? An
Affordability Matrix for Sacramento at DHE 3.3-20). In contrast, another "very low income"
individual might work and receive up to $18,000 a year. In addition to public housing, section 8
assistance, and shelters, that person might afford a single room occupancy unit(SRO), a small
apartment, private subsidized apartments, shared housing, or a room in a boarding home. (See
id). These diverse needs make analysis of the housing needs of households at or below 30% of
median income a prerequisite to the analysis of the needs of "all economic segments of the
community."
Unfortunately, the DHE's analysis concentrates on those in the upper income levels of the very
low income category. Consequently the DHE fails to fulfill the state law mandate to analyze and
provide for the "needs of all economic segments of the community." (Govt. Code § 65583). For
instance, in a e 3-18, the DHE claims to state the level of rent t at ts affordable (30% of
income) for the different income groups. The table indicates that a very low income household
can afford $454 a month in rent. In fact, a very low income household that is at 30% of median
income (which is still above the federal poverty level) could only afford, at most, approximately
$272 per month in rent. The DHE's addition of a fifth income category would enable the DHE to
analyze more adequately the needs of those whose housing needs are most acute.
Although the City has added some analysis of the needs of households at or below 30% of median
income, that analysis is incomplete. Perhaps most significantly, the DHE fails to include any
quantified objectives to meet the housing needs of those at or below 30% of median income.
Indeed, City programs and policies have caused a drastic loss of housing resources for this
population. For example, the City's policies on SROs, emergency shelters, and transitional
housing (DHE at 3.6-8, City Council Reso. 94-057), reflect its current hostility to families and
rty' s quan tified ob'ective for the
e C
^ of the median mcome. Ind eed, th
mdividuals at or below 30 /o
rehabilitation
is "0." The DHE fails to
or
1996-2002 planning period for SRO new construction
include any quantitative analyses to support this o jecttve. Moreover, the DHE fails to show that
any of the City's proposed and existing programs and policies will meet the needs of the very
poor.
The City can and must provide an analysis of those households earning 30% or less of median
income. tty planning staff have told us that they are not aware of a data source to provide this
analysis. The 1995 Consolidated Plan for the City of Sacramento (ConPlan) prepared by the
Sacramento Housing and Redevelopment Agency (SHRA) is required to include data on the
housing needs of households earning 30% or less of median income, and on the ethnicity of lower
income households in the City. (See 1995 Consolidated Plan for the City of Sacramento).
Indeed, numerous federal planning documents, including the Consolidated Plan and Public
Housing planning documents, require the City to analyze the needs of those earning 30% or less
of median income. Census data is also available on the 1990 Census data lookup server, located
at <http://venus.census.gov>.
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2.

Housing Resources
a.

The DHE's inventory of vacant land does not substantially comply with housing
element law.

The Housing Element law mandates that the DHE include an inventory of land suitable for
residential development, including vacant sites and sites that have potential for redevelopment,
along with an analysis of the zoning, public facilities, services, and constraints to development
applicable to those sites (Govt. Code § 65583(a)(3).) The purpose of the site inventory is to
permit the City to analyze whether it has adequate sites to meet the projected future housing
needs of all economic segments of the community as determined by SACOG. (See Govt. Code §
65583.) In other words, the element must demonstrate that it has sites both sufficient in number
and adequate in character to meet the housing needs of all income groups.
If the City fails to establish the existence of adequate vacant sites for low and very low income
housing development, then the city must "provide for sufficient sites with zoning that permits
owner-occupied and rental multifamily residential use by right, including density and development
standards that could accommodate and facilitate the feasibility of housing for very low and
low-income households." (See Govt. Code § 65583(c)(1).)
Chapter 5 of the DHE, "Residential Land Inventory," claims to address both the land use
inventory (section 65583(a)(3)) and adequate sites (65583(c)(1)) requirements of the state
Housing Element law. For the reasons explained below, the DBEneither includes a legally
adequate inventory of vacant land, nor identifies adequate sites to meet the projected future
housing needs of low and very low income households.
The DHE does not contain the required inventory of vacant and redevelopable sites. Rather, in
Table 5-2 at 3.5-4, the DHE presents a summary analysis of the inventory, and an estimate of the
buildout potential of t ose sites, aggregated by Community Plan Area._This table groups vacant
parcels with diverse zoning into only two categories: single family and multifamily. (See Table 52 at 3.5-4.) The multifamily acreage includes parcels 2 acres and greater, zoned R-2, R-2A, R2B, R-3, R-3A, R-4, and R-5.

,

Nonprofit affordable housing developers with regional development experience have told LSNC
that to feasiblely support affordable. housing development, at a minimum, parcels in the City must
be at least 2.5 acres in size and zoned R3 or above (average density 27.93 du/ac or parcels
du/ac), in conjunction
greater than 2.5 acres with minimum zoning of R2 (average density
ddevelopment
fee
waivers
and/or
deferrals.
In
other
words,
affordable housing
wn p aniung an
e elopers must develop projects with a minimum of 40 to 50 units in order to achieve sufficient
onomies of scale to make the units affordable to low and/or very low income households.
It is impossible to tell from the aggregate data in Table 5-2 whether the size and zoning of each
parcel will support low and very low income housing development. A parcel by parcel inventory
must be part of the element. However, the inventory of sites upon which Table 5-2 is based was
provided to Legal Services of Northern California, a copy of which is attached as Exhibit C,
Attachments 2B and 3B. LSNC has reviewed Section 5 of the DHE and this separate vacant
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land inventory provided by the City of Sacramento to support its analysis and conclusions, and
we do not believe that the City has met its obligations under the statute.
(1)

The Multi-Family Inventory

LSNC is particularly concerned with the adequacy of the multi-family inventory, as multi-family
rental housing is most likely to provide units affordable to low and very low income households.
Accordingly, our comments are directed only to the sufficiency of the multi-family inventory.
According to the City of Sacramento, Attachment 3B "Multi-Family Build Out" is the inventory
of sites which provides the basis for the muiti-family zoned acreage in Table 5-2. This parcel level
inventory is further explained by Attachment 2B "Multi-Family List," which indicates the zoning,
general plan land use designation and community plan designation for each parcel listed in
Attachment 3B.
The City's inventory is limited to sites that are 2 acres or larger and have a zoning designation of
R-2A or above. While it is commendable that t eCity has made an effort to umt t e mu ti- anu y
inventory to sites which will support affordable housing development, the City has not gone far
enough.
As we have stated in previous comments to the City of Sacramento, nonprofit affordable housing
developers with regional development experience have told LSNC that, at a minimum, parcels in
the City must be at least 2.5 acres in size and zoned R3 or above, or parcels greater than 2.5 acres
with minimum zoning of R2, in conjunction with planning and development fee waivers and/or
deferrals. In other words, affordable housing developers must develop projects with a minimum
of 40 to 50 units in order to achieve sufficient economies of scale to make the units affordable to
low and/or very low income households.
The inventory contains several sites that do not meet this criteria. The inventory contains at least
four sites which are less than 2.5 acres. These sites should be excluded from the inventory, as sites
that do not meet this criteria could not be counted toward meeting the City's very low and low
income housing needs.
More significantly, the inventory is deficient, and does not demonstrate sufficient sites to meet the
City's housing need figures, for the following reasons: (1) A majority of the parcels contain
inconsistent general plan and/or community plan land use designations which make them
inadequate for residential development; and (2) the inventory contains parcels which are no longer
vacant or on which the owner has received a vested right to develop the parcel and thus can no
longer be considered available.
(2)

Inconsistent Land Use Designations

The inventory relied upon by the City to develop Table 5-2 includes a great number of parcels
^+- which have inconsistent general plan and or community planand use designations. Parcels with
general or community plan designations that are inconsistent wrt resi dential eve opment may
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not be counted toward the adequate sites requirement. Such sites are not available to meet the
community's housing goals as required under section 65583(c)(1). This is true for two reasons.
First, to be considered as part of the City's adequate sites analysis, the parcels must have
consistent general plan and zoning designations. (See Hoffmaster v. City of San Diego, 64 Cal.
Rptr.2d 684, 693).
Second, an inconsistent land use designation presents an additional regulatory hurdle to
developers who must obtain a discretionary land use entitlement in order to develop the parcel.
This is a particular difficulty for developers of housing affordable to low and very low income
households. Such developments frequently engender strong community opposition. The need for
discretionary approvals, such as general or community plan amendments, provide a basis for local
government to turn down affordable housing proposals. In addition, the protection provided to
developers of affordable housing by the state Anti-NIMBY statue ( Gov't Code § 65587.5) is not
available, because it is a prerequisite of that statute that the proposal be consistent with the
general plan. Even where a developer ultimately wins approval of the project, the often
contentious public hearing process can significantly increase expenses and therefore reduce
affordability of the resulting development.
For these reasons, the parcels in the City's inventory which have inconsistent land use
designations can not be counted towards satisfying the City's obligation to identify adequate sites
to meet its housing goals. In explaining Table 5-2, the draft Housing Element states at 3.5-3 that
the sites contained in the inventory "are considered suitable for residential development if they are
zoned for residential use, [and] have a consistent general and community plan land use
designation." The element further indicates that "in instances where a vacant site has residential
zoning but also has an inconsistent applicable general or community plan land use designation
( e.g. future park, school or non-residential use), the site was excluded" from Table 5-2.
Unfortunately, this is not the case. For example, of the 41 sites ( on 35 parcels) in North Natomas
iste tn Attachment 3B, 28 of those sites have general plan and/or community plan designations
which are inconsistent.mdth-the applicable zoning. Yet, these 28 parcels were included in the
inventory and Table 5-2.
We recognize that the City did reduce the gross acreage of some parcels to remove those acres
which have a general plan or community plan designation inconsistent with the parcel's zomng.
cult to
is no su ctent, or t e reasons set forth above. Moreover, it is diffi
ow ve
determine just how these lower figures were calculated. For instance, parcel 225-0040-017 is
listed in Attach. 2B as being 18.9 acres. However, Attach. 3B indicates that the parcel contains
only 16.87 acres with consistent general plan designations, and only 15 acres with consistent
community plan designations. It is not clear, therefore, how the city arrived at the 18.9 figure.
Whatever methodology was used, the correct remedy is to remove from the inventory the entire
^ parcel, not just the inconsistent acres.
Indeed, the City appears to agree that such sites should not be included in its inventory, yet not all
such sites have been uniformly excluded. On the third page of Attachment 3B, the City has
included a table titled "Sites with Inconsistent Land Uses." These sites were not included in Table
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5-2 in the Housing Element. Although the City does not explain its precise criteria for excluding
these parcels, Attachment 2B shows that the sites excluded have either a non-residential land use
designation or have zoning, community and general plan designations with differing permitted
densities.
Oddly, the City does not apply that policy to the parcels that supply the inventory with
almost 79% of the projected multi-family units in the Housing Element, those in North Natomas.
As noted above, 28 of the 41 sites in North Natomas have inconsistent land use designations, but
were not excluded from the inventory. Curiously, this is the only community plan area from
which no sites were removed for having an inconsistent land use designation.
The North Natomas sites must also be removed from the inventory. Doing so rugals that the
City's has not identified sufficient sites to meet its housing needs. Even assuming, for the
purposes of this discussion only that the maximum denstttes an gross-to-net conversion factors
used by the City to calculate buildout are accurate, the City's inventory shows only enough sites
with consistent land use designations to support 2,007 units at buildout, rather than the 8,094
listed in Table 5-2. This leaves the maximum multi-family buildout Citywide at only 3,843 units.
This figure is over 1,400 units short of the most conservative projected need figures for low and
very low income households.
(3)

Typical Density is Over-Estimated

Further, it appears that the City has over-estimated the maximum potential density in calculating
its buildout. City's "Attachment 1" is a chart of 80 pending and approved projects which the City
says it used to calculate by zoning category the average density of recent projects. From this an
estimated typical density was derived, which was used to calculate buildout.
(a)

Based on Small Sample

As an initial matter, the value of this estimate is questionable, given the relatively small
sample upon which it is based. For instance, the R-2A zone estimate is based upon only 1
approved multifamily project, 1 approved single family project and 2 pending projects, a total of 4
developments. Further, proposed densities are misleading, since actual density is often lower
when the development is complete than initially proposed by the developer. Thus, proposed
densities over-estimate the actual number of dwelling units per acre. In essence, then, the
estimated buildout of R-2A multi-family projects is based upon only one actual project, which
came in at 12 dwelling units per net acre (du/na), much lower than the 13.8 du/na that the City
has used in calculating multi-family buildout.
The deficiencies created by using a small sample could, of course, be corrected by expanding the
^,- sample. It is not clear whether the City's Attachment 1 is a sample or a comprehensive list of all
developments approved in the City. If it is the former, the City should produce a calculation
base upon a pen mg an approved projects during the 1990-1999 period, or provide an
explanation as to why such a calculation would be less accurate than the one they have produced.
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If it is the latter, the City should calculate buildout based upon a more conservative estimate given
the limited data available. As it stands now, the City's estimates are close to the maximum
permitted density in each zoning category. For instance, the City's zoning ordinance provides
that the maximum density for R-3 is 29 du/na; the City's "typical density" is 27.93. The maximum
in R-2B is 21 du/na, while the "typical density" for that zone is 20.27.
A recent development in the Meadowview Community Plan area illustrates that the City's typical
density figures are inflated. The Meadowview Apartments at 24th St. and Meadow-view Rd. is a
proposed multifamily development affordable to low-income households. Although the project
has been pending since at least March 1999 when the proponent first submitted its application to
the City's planning department, the project was not included in the City's list of pending and
approved projects from which it calculated its typical density figures. (See Exhibit C, Attachment
1). The project site is 11.59 gross acres in size, zoned R-2B and will consist of 170 units. This
is 14.66 dwelling units per net acre, far less than the 20.27 du/na that the city has used in
calculating multifamily buildout.
(c)

Typical Density Figures not Supported By Data

More significantly, the calculations of the densities in Attachment 1 are flawed. In Housing
Element Table 5.3 (which is based upon the Attachment 1 survey) the City concludes that the
typical R-3 density is 27.93. If one totals the "units/na" figure for each R-3 project listed in
Attachment 1, both pending and approved, and then divides that by the number of R-3 projects,
the resulting average is 25.47 du/na, not 27.93.'
--The city similarly overestimates the buildout for the R-2A zone. The City states in the Housing
Element in footnote 3 to Table 5-2 that R-2A is a flexible zone in which both single and multifamily development occurs. However, in-attempting to predict the amount of multi-family and
single family development that will occur, the city uses a methodology that results in an inflated
"typical density" for those parcels that will be developed as multi-family.
According to Table 5.3 the typical density for the R-2A category is 13.8 du/na. The City
calculated buildout for the R-2A zone by applying this figure to all R-2A zoned parcels in the
inventory, and then assigned half of the resulting units to its sin e-famil buildout figure and half
to its multi- a y uild out.
`

'It is not clear how the 27.93 figure was arrived at since all of the R-3 projects in
Attachment 1 were built or proposed at densities well below 27.93 du/na. It is possible that the
City included in its calculation the R-3A zoning category. Doing so produces an average of
27.39. However, if that is in fact the City's basis for its 27.93 figure, this figure is inaccurate.
The R-3A zone permits a higher density (up to 36 du/na) than the R-3 zone (29 du/na). The two
should not be averaged together since they are distinct zoning categories and an R-3 parcel can
not be developed at the R-3A density. Just as R-5 projects are not averaged with R-1 to
determine the maximum density of R-1, neither should these two zones.
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The City's calculation overestimates the buildout for affordable housing because the typical
density for multi family developments in R-2A, based on Attachment 1, is actually only 12.34.
The DHE arrived at the 13.8 du/na figure by averaging together in Attachment 1 both single and
multi family developments in the R-2A zone to calculate its typical density for that zone. This
results in an over-estimation of multi-family buildout, because multi-family buildout is calculated
using the 13.8 du/na figure, rather than the more accurate 12.34
The City acknowledges that its methodology in calculating R-2A buildout is speculative. (See
Exhibit C, Attachment 4 "City of Sacramento Housing Element Residential Buildout Inventory
Methodology" produced by the City of Sacramento.) Assuming that the 50/50 spilt between
single and multi family development is correct, a more accurate means of calculating the build out
would be to ( 1) divide the total R-2A acres by 50% to calculate the potential multi-family acreage
and then ( 2) multiply this potential multifamily acreage by 12.34 du/na.
To illustrate how this calculation is different, assume that the total acreage for R-2A is 100 acres.
Using the City's method one would multiply this figure by 13.8 to arrive at an estimated buildout
of 13 80 total units. One would then divide this figure in half to arrive at an estimated multifamily
buildout of 690 units. By contrast, using the method suggested above, one would first divide the
100 acres in half to arrive at 50 multifamily acres. This figure would then be multiplied by 12.34
(the typical density for multifamily R-2A) to estimate multifamily buildout. Using this more
accurate method reveals that the estimated buildout of multifamily units in this hypothetical
example is 617 units.
Making these two adjustments to the projected densities (using the true R-3 and R-2A multifamily
figures) and using those figures to calculate buildout on those parcels with consistent land use and
zoning designations reduces the City's estimated buildout in Table 5-2 even further. Rather than
8,094 multi-family units, the City's inventory demonstrates that it has adequate sites for only
1,887 units.
Given the shortfall, the City must identify further vacant sites, sufficient to meet its identified
housing needs. If it fails to establish the existence of adequate vacant sites for low and very low
income housing, then it must provide sufficient sites on which housing for very low and lowincome households may be built by right. (See Gov't Code § 65583(c)(1).)
b.

The DHE does not demonstrate that there are "adequate sites" to meet the
future housing needs of low and very low income households.
(1)

Entitlements and Parcels in Development

To meet the adequate sites requirement of section 66583(c)(1) for the development of housing
affordable to low and very low income households, the City must demonstrate that all parcels
included in the inventory are available for low and very low income housing development within
the current planning period. The parcels must be of sufficient size and density, with current
urther
zoning consistent with the applicable community plan/general plan land use designations.
7 the parcels must have all necessary entitlements in place which will allow the devel^nT„ent^
affordable housing. In the North Natomas Community Plan Area, this means that the multi-family
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inventory should only include those parcels with a current development agreement, PUD
designation, and applicable tentative master parcel map, and/or tentative subdivision map which
would allow for the development of affordable multifamily housing. The City must analyze
whether its identified sites meet this requirement.
Further, the inventory should not include those parcels on which the above entitlements have been
granted if those entitlements are not consistent with the development of housing affordable to
low and very low income households. Such parcels can not be included in the City's inventory
because those parcels are no longer vacant and available for development. The following parcels,
included in the City's inventory of vacant sites in North Natomas, are part of development
projects that are in construction or that have received land use entitlements sufficient to create a
vested right to development, that do not appear to support the development of housing to meet
the City's identified low and very low income housing needs.
APN
201-0300-016
201-0300-054
201-0310-003
225-0030-026
225-0030-028
225-0040-014
225-0040-015
225-0040-016
225-0040-017
225-0140-027
225-0140-028
225-0310-016
225-0310-017
TOTAL

Gross Ac Units
Zoning
134.53
R-2B-PUD 7.63
154.31
R-3-PUD 7.128
174.21
R-3-PUD 8.047
451.56
R-2B-PUD 25.61
66.16
R-2B-PUD 3.752
352.82
R-2B-PUD 20.01
333.60
R-2B-PUD 18.92
338.89
R-2B-PUD 19.22
333.25
R-2B-PUD 18.9
21.14
R-2A-PUD 3.928
463.61
R-4-PUD 17.602
134.29
R-3-PUD 6.203
193.69
R-3-PUD 8.947
165.897 3152.07

Absent an analysis of whether these sites are available to meet the low and very low income
housing needs identified in the Housing Element, these parcels must be excluded from the City's
inventory. Reducing the estimated buildout of Table 5-2 accordingly the City has adequate multifamily sites for only 4,942 units. As a result, the City's inventory does not demonstrate sufficient
sites to meet the identified housing needs of low and very low income households.
As stated in the preceding section, this shortfall requires that the city, as part of its adequate sites
analysis, identify further vacant sites, sufficient to meet its identified housing needs. If it fails to
establish the existence of adequate vacant sites for low and very low income housing, then it must
provide sufficient sites on which housing for very low and low-income households may be built by
right. (See Gov't Code § 65583(c)(1).)
(2)

Relationship of Sites to Identified Need

In addition to being premised upon flawed inventory data, as described above, Section 5's
adequate sites analysis fails to analyze whether the City has identified adequate sites to meet the
housing needs of each income category (see Gov't Code § 65583(c)(1)). The Element purports to
conduct this analysis in section 5.9, "Determining Adequate Sites v. Income Groups Served."
However this section is mostly a summary of preceding tables and other data. It reaches no
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conclusion as to whether the sites identified will support sufficient housing development to meet
the needs of each income group. The City must include such an analysis.
Further, this section indicates that "North Natomas rental rates may not be affordable to low
income households." Given that 78 % of the new rental units (in the form of multi-family
housing) are projected to be built in North Natomas, this accurate characterization of rent levels
must be followed by an analysis of how, in spite of this, the City intends to meet the identified
housing needs of low and very low income households.
c.

The DHIE does not demonstrate that there are "adequate sites" to
meet the need for emergency shelters and transitional housing units.

As described in greater detail in the "Constraints" section below, the City's moratorium on new or
expanded publicly-funded emergency shelter, the requirement that emergency shelter providers
obtain a special permit to operate anywhere in the City, and other factors, cause the City to be
unable to identify adequate sites "adequate sites" for emergency shelter development during the
planning period ( Section 65583 (c)(1) (emphasis added)). (See Hoffinaster v. City of San Diego,
55 Cal. App.4th 1098, 64 Cal.Rptr.2d 684 (1997)).
As a result of those policies, there are currently no adequate sits for emergency shelters or
transitional housing within the city. The City claims that it will identify sites suitable for
emergency shelters. ( see DHE Program 4.1 at 3.10-17) However, the City has not provided the
parcel specific list of those sit.es. Furthermore, the three zones ( C-4; M-1 and M-2)'in which.the
City suggests it will locate the sites are inadequate, as described below in the "Constraints"
section. In addition, the DHE does not specify the level of review that the City would impose
^ upon potential developers of emergency shelters in those zones. If the City continues to require a
( special permit for emergency shelters, it is unlike that emergency shelters would be developed in
any of the sites within the C-4, M-1 or M-2 zones. Finally, the City does not mention any
i^ientifiable sites for transitional housing.
d.

Analysis of public facilities, services and constraints to development

Also absent from the city's analysis is any assessment of the relationship of public facilities,
services and constraints to development applicable to these sites. The land inventory must include
an analysis of the relationship of vacant and developable sites to public facilities, services, and
existing or potential constraints to development. (See Govt. Code § 65583(a)(3).) The 's
discussion of potential constraints and public facilities (DHE at 3.5-11), states that "the sites
identified in the City were analyzed to determine their relationship to public facilities, services and
existing or potential physical constraints to potential development." Public facilities include water,
sewer, drainage, and transportation. (see DHE at 3.5-14) But earlier in the DHE the City
concedes that it did not conduct a field survey of the sites to determine the existence of
constraints and public facilities or whether the parcels had already been developed (See DHE at
3.5-1.), as was the case when vacant sites contained in the County of Sacramento's vacant land
inventory were examined.
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Because the DHE does not include a site-specific analysis of public facilities, services and existing
or potential constraints to development, it is impossible to tell whether there are adequate sites in
the City's vacant land inventory to meet the projected housing needs of households of all income
levels. Any incremental increase in cost may render a lower income housing project infeasible.
For example, the DHE indicates that 6,061 potential housing units are subject to transportationrelated noise mitigation measures ranging from better construction techniques, changes in building
orientation and site design layout, sound walls and the use of noise-reducing or noise-eliminating
materials. (See DHE at 3.5-11.) The DHE summarily concludes that these "noise-producing
sources do not preclude development" because in most cases mitigation could be accomplished
through site planning and construction modifications. However, even small increases in
development costs could render infeasible a project that otherwise might serve low and very low
income households.

Similarly, the DHE indicates that all new developments in the AR flood zone must be elevated
three feet above adjacent grade to meet citywide flood standards (DHE at 3.5-12.) However, the
DHE does not analyze the impact of this constraint to the development of housing for low and
very low income households. For instance, the DHE does not identify which specific parcels are
in the AR zone, whether those parcels are zoned for higher density and therefore might otherwise
be available to meet the needs of low and very low income households, or whether the three feet
elevation requirement is a constraint that renders affordable housing development infeasible.
In addition, in its discussion of public facilities and services, the DHE concludes that the
availability of public facilities and services "is not considered a significant constraint because
Sacramento is well-served by public facilities which encompass water, sewer, drainage and
transportation." (DHE at 3.5-14.) Nonetheless, this section of the DHE acknowledges that in
new growth areas such as North Natomas, developers will assume the costs to upgrade and
extend infrastructure such as water and sewer facilities, and that developers in infill areas must
pay the cost of needed upgrades and improvements'to these facilities. As with noise and flood
constraints, there is no site-specific analysis of the significant impact that these infrastructure and
public service costs place on affordable housing development. The DHE must analyze this
potentially significant constraint on the feasibility of development of these parcels for housing for
low and very low income households.
Further, there is no analysis of whether the sites in the inventory will be served by this
infrastructure during the planning period. The North Natomas financing plan projects that
infrastructure will be phased in, in response to demand, over a 20 to 40 year period. The DBE
contains no analysis of the relationship of this phasing to the sites in the inventory
(1)

Transportation

The DHE also fails to adequately analyze the relationship of transportation to the inventory of
sites. Transportation is a "public facility and service," whose relationship to the inventory of land
suitable for development must be analyzed and incorporated into the DHE. (Govt.Code
§65583(a)(3)). Accessibility to transit is critical to making housing accessible and affordable to
low an very low income households.
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To highlight the needs of just one segment of the transit-depending population, those 32,000
families who are currently receiving CaIWORKs benefits, current estimates indicate that anywhere
from 6 to 30 percent own cars. Using the larger figure as an example indicates that 70 percent,
or over 22,000 families who are currently receiving public assistance do not own a car. These
families will be required to work at least 32 hours per week, shop, take their children to child care
and to school, by using public transportation and, if they're lucky, some combination of public
transit and a borrowed car from family, neighbors, or friends. The key to their successful
transition from welfare to work therefore depends on public transportation being available.
Such public transportation is not available in North Natomas. The farthest north that Regional
Transit buses travel is to San Juan Boulevard, in the southwest corner of North Natomas, and to
the Natomas Center at Truxel and 1-80. There is no light rail service to North Natomas, nor,
according to SACOG's Metropolitan Transportation Plan, will any such service be provided at
least until the year 2022. The vast majority of North Natomas is therefore untouched by public
transportation. The DHE must analyze the transporation needs of low-income and transitdependent individuals and the relationship of those needs to the inventory of sites.
(2)

Fair Share

Finally, as discussed in greater detail below, under SHRA's proposed "Fair Share" plan, SHRA
proposes to limit the allocation of public monies to support new construction of affordable
housing projects to those census tracts with at least fifty-five percent home ownership and a
median income greater than eighty percent of the regional median income. Because affordable
housing developers require government subsidy to develop housing for low and very low income
^ households, the DHE should determine whether the identified vacant parcels are in "Fair Share"
census tracts and thus constrained.
The DBE must be revised to include a site-specific analysis of these and other public facilities,
services and existing or potential constraints to development. This site-specific analysis is
necessary to know whether there are adequate vacant sites to meet the housing needs of low and
very low income households (Govt. Code § 65583(c)(1)).
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3.

Constraints—

Housing Element law requires the City to analyze the constraints to the development of housing
affordable to all income groups within the City. This analysis is particularly important in the City
of Sacramento because, as the DHE indicates, the City continues to overproduce moderate
income housing relative to its allocated need while grossly underproducing housing affordable low
and very low income groups. The analysis of constraints helps explain why resources continue
to be misplaced relative to need.
a.

Governmental Constraints

Housing Element law requires that the City,
[a]nalyze the land use controls and fees and exactions as potential and actual
governmental constraints upon the maintenance, improvement, and development of
housing for all income levels. The analysis shall also demonstrate local efforts to
remove governmental constraints that hinder the locality from meeting its share of
the regional housing need in accordance with Section 65584. (Section
65583(a)(4)).
Although Chapter 6 of the DHE attempts to address this requirement, the analysis does not
substantially comply with the requirements of section 65583(a)(4).
Perhaps most importantly, the DHE fails to address the fact that the City's policies violate state
and federal law by systematically discriminating against every form of housing affordable to low
and very low income households. For example, the City zoning ordinance includes special permit
that serve low and very low income households in
requirements that apply to all housin
-Violation of Government Code §65008. Government Code § 65008 prohibits zoning and Ian use
policies and practices that have the effect of discriminating on the basis of income status.
Emergency shelters, transitional housing, rooming and boarding houses, single room occupancy
units, and multi-family apartment projects all require a special permit. At the same time, single
family housing, which is unaffordable to very low income households, is permitted by right in
almost all residential zones in the City. The DHE fails to identify the numerous ways in which
many of the policies identified below are not only constraints, but are also illegal violations of
state and federal fair housing laws, the Americans with Disabilities Act, and Equal Protection
Clause of state and federal constitutional law.
(1)

Arbitrary neighborhood notification

In addition to the time and money associated with the special permits (described below)for
housing types that serve the poor, the City Planning Department undertakes "early neighborhood
notification" of projects that City staff believe may be of particular concern to nearby
neighborhood associations. (See DHE Program 4.2 and 4.3 at p. 3.10-17, 18). There are
apparently no criteria that guide City staff's determination of whether or not a project will be of
"particular" concern. Rather than helping to identify and address planning and community issues,.
and shorten processing times, LSNC has learned from several social services and housing
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providers confronted with aggressive and hostile neighborhood opposition early in the planning
process. The highly discretionary nature of the special permit review process and early
neighborhood notification have the perhaps unintended effect of encouraging and validating
discriminatory neighborhood opposition to affordable housing types and projects. The DHE
should discuss in detail how the special ermit and neighborhood notification re . uirementsfor all
housin t es ot her than s'mg e amily housin act as a governmental constraint to affordable
housing development as required by state houstng element law.
__ ------- -- -- ---- ---Requiring housing and service providers to notify or meet with prospective neighbors before, or
as a condition of, project approval is likely illegal unless the notification requirement applies to all
housing and service providers without regard to the protected status of the potential occupants of
'the housing. (See for example, Larkin v. State ofMichigan, 89 F.3d 285 (6' Cir. 1996) and
Potomac Group Home Corp. v. Montgomery County, 823 F. Supp. 1285 (D. Md. 1993). In
addition, governmental policies or programs that seek to disperse housing or services for persons
in protected classes to address alleged "overconcentration" of particular housing facilities have
^ been found to violate the FHA. (See for example, Children's Alliance v. City ofBellevue, 950 F.
i Supp. 1491 (W.D. Wash. 1997);-Larkin v. State ofMichigan, 89 F.3d 285 (6`h Cir. 1996) and
Association for the Advancement of the Mentally Handicapped, Inc. v. City of Elizabeth, 876 F.
Supp. 614 (D.N.J. 1994); Horizon House Developmental Services, Inc. v. Township of Upper
Southhampton, 804 F. Supp. 683 (E.D. Pa. 1992), afI'd, 995 F.2d 217 (3rd Cir. 1997) and Keith
v. Volpe, 858 F.2d 467 (9`h Cir. 1988)).
(2)

Special review for multifamily developments

Currently, the City requires multifamily projects, which are most likely to provide housing
affordable to very low income persons, to undergo significantly more arduous permitting
procedures than those required.of single family projects. (See DHE at 3.6-2). In both residential
and commercial areas, the City requires any multifamily housing development to go through a
permit and review process that requires Planning Commission and City Council review. (See id)
In contrast, the City permits by right and without a hearing any properly zoned single fanulyproject that meets minimum design criteria.
Despite the significant adverse effects of this disparate treatment, Chapter 6 of the DBE,
"Governmental and Nongovernmental Constraints," fails to discuss the degree to which the City's
planning and development review process for multifamily projects in the City acts as a constraint
to affordable housing development. These different procedures for multifamily and single family
projects are symptomatic of unfounded assumptions about multifamily housing. Unfortunately,,
those erroneous perceptions frequently preclude high quality multifamily projects because the
City's permit process requires Planning Commission approval rather than staff level approval, the
latter of which is significantly more cost effective for developers of housing affordable to low and
very low income households. To prevent discrimination against multifamily projects, the City
should use the same simplified approval procedure for appropriately sized multifamily housing
projects that the City uses for single family housing.
The City's recent addition of the special permit requirement for multifamily developments also
burdens developers of housing affordable to low nad very low income households with the costs
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of CEQA review. The special permit requirement introduces discretion into the multifamily
development permit process. In turn, that discretion triggers the appliability of CEQA review. A
CEQA review adds thousands of dollars to the cost of the permit processing and creates another
process in which opponents of any affordable housing can delay projects until they become
financially infeasible.
The DHE should describe in detail the current multifamily project review process, including all
eve opmen f ees, processing time es, eanng requirements, and
applicable design and other planning criteria. In subsequent sections, this letter discusses specific
proposals for simplifying these procedures and mitigating their effect as governmental constraints
to the development of housing affordable to lower income households.
(3)

Temporary residential shelters and transitional housing

The DHE correctly identifies two existing governmental constraints to emergency shelter and
transitional housing development. First, the City does not permit as a matter of right temporary
residential shelters or transitional housing for the homeless. (See DBE at 3.6-2). Second, the
City has established a moratorium on the development of publicly-financed emergency shelters in
the city. On October 18, 1994 the Housing Authority and the Redevelopment Agency of the City
of Sacramento adopted resolutions placing a moratorium on SHRA-funded new or expanded
facilities for the homeless in the City of Sacramento:
Effective immediately, the Agency [SHRA], except as previously approved by Resolution,
shall not authorize the construction of any new or additional facility and/or any expansion
in terms of persons served at any temporary or permanent facility, within the boundaries of
the City of Sacramento for the purpose of a shelter, housing or feeding services to
homeless or transient persons and/or families until such time as the number of units in the
unincorporated areas of the County meets or exceeds the number of units in the City.
The provisions of this resolution do not preclude private homeless service providers
funded with Agency funds from conducting maintenance and/or rehabilitation to their
existing facilities nor from improving the services provided.
(Res. 94-057 (Redevelopment Agency) & Res. 94-012 (Housing Authority) (Oct. 18,
1994).)
The DBE does not describgthe_impact-g£these-govennmentalx^ons^raints in significant detail to
satisfy state housing element law.
The City requires homeless shelter and transitional housing providers to obtain a special permit to
operate a shelter or transitional housing program serving more than six persons. (See City of
Sacramento Zoning Ordinance, Section 2: Land Use Regulations & Section 22: Definitions). The
special permit procedure is extremely burdensome in terms of both time and money: the special
permit applicant must pay planning and hearing fees of almost $5,000. In addition, at least one
public hearing before the Planning Commission must beheld on the application. Moreover, any
decision on the special permit application may be appealed and/or "called up" for an additional
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hearing before the City Council. Not only is the hearing process costly, but the process
encourages and facilitates the NIMBYism that frequently results in the Planning Commission's
denial or the applicant's abandonment of shelter and transitional housing projects. Indeed, the
Zoning Ordinance specifically states that a "special permit is granted at the discretion of the
Planning Commission and is not the automatic right of any applicant." (Zoning Ordinance at 151). Moreover, the fact that the City requires a special permit for some, but not all, housing types
serving more than six persons raises concerns that the City may be in violation of state and federal
law, including but not limited to Government Code §§ 12900 et seq., Government Code § 65008,
Civil Code §§ 51 et seq., and 42 U.S.C. §§ 3601 et seq.
It is LSNC's opinion that the. 1994 City moratorium on new or expanded emergency shelter and
special permit requirements for shelters is illegal under state Government Code section 65008 and
state housing element law. Government Code section 65008 prohibits a city, county or local
governmental agency from prohibiting or discriminating against any emergency shelter because of
the method of financing of the shelter, or because of the income status of the intended occupants
of the shelter. (Govt. Code § 65008 (b) & (c)(1)). The City's 1994 moratorium on new or
expanded SHRA-financed temporary or permanent shelter for "homeless or transient persons
and/or families" in the City of Sacramento appears to violate the plain language of Government
Code sections 65008(b) and (c)(1). First, the moratorium applies only to SHRA-funded shelters,
in plain violation of section 65008(b) which makes illegal any prohibition on shelters because of
the method of financing of the shelter. Second, the moratorium specifically applies to shelter for
"homeless or transient persons and/or families", in plain violation of section 65008(c)(1), which
makes illegal any prohibition on shelters because of the income status of the intended occupants
of the shelter. The term "homeless or transient persons and/or families" refers to the income
status of the intended occupants of the shelter. The argument that the 1994 moratorium violates
section 65008 is well-supported by the cases interpreting section 65008. See Bruce v. City of
Alameda, 166 Cal.App.3d 18, 212 Cal.Rptr. 304 (1985) (local initiative ordinance prohibiting
development of privately-owned, government-subsidized rental housing units for five years
preempted by Government Code section 65008); Keith v. Volpe, 858 F.2d 467 (9d' Cir. 1988)
(denial of affordable housing project intended for occupancy by low income persons violates
section 65008(c)).
In addition, the City Zoning Ordinance requirement that a "temporary residential shelter" must ^
obtain a Planning Commission special permit to operate in any zone in the City also may be illegal
under Government Code sections 65008(b), (c)(1) and (d). The Zoning Ordinance treats
temporary housing for the poor (operated on a "not-for-profit basis") differently than temporary
housing for those with the financial resources to pay for temporary housing, e.g., hotels and
motels. For example, hotels and motels are permitted by right (without a special permit) in
various zones in the City including the C2, C4, M1 and M2 zones (City of Sacramento Zoning
Ordinance at 2-2-7). Under Government Code section 65008(b), the City may not, in the
enactment or administration of the Zoning Ordinance, discriminate against emergency shelter
"because of the method of financing. . . ." The City Zoning Ordinance requires a Special Permit
for shelter operated on a "not-for-profit" basis, while for-profit shelter such as hotels/motels are
permitted by right in some zones. Under Section 65008(c)(1), the City may not, in the enactment
or administration of the Zoning Ordinance, discriminate against emergency shelter "because the
development or shelter is intended for occupancy by persons and families or low and moderate
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income." Finally, it appears that under section 65008(d)(2), the City may not impose different
requirements - such as a Special Permit requirement - on an emergency shelter because the
development is intended for occupancy by persons of low or moderate income.
(a)

State Housing Element Law

The City's moratorium on new or expanded publicly-funded emergency shelter, and the
requirement that emergency shelter providers obtain a special permit to operate anywhere in the
City, may conflict with State Housing Element law Housing element law requires that the City's
housing element include: (1) an analysis and quantification of the special housing needs of families
and persons in need of emergency shelter (Govt. Code § 65583(a)(6)); (2)) "quantified
objectives" to meet this need, representing the maximum number of shelter and transitional
housing beds that can be produced in the City using both public and private funds, between 1996
and 2002; and (3) an identification of "adequate sites" for emergency shelter development during
the planning period
The 1994 moratorium on SHRA-funded emergency shelter beds in the City and the City's special
permit requirement for temporary residential shelter are inconsistent with the City's obligations
under state Housing Element law. (Gov. Code § 65580 et seq.) Those obligations include: (1)
the identification of adequate sites for emergency shelter development, (Section 65583 (c)(1)
(emphasis added)). (See Hoffmaster v. City of San Diego, 55 Cal. App.4th 1098, 64 Cal.Rptr.2d
684 (1997));(2) the identification and removal of governmental constraints to development of
housing to meet the needs of all income groups in the City, and (3) the establishment of quantified
objectives which represent the maximum number of emergency shelter beds that can be produced
to meet the City's identified need for those beds using both public and private funds. (Section
65583(b) (1) & (2) (emphasis added)).
(b)

State and federal fair housing laws

State and federal fair housing laws prohibit the City, County and/or SHRA from enforcing the
1994 moratorium on new or expanded shelter or transitional housing facilities in the City and
from requiring new or expanded shelters and transitional housing facilities to comply with special
permit procedures that do not apply to other types of housing.
The federal Fair Housing Act of 1968, as amended by the Fair Housing Amendments Act of 1988
(FHAA), 42 U.S.C. §3601 et seq., bars housing practices that discriminate on the basis of race,
religion, sex, handicap, familial status or national origin. The FHAA has been interpreted to bar
discriminatory zoning and la nd use practices. (See City of F.dmonds v. Oxford House, 514 U. S.
725 (1995) and Children's Alliance v. City ofBellevue, 950 F. Supp. 1491 (W.D. Wash. 1997)).
Like the federal FHAA, the California Fair Employment and Housing Act (FEHA) bans a broad
range of discriminatory activities against people because of their race, color, religion, sex, marital
status, national origin, ancestry, familial status, or disability. (Govt. Code § 12955 et seq.)
FEHA specifically makes it unlawful "to discriminate through public or private land use practices,
decisions, and authorizations because of race, color, religion, sex, familial status, marital status,
disability, national origin, or ancestry. Discrimination includes, but is not limited to, restrictive
covenants, zoning laws, denials of use permits, and other actions authorized under the Planning
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and Zoning Law that make housing opportunities unavailable." (Govt. Code §12955(l) (emphasis
added); see, e.g., Hall v. Butte Home Health, Inc., 60 Cal.App.4th 308 (1997) and Broadmoor
San Clemente Homeowners Assoc. v. Nelson, 25 Ca1.App.4th 1 (1994)). A few courts have held
that the federal FHAA also precludes a governmental entity from enforcing funding requirements
which result in the differential treatment or restriction of housing and services based on the
protected status of the recipients of the funding. ( See for exampleYAnge11 v. Zinsser, 473 F.
Supp. 488 (D. Conn. 1979) and United States v. Massachusetts Industrial Finance Agency, 910
F. Supp. 21, 27 (D. Mass. 1996)).
According to the DHE, a 1991 survey of homeless shelter residents revealed that 42% of the
residents were African American, while only 14.8% of the City's total population is AfricanAmerican. (See DHE at 3.3-33). In addition, recent studies estimate that s many as 30% of the
homeless suffer from mental disabilities. The moratorium and special permit requirements thus
disproportionately impact persons of color and those with mental disabilities who require these
facilities, in violation of state and federal fair housing laws.
(c)

Americans With Disabilities Act

In addition to Fair Housing protections, the moratorium and special permit requirement may be
illegal under the federal Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) and Section 504 of the
Rehabilitation Act of 1973. The ADA (42 U.S.C. § 12132 et seq.) and the Rehabilitation Act (29
U.S.C. § 794 et seq.) prohibit discrimination because of disability in the services, programs or
activities of a public entity such as the City, County or SHRA. Zoning and analogous activities of
a public entity are subject to the antidiscrimination mandate of the ADA and the Rehabilitation
Act. (See Bay Area Addiction Research and Treatment, Inc. v. City of Antioch, 179 F.3 d 725 (9"'
Cir. 1999).
(d)

Equal protection clause

The City's Zoning Ordinance special permit requirement for "temporary residential shelter" also
may violate the equal protection clause of the California and United States Constitutions. Under
the equal protection clause of the 14' amendment to the United States Constitution, local
governments may only treat similarly-situated persons or entities in a similar manner, unless the
government has a rational reason to treat different groups differently. The City of Sacramento's
Zoning Ordinance treats "non-profit" and "for-profit" shelter providers differently: a special
permit is required to operate a non-profit temporary residential shelter, while a for profit
hotel/motel may operate in the same zones (C2, C4, M1 & M2) by right, without a special permit.
It is unlikely that the City could demonstrate the requisite rational basis for treating non-profit
and for-profit shelter providers differently under the Zoning Ordinance. A similar equal
protection claim was alleged by Loaves & Fishes in response to the 1997 City of Sacramento v.
Loaves & Fishes zoning code enforcement action.
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(e)

These constraints preclude the identification of
adequate sites for emergency shelters and transitional
housing

The constraints identified above effectively preclude the development of temporary shelters and
transitional housing in any area o the City. As a result, the City cannot identify adequate sites as
required under government code § 65883(c). Accordingly, the DHE should include a thorough
discussion of these constraints to temporary shelter and transitional housing, and the DHE should
commit the City to adopt policies and programs to remove these constraints inc u mg
-iderifffi cation o adequate sites for shelter and transitional housing development in the City.
The DHE includes a recommendation that the City Council repeal the 1994 moratorium (draft
Housing Element Program 4.10 at p. 3.10-19). In addition, the draft proposes amendments to the
City's Zoning Ordinance to establish "clear-development standards, review and approval
procedures for ... emergency shelters that are located within the C-4, M-1 or M-2 industrial and
commercial zones and within close proximity to public transportation and other services, subject
to compliance with minimum design and development standards." (Draft Housing Element
Program 4.1 at p. 3.10-17.) The DHE must include a detailed policy and program to adopt
development standards and simplified, less costly project review and approval procedures, in
appropriate zones as soon as possible. Moreover, to address the discriminatory effect of the
current zoning requirements, non-profit shelters should be ermitted by right in the C2, C4, Ml
and M2 zones, just like for-profit motels and hotels.
(4)

Single Room Occupancy hotels (SROs)

-

-

-

The DHE indicates that the City has abandoned its support of single room occupancy hotels
(SROs) despite the continued need for those units. SROs provide housing to very low income or
poverty level individuals -- including seniors -- who may not need supportive services. In 1985,
the City recognized that SROs provided essential housing units, the preservation of which
necessitated an aggressive program. The City's 1985 Housing Element Quantified Objectives
included the "Retention and preservation of 1028 residential hotel rooms, and replacement of 40
SRO rooms that were either demolished or converted in the past." (DHE 2.2-5). The DHE does
not include such an objective and in fact suggests that the City plans to eliminate SROs further
through a moratorium on replacements. There is great concern that the City will lose the 38room Biltmore Hotel next year and that there will be no replacement units. The DHE should
discuss the City's policy against SRO preservation and replacement in detail as a constraint to
affordable housing development and as a possible violation of Government Code § 65008, and the
fair housing laws described above.
(5)

The Fair Share proposal

The SHRA proposed Fair Share funding formula is a governmental constraint to affordable
housing development, and should be discussed in the constraint section of the DHE. The Fair
Share funding formula limits SHRA's use of federal HOME and CDBG money, and
redevelopment tax increment, and Housing Trust Fund money to certain parts of the City. Under
the formula, the agency evaluates the median income and percentage of home ownership in each
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census tract in the City. SHRA may only use HOME, CDBG, tax increment, or Housing Trust
Fund monies for new affordable housing construction in any census tract that has both: (1) a
median household income above 80% of the regional median; and (2) a home ownership rate
above 55%. (See Memorandum from John E. Molloy, Executive Director, Sacramento Housing
and Redevelopment Agency, Affordable Housing Production Policies, dated June 6, 1995; DHE
at 3.10-13; Sacramento Housing and Redevelopment Agency, Vacant Residential Acres
(Attachment C to Exhibit A)).
SHRA proposed the Fair Share funding formula in 1995 but the City Council has never adopted
it. (See Memorandum from John E. Molloy, Executive Director, Sacramento Housing and
Redevelopment Agency, Affordable Housing Production Policies, dated June 6, 1995).
Nonetheless, SHRA appears to be implementing the proposal despite the absence of public review
and council adoption. The agency's implementation of a proposal that has not been formally
adopted creates significant uncertainty about the proposal's substance. To clarify that
uncertainty, the DHE should fully explain in detail both the Fair Share proposal and the manner in
which the Agency is implementing it. Because the DHE does not provide that detail, this letter's
analysis assumes that SHRA is currently implementing the same proposal that the agency
proposed in 1995. (See id.)

The Fair Share funding formula severely limits the availability of housing units affordable to low
and very low income households. First, the four sources. of funds controlled by the Fair Share
proposal constitute the bulk of City-controlled public money available for low and very low
income housing development. Housing affordable to very low income households cannot be
developed without the help of subsidies. (See DHE at 3.4-3). Without SHRA money, it is -unlikely that there will be an increase in units affordable to low and very low income households
in those census tracts in which the Fair Share proposal prohibits funding.
Second, there are not adequate vacant zoned multifamily sites to meet the existing and projected
SACOG housing needs allocation for low and very low income households in the areas in which
the Fair Share proposal allows SHRA funding. This is because the census tracts that are eligible
for SHRA funding under the Fair Share proposal include very little acreage that is designated for
multifamily development. (See Attachment C to Exhibit A). As described previously, North
Natomas contains the bulk of the City's vacant land that is designated and/or zoned for higher
density, multifamily development. Thus, there are very few "Fair Share eligible" vacant parcels in
the City. The DHE should include an analysis of the impact of the Fair Share proposal on the
vacant land inventory and adequate site requirements.
As a result of the absence of adequate sites, the Fair Share proposal could limit SHRA funding to
census tracts where there is insufficient vacant acreage to build the, needed affordable housing.
Such a result would not only defeat the goal of economically integrated housing opportunities, but
might also violate state and federal fair housing laws.
Third, the Fair Share proposal actually diminishes the City's control over the maintenance of
housing affordable to low and very low income households. The presence of SHRA funding in a
project provides the City with leverage over the ongoing maintenance of the units. The City's
control over a project lessens if SHRA funds are removed.
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program proposed later in this letter is one means of working towards that goal.
(6)

Development application processing time

The time required for a developer to obtain approval from the City for a multifamily project is a
low and very low
of housing affordable
significant constraint to building adequate units
ee to seven monthsin^m^e
households. Currently, the time for multi-family project approval
at 3.6-15). A three to seven month delay could substantially Dc^re should discuss this ^onstrain in
could make some affordable housing projects unviable. The
greater detail so that specific proposals can be developed to reduce application processing time.
(7)

The interaction of zoning and land use designations

and land use designations suggests that they
The DHE's description of the City's zoning
constitute a governmental constraint by encouraging lower
thoough description of thelCity's zoning
DHE at 3.6-1). A
affordable, development. (See
In re: Draft Housing Element
Sacramento, California
Page 33

^o ^

/^

and land use designations is essential to understand completely the permitted development density
of vacant zoned parcels identified in the inventory.
A review of the DHE and discussions with City Staff indicate that most multifamily zones permit
a range of densities. (See Table 5-4 at 3.5-9). The applicable land use designation determines the
permitted density range for any given parcel. Although there is no minimum permitted density in
the City's zoning ordinance, Ci staff take the position that an^nlan to build below rhP rlensity
included in the applicable land use designation would require a general or community plan
amen men . t is unclear whether this staff policy is an enforceable requirement. Without a
zoru ng^oor and with single family residential permitted by right in multifamily zones, there is no
guarantee that higher density zoned land will be available to support development of low and very
low income housing.
Finally, as described above, an inconsistent land use designation presents, an additional regulatory
hurdle to developers who must obtain a discretionary land use entitlement in order to develop the
parcel. This is a particular difficulty for developers of housing affordable to low and very low
income households. Such developments frequently engender strong community opposition. The
need for discretionary approvals, such as general or community plan amendments, provide a basis
for local government to turn down affordable housing proposals. In addition, the protection
provided to developers of affordable housing by the state Anti-NTMBY statue (Gov't Code §
65587.5) is not available, because it is a prerequisite of that statute that the proposal be consistent
with the general plan. Even where a developer ultimately wins approval of the project, the often
contentious public hearing process can significantly increase expenses and therefore reduce
affordability of the resulting development.
(8)

Development standards

The DHE should include a more thorough discussion of the City's current multifamily design
standards. The City is currently drafting revised development standards for multifamily projects.
(See DHE at 3.10-22) Affordable housing developers familiar with the draft standards are very
concerned that they do not encourage housing affordable to low and very low income house
--ey o not provide sufficient detail to guide developers. Second, they require esign
features that will likely make the projects unaffordable to low and very low income households.
The DHE should commit the City to development of multifamily design criteria that actually
facilitate the development of affordable housing.
(9)

Fees and exactions

Government imposed planning, development and infrastructure fees pose a significant constraint
to affordable housing development in the City. The DHE must describe more specifically the
impact of fees and exactions imposed on the development of housing affordable to low and very
low income households. (See DBE at 3.6-3 to 3.6-5). For example, the City estimates these fees
amount to about $5,292 per unit for a 100 unit/5 acre multifamily project located outside the
Natomas Community Plan Area. (See DHE Table 6-2.) The DHE fails to provide a detailed
assessment of the estimated per unit cost of planning, deve opment and infrastructure ees or
multifamily housing in North Natomas, which contains the vast majority of the rty s vacant
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multifamily zoned acreage. However, it is clear that the development fees in North Natomas are
excessive and will likely prevent the development of low and very low income housing in North
Natomas. The DHE should more fully develop the Fee Financing Program (DHE at 3.10-10) to
remove or mitigate these considerable constraints to development of low and very low income
housing.
(10)

Code enforcement

State housing element law requires the City to analyze how "building codes and their
enforcement" act as potential or actual constraints to the "maintenance, improvement, or
development of housing for all income levels." (Govt. Code §65583(a)(4)). The DHE fails to
comply adequately with this requirement.
The City's current code enforcement efforts are decreasing, rather than increasing the number of
units potentially available for low and very low income households. As of 1998, the City found
that 905 units were so substandard that it was infeasible to rehabilitate them. (See DHE at 3.317). The DHE should analyze the factors that led to such a large number of deteriorated units.
Specifically, the DHE should examine how the City's code enforcement activities have
contributed to the loss of lower income units as well as any alternative code enforcement
programs that the City could use to maintain, or increase, the housing inventory.
(11)

The Housing Trust Fund

The City is required to demonstrate that its Housing Element program "assist[s] in the
development of adequate housing to meet the needs of low and moderate-income households."
Gov't Code § 65583(c)(2). The DHE fails to establish that the City is using two of its most
important housing finance programs to meet those needs. Specifically, the DHE indicates that the
City is using neither the City Housing Trust Fund nor the North Natomas Housing Trust Fund to
s o low and verv low income households. The City's policies for
a ress a e uate
using these two funds is crucial because housing affordable to low and very low income
households can rarely be built without subsidy.
The DHE states that housing constructed in the private market without subsidy is not affordable
to those in the very low income group. (See Table 2-3). Indeed, without adequate subsidies, such
housing will not be built. (see DHE at 3.5-23) Therefore, city funded or administered sources of
financing for housing development are essential to meeting this need. The poor past performance
of the City in meeting the housing needs of low and very low income households (see "Review"
section above) further reinforces the need to reevaluate City-controlled sources of housing
subsidy.
Because subsidies are essential to the development of housing for low and very low income
households, meeting the statutory mandate to assist the development of affordable housing must
include a discussion of improving and expanding sources of financing for housing development.
The DHE must explain how the City will use those resources within its control to counterbalance
the market incentives to produce moderate income housing.
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Two such funding sources are the City's Housing Trust Fund and the North Natomas Housing
Trust Fund, both of which are administered by the City. The City Housing Trust Fund ("the City
Fund") is a source of financing for housing development that is financed by a fee on various types
of commercial development. The North Natomas Housing Trust Fund (the Natomas Fund) is
financed by a fee on commercial development in the North Natomas Community Plan area. The
fund is to be used for housing in the North Sacramento Community Plan Area.
(a) The City Fund
The City should analyze in the housing element whether it is using the Housing Trust Fund in a
manner that maximizes its ability to meet the housing needs identified in the DHE. The City has
adopted program guidelines that call for a minimum of 20% of the units receiving HTF monies to
be affordable to those at 50% of median income. However, the housing element demonstrates in
Chart 9-4 that the most recent projects funded by the City Fund--those funded by the "Central
City NOFA"--have included no units affordable to very low income households. (See Chart 9-4 at
3.9-11). The Housing Element must discuss this apparent discrepancy.
In addition, the 20% policy is inadequate. Requiring only 20 % of the units funded to be
affordable to very low income households is inconsistent with the DHE's demonstrated unmet
need for this income group, and the DHE's acknowledgment that meeting the housing needs of
very low income households requires subsidy. The City must therefore also evaluate whether
20% is the appropriate target, given the need identified in the element.
(b)

The Natomas Fund

The DHE states that housing in North Natomas will not be affordable to low and very low income
households, and at the same time relies almost exclusively upon North Natomas to supply vacant
parcels for multi-family development. Meanwhile, the DHE states at 3.9-10 that the Natomas
Housing Trust Fund is pledged to housing construction and rehabilitation in the North
Sacramento Community Plan Area, rather than the North Natomas Community Plan Area and that
there are no income restrictions on the use of these funds. Clearly, this is inconsistent with the
demonstrated critical need for subsidy in the North Natomas area to ensure that affordable
housing is built there. If the City does not take actions to facilitate such development it will be
unable to meet its SACOG identified housing needs. Therefore, the City must target the Natomas
Fund to low and very low income housing development in the North Natomas area.
(c) .

Increasing Revenue to Both Funds

The City must also evaluate whether it can increase the amount of money financing both Funds.
One way in which the City could increase the funds available to meet the needs identified in the
DHE is to increase the amount of the current fee. The fee schedule for both funds does not
appear to have been adjusted since 1992, despite a requirement in the trust fund ordinance to
annually review the fee. The City should analyze whether an increase is warranted, taking into
account inflation, increased residential construction costs, and other relevant measures.
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The City should also examine additional sources of revenue for the fund. Potential sources that
have been used by other cities include, the dedication of a portion of property taxes, real estate
transfer taxes, sales taxes or hotel room taxes to the fund.
Another potential source of revenue is to expand the current fee to include a fee on residential
development. Such a fee would be particularly appropriate for Sacramento, where a majority of
new residential development has been affordable only to those in the moderate and above
moderate income categories. North Natomas is the only remaining area of the City with a
significant supply of vacant land, and it appears that the majority of the housing built there will
only further this trend. The result is that such development consumes the available vacant land for
housing. A fee on residential development would compensate for this by increasing the amount of
money available to affordable housing developers to acquire land and construct affordable
housing.
b.

Non-governmental Constraints

In addition to governmental constraints, state Housing Element law also requires that the DHE
include, "[a]n. analysis of potential and actual non-governmental constraints upon the
maintenance, improvement, or development of housing for all income levels, including the
availability of financing, the price of land, and the cost of construction. (Govt. Code §
65583(a)(5)). As with governmental constraints, Chapter 6 of the DHE fails to adequately
address non-governmental constraints.
Non-governmental constraints include, but are not limited to, the availability of financing, land
costs, the cost of construction, and, in particular, the cost of obtaining insurance for attached
housing. Chapter 6 of the DHE provides no analysis of the cost of land in North Natomas -- the
area that contains the overwhelming majority of vacant parcels designated for multifamily in the
City. This omission is particularly significant given that developers of housing affordable to low
and very low income households expect land costs to be one of their greatest obstacles in North
Natomas. Similarly, the cost of obtaining insurance when building attached housing increasingly
deters multifamily housing construction. The DHE should evaluate the full scope of each of
these, and other, non-governmental constraints.
The DHE also should include a discussion of the impact of neighborhood opposition to affordable
housing development. One mechanism to mitigate this constraint is to require that all new
development include affordable housing early in the development of new neighborhoods - rather
than attempting to build affordable projects after single-family homes are built and occupied.
c.

Constraints in North Natomas and Other New Growth Areas

The impact of governmental and non-governmental constraints is particularly severe in North
Natomas and other new growth areas. First, the integration of diverse income levels in new
growth areas is particularly important to balance the tendency of higher income households to
move toward the outskirts of the urban center. Second, the speedy development in new growth
areas amplifies the negative impact of obstacles that include: (a) high infrastructure costs, fees,
and assessments; (b) unavailability of land; and (c) current and future single family home owners'
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opposition to the development of housing affordable to low and very low income households. .
Third, SHRA's preference for rehabilitation over new construction will divert SHRA money away
from new growth areas, which, by definition, have no buildings to rehabilitate. Fourth, as
explained above, SHRA's fair share proposal precludes the agency's investment of HOME,
CDBG, tax increment, and Housing Trust Fund monies in North Natomas.
The DHE significantly overestimates the number of sites available in North Natomas for housing
affordable to low and very low income households. Table 5-2 estimates that about 9,874
multifamily housing units might be constructed in North Natomas on multifamily zoned acreage.
This estimation is belied by the DHE's concession that multifamily market rate rents in North
Natomas will probably be out of reach of most low and all very low income families, eliminating
9,834 units from the 13,805 total. (See DHE Tables 5.12 and 4-4).
In fact, even with subsidies, affordable housing developers may not be able to produce low and
very low income units in Natomas. First, the significant infrastructure and planning fees
associated with development in North Natomas (see Table 6-4), coupled with land acquisition
costs, may pose an insurmountable barrier to affordable housing development in North Natomas.
Second, the developers of housing affordable to low and very low income households are
concerned that an owner of a higher density parcel would be reluctant to sell that parcel to them
before he or she sells any adjacent single family homes. The owner's reluctance would arise from
his or her anticipation that the presence of an affordable housing project would negatively impact
the sales price of a yet unsold single family home. Third, developers of housing affordable to low
and very low income households face another worrisome scenario if the owner of a higher density
parcel sells the parcel to them after selling any single family units. In that case, it is likely that the
single family home owners will exert pressure on the City to avoid development of the affordable
multi family project. This NIlvIBY phenomenon has occurred in the Elk Grove/Laguna new
growth area.
All of these constraints should be addressed in the DHE.
D.

Preservation of Assisted Units

Housing Element law requires an analysis of existing assisted housing developments that
are eligible to change from low-income housing uses during the next ten years due to termination
of subsidy contracts, mortgage prepayment, or expiration of restrictions on use. (See Govt. Code
§ 65583(a)(8)). The potential loss of assisted housing units is of particular concern at this time
for at least two reasons. First, many of the developments' original contracts with the United
States Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) are coming to an end. Second, _
HUD is instituting significant policy changes that may -- or may not -- deter the loss of assisted
housing units. In fact, it is likely that at least half of the units currently receiving subsidies from
HUD will "opt-out" of their subsidy over the next few years. As described above, these opt-outs
places thousands of units in jeopardy of losing their affordability to low and very low income
households.
Unfortunately, the DHE analysis of "Preservation of Assisted Units" is incomplete and
inaccurate. (See DHE Chapter 8, 3.8-1). For instance, the cost analysis does not adequately
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evaluate the cost of retaining the properties under the current subsidy structures relative to
converting the properties to replacement subsidy. The analysis compares the costs of short-term,
tenant-based subsidies with the long-term, project-based subsidies. However, that comparison
fails to account for the net loss of deeply targeted, low-income housing that will likely occur as
properties change their subsidy programs and rents increase.
The DHE implies that conversion to Section 8 vouchers can solve many of the problems
associated with the conversion of project-based assistance. (See DHE at 3.8-8). Unfortunately,
vouchers cannot make up the loss of units. In fact, in the absence of continuing project-based
subsidy, Sacramento is experiencing a net loss of invaluable housing. Tenants are being displaced
from desirable to less desirable neighborhoods where vouchers are welcomed by landlords. As
previously assisted units are vacated, landlords are no longer obligated to accept low-income
households. Moreover, since SHRA's Section 8 payment standard is below HUD Fair Market
Rate (FMR) for some units, tenants may have to pay more than thirty percent of their income to
continue to live in their current units and neighborhoods. (See DHE at 3.8-6 to
3.8-7.) In addition, the DHE does not address the administrative problems that SHRA has had
processing tenant-based Section 8 in prepayment situations. For example, fewer households
receive "preservation" vouchers than were assisted prior to prepayment and SHRA has made the
vouchers available to tenants too late for them to find alternative accommodations. (See DHE at
3.8-1
Moreover, SHRA is actually facilitating the prepayment and sale of properties to buyers
with little interest in long-term a$'ordability by offering bond financing, usually in combination
with tax credits. (See DHE at 3.8-4). Typically, buyers "partner" with a nonprofit corporation as
a general partner to qualify for local property tax exemption. Unfortunately, those non-profits
have little commitment to long-term affordability after they exhaust the tax credit benefit in fifteen
years.
E.

The DHE's quantified objectives are inadequate
1.

The DHE fails to provide quantified objectives for emergency shelter and
transitional housing beds

The City's draft Housing Element fails to comply with the state Housing Element law in a number
of important respects. On behalf of our clients, LSNC has argued that the 1994 moratorium on
SHRA-funded emergency shelter beds in the City and the City's special permit requirement for
temporary residential shelter are inconsistent with the City's obligations under state Housing
Element law to: (1) identify adequate sites for emergency shelter development, (2) identify and
remove governmental constraints to development of housing to meet the needs of all income
groups in the City, and (3) establish quantified objectives which represent the maximum number
of emergency shelter beds that can be produced to meet the City's identified need for those beds.
In particular, LSNC has proposed that the City revoke the 1994 moratorium and draft and adopt
development standards for emergency shelters and permit development of shelters by right in
identified zones in the City.

lD9
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Housing element law requires that the City's housing element include "quantified objectives" to
meet this need, representing the maximum number of shelter and transitional housing beds that
can be produced in the City during the planning period (see id at 65583(b) (1) & (2) (emphasis
added)) to meet the quantified need that the housing element is supposed to identify. (see Govt.
Code § 65583(a)(6); (2)) (See also Hoffinaster, 55 Cal. App.4th at 1098). As explained in
greater detail below, the DHE fails to identify adequate quantified objectives.
The City is required to establish quantified objectives to meet the identified need for emergency
shelter and transitional housing in the City during the current planning period. (See Hoffinaster,
55 Cal.App.4th at 1109-1110). The City's quantified objectives must represent the maximum
number of units that can be produced. If the City's quantified objectives are less than the
identified need, the housing element must include quantitative analyses "supporting the conclusion
the [City] and the community cannot meet the acknowledged need...." (Id at 1107-1108).
Moreover, the City is required to identify and, in many cases, remove governmental constraints to
affordable housing development, including the development of transitional and emergency shelter
beds. (See Govt. Code § 65583(a)(4)).
The tnost recent draft of the Housing Element includes a recommendation that the City Council
repeal the 1994 moratorium (draft Housing Element Program 4.10 at p. 3.10-19). In addition, the
draft proposes amendments to the City's Zoning Ordinance to establish "clear development
standards, review and approval procedures for ... emergency shelters that are located within the
C-4, M-1 or M-2 industrial and commercial zones and within close proximity to public
transportation and other services, subject to compliance with minimum design and development
standards." (Draft Housing Element Program 4.1 at p. 3.10-17.) It is our understanding that City
Planning staff have developed an inventory list of potential shelter sites in the C-4, M-1 or M-2
zones in the City. As stated above, the DHE must include a detailed program to adopt
development standards and to permit shelter developments with Planning Department review in at
least the C2, C4, M1 and M2 zones.
As the Hoffinaster court warned,
underestimated quantified objectives will render a housing element less meaningful
and less responsive to acknowledged housing needs, potentially skewing the legal
determination of whether a municipality's schedule-of-action program substantially
complies with the legislative mandate. (Hoffmaster, 55 Cal.App.4th at 1108).
The housing element omits any adequate quantitative analyses supporting the City's quantitative
objective of zero for emers^encv^helter and transitional housing beds. As described above, the
s calculation underestimates the number of homeless indivi dual s and families in the City.
Moreover, the DHE omits any quantitative analyses to show that this is the maximum number of
beds that can be provided, applying all available public and private resources in both the City
and the County (See td at 1108-1109 (emphasis added)).
Indeed, the DHE is bootstrapping its absurdly low quantified objective on City policies that
effectively preclude development of new homeless and transitional housing facilities in the City.
Moreover, the City's quantified objectives rely on policies that are governmental constraints that
In re:. Draft Housing Element
Sacramento, California
Page 40

0

/©3

ii

must be mitigated and that may be illegal under Government Code §65008, state and federal fair
housing laws, the Americans with Disabilities Act, and the Equal Protection clauses of the state
and federal constitutions.
Moreover, the DHE's implementation program does not provide planning that will maximize the
number of emergency shelter and transitional housing beds to meet the City's need. In fact, only
three of the DHE's programs focus primarily on the homeless population. The first program,
4.10, suggests that the City should "re-evaluate" its moratorium on shelters. (See DHE at Table
11.5). In fact, the City must revoke this moratorium and create zoning in which shelters and
transitional housing can be built by right. The second and third programs, 7.1 and 7.2
respectively, merely restate the City's belief that the County will create emergency shelter,
transitional housing, and homeless programs in the unincorporated areas, but make no
commitment to increase the number of beds within the City. (See id)
2.

The DHE does not provide adequate quantified objectives for low and very
low income households
a.

The DHE's quantified objectives for low and very low income
households fall far short of the City's need.

While the City concedes that its quantified objectives for low and very low income households are
less than its identified need, the City does not provide the legally required quantitative analyses to
demonstrate that its objectives are the maximum number of housing units that can be constructed,
rehabilitated, and conserved during the planning period. (See Hoffinaster, 55 Cal.App.4th at
1110-1111.)
Chapter 11 of the DHE presents the City's quantified objectives. Table 11-1 summarizes the
households.
City's rehabilitation and new construction goals for low and very low income
Household
Income Level

Total Units

Rehabilitated Units

New Construction

Very.Low Income

870

525

765

Low Income

1910

240

788

Moderate Income

1840

40

2580

Above Moderate
Income

1200

0

1600

Total

5820

805

4815

(DBE at 3.11-1 Table 11-1)
As explained above, the DBE's calculation of existing and future housing need grossly
underestimates the actual need for low and very low income households. As we have said, the
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DHE fails to quantify existing unmet housing need by income category (see Govt. Code §
65583(a)(1)), and inappropriately reduces the SACOG future housing need projections in
violation of housing element law (see id at § 65584). The SACOG 1990-2002 new construction
need for low and very low income households is 2793 and 2519 units, respectively. Thus, the
City's quantified objectives for new construction fall far short of the SACOG identified need:
SACOG New
Construction Need
1990-2002

City's New
Construction
Objectives

The City's Shortfall

Very Low Income

2519

765

1754

Low Income

2793

788

2005

Total:

5312

1553

3759

Income Category

Thus, the City's quantified objectives for new construction alone for low and very low income
households fall 3759 units short of the SACOG projected future need.
b.

The DHE does not provide adequate findings to support a claim that
the City's quantified objectives for low and very low income
households are the maximum number of units that can be provided.

The City provides no findings to support a claim that its quantified objectives are the maximum
number of units that can be constructed, rehabilitated and conserved for low and very low income
households. The City may not simply state that its resources are inadequate because the need is
greater than the amount of money it has chosen to allocate for housing. (.See Hoffinaster, 55
Cal.App.4th at 1110 n.8). Rather, the City must justify the limited amount of funding that the
City chooses to allocate and must distribute those allocated resources in a cost-effective manner.
of
provt es nothing that supports a claim that the City as sa ts e et
e
ee i.
those requirements. For example, Table 11-3 states that the market will produce 1500 units
affordable to moderate income households and absolutely no units affordable to low or very low
income units. Nonetheless, the DHE also states that the. city intends to subsidize the new
construction of 100 units that will be affordable to above moderate households and the new
construction of 220 units that will be affordable to moderate income households (See DHE Table
11-3). Thus, the DHE indicates that the City will continue to place a disproportionate amount of
resources into housing affordable to moderate income households. This "support" resembles the
"bare statement" that the Hoffmaster court concluded would not support quantified objectives
that fall short of an identified need for housing.
Furthermore, the DHE's compares its Quantified Housing Unit Objectives to the DHE's housing
need projection, which inappropriately reduced the City's SACOG allocation. As described
above, the City may not reduce its SACOG future need allocation on the basis of data currently
included in the DHE. But even if housing element law permitted such a reduction, the DHE
concedes that its revised housing goal for those whose housing needs are most critical--very low
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income households--is 979 units short of the DHE's projected need and provides no valid basis
for such a shortfall. (See DHE Table 4-9 at 3.4-10.)
F.

Policies, Programs, and Implementation

Chapter 10 of the DHE discusses implementation of its goals, policies, and programs.
Government Code § 65583 (b) and (d) requires the DHE to includes policies, and programs to
provide adequate sites to meet the City's identified need and quantified objectives. Housing
Element law also requires the City to provide a detailed implementation plan that includes time
frames and the person to be accountable for completing each program.
Unfortunately, the DBE )s policies and implementation programs do not satisfy those requirements
of housing element law. First, the policies themselves will not create adequate sites to meet the
City's identified need and quantified objectives. Second, even if the policies would meet those
needs, the DHE does not provide support to demonstrate that the City is prepared to implement
those policies. For instance, many of the "time frames" of the implementation programs have
already passed. Moreover, over half of the programs have no time frame at all or indicate a time
Finally, .the DHE only identifies an agency that is responsible for
frame of "ongoing," or
each program rather than a specific official. The City must revise this chapter to include specific
time frames to which the City can be held accountable and specific officials who will be
responsible for each program.
1.

Housing Supply: Provide Adequate Housing Sits and Opportunities for all
Households
a.

Maintain and expand the amount of residentially designated and
zoned lands

The deadline of June 1999 for program 1.1 is out of date. Moreover, the program: (1) does not
specify the commercial acreage that the City will rezone to mixed use; (2) does not indicate the
minimum percentage of residential units for the mixed use areas; and (3) does not state the
minimum density for the residential development.
b.

Adopt locational, site and design criteria for the evaluation for
suitable sites for medium to high density development.

Program 1.2 is incomplete without the integration of "No Net Loss" and multi family by right
that there will be no loss of acreage for multifamily development,
policies. Without assurances
and that multifamily development will be streamlined on the acreage that is appropriately zoned
for it, adoption of locational, site, and design criteria could result in the loss of potential
multifamily units.
State law requires that the City identify in its Housing Element adequate sites to meet, at a
minimum, the SACOG projected future housing needs of all economic segments of the
community. (See Govt. Code § 65583(c)(1).) As discussed above, our initial analysis of the
City's vacant land inventory demonstrates that the City has not identified vacant sites of sufficient
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acreage and zoned at sufficient density, with public services and facilities, to meet the projected
future housing needs of all economic segments of the community. Where there is a failure to
identify adequate sites for low and very low income housing development, as there is here,
Housing Element law requires that, at a minimum, the City must permit owner-occupied and
rental multifamily residential by right, including density and development standards that could
accommodate and facilitate the feasibility of housing for low and very low income households.
(See Govt. Code § 65583(c)(1)).
The City must commit to rezone or zone immediately vacant land of sufficient parcel size and
density to meet, at a minimum, the projected future housing needs of low and very low income
households in the City. The City should commit to designate and zone additional parcels in the
City and in new growth or redevelopment areas, including annexed parcels, to assure an adequate
supply of multifamily zoned lands to meet the housing needs of the expanding service industry
work force.
In addition, the City should amend the City zoning code and/or the land use element and
applicable community plans to require that zoned lands in the multifamily inventory are developed
at minimum densities to support affordable housing development.
The City should adopt a "no net loss policy" requiring that any application to "downzone" a
parcel from a higher density to lower density is accompanied by a simultaneous "upzone"of land
to a higher density. The City should provide annual vacant land inventory reports as part of its
annual HE status report as required under state Housing Element law. (See Govt. Code §
65588).
c.

Initiate sphere of influence and annexation studies within logical
growth areas and consider the suitability of sites for a variety of
housing types, densities and income levels.

Any plans for expanding the sphere of influence or for future annexations must have a mixed
income housing policy, or new growth areas will not include their reasonable allocation of
housing affordable to low and very low income households. Moreover, the deadline for initiation
of the studies is past and there is no deadline for completion. Finally, the "desired result" of
3,5000 housing units within the annexation area includes no targets for affordability. The targets
should emphasize the production of units affordable to households at or below 50% and 30% of
median income.
d.

Develop and Maintain a system for inventorying all available surplus
land and evaluate their suitability for affordable housing production.

Program 1.4 should specify the inclusion of affordable housing developers in the design and
maintenance of the inventory system. The housing element should provide the criteria for what
constitutes "suitability." In particular, the inventory should analyze the land's suitability for the
development of housing affordable to very low and very very low income households.
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e.

Update financing and phasing plans, as appropriate to assure the
timely provision of infrastructure to new growth and redevelopment
project areas

Program 1.5 should specify the inclusion of affordable housing developers in the updating of the
financing and phasing plans. In addition, the time frame of Fall 1999 is already past.
f.

Adopt development standards and implement the City's Infill and
Deep Lot development Ordinances to encourage compatible
residential infill development.

The infill and deep lot development ordinances should provide incentives for housing affordable to
low and very low income households. Moreover, the R-level review should be removed for
multifamily infill housing of reasonable size.
g..

Implement mitigation measures to meet noise standards for residential
infill sites.

The DHE does not specify the mitigations measures to be implemented. As a result, it is
impossible to evaluate whether these mitigation measures would affect high density development,
particularly high density development that is close to transit. Progr,am 1.7 includes no deadline.
h.

Amend the Artist's Live/Work Space Ordinance

The ordinance has no targets for affordability. The City should amend the ordinance to include
incentives for developing units affordable to lower income households.
i.

Rezone appropriate sites for commercial and residential mixed use.

The DHE provides no details about this zoning designation. For example, Program 1.9. does not:
(1) specify the minimum percentage of residential units in the commercial areas units that would
be required to be residential; (2) include the minimum density for those residential units; and (3)
does not include any affordability targets. A minimum percentage of residential units is essential
to counterbalance the current incentive to develop commercial units for their tax revenue. Also,
the DHE provides no deadline
J•

Implement and rezone appropriate sites to Employment Center (EC)
zone.

Program 1.10. includes no affordability targets, no time frame, and suggests that the City will
only implement the EC zones in response to requests to do so, if at all.
k.

Continue to administer the Mobile Home Park regulations

Program 1.11. has no specific deadline.
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l.

Provide programs to preserve or offer replacement housing to
mobilehome park tenants.

This program includes no specifics for the programs and no affordability targets.
Continue to implement the state-funded Mobile Home Park
Assistance Program
Program 1.13 provides no evaluation of the success of the program or suggestions for appropriate
modifications.
n.

Continue to implement the Condominium Conversion Ordinance

Program 1.14 has o specific deadline and does not define what constitutes a "reasonable" balance.
Without a definition of that term, it is impossible to evaluate whether or not this program would
diminish the production of housing units affordable to low and very low income households.
2.

Housing Affordability
a.

Participate in the Sacramento County Regional Sanitation Board's fee
waiver and deferral program and request an extension from June 1,
2000 thru June 2002.

Program 2.1 should include the affordability levels for these waivers.
b.

Implement the Development Fee Financing Program

Program 2.1 a should explain the, extent of the incentives for building housing affordable to very
low and very very low income households. Without the specific of the fee waiver and deferral
program, it is impossible to evaluate whether or not the program would provide an adequate
incentive to developers to build housing affordable to low and very low income households.
Although the County adopted some fee waivers and deferrals in settlement of Coleman v. County
of Sacramento, the City of Sacramento must have more aggressive waivers and deferrals because
of its very limited inventory of higher density zoned land, and because of the high cost of housing
development in North Natomas, where most of the City's vacant land is located.
As did the County, the City should defer infrastructure/impact fees until close of escrow for single
family projects, or until close of permanent financing escrow, for multifamily housing projects that
include at least 10% of units with affordable rents or affordable housing costs for very low income
households or at least 49% of units with affordable rents or affordable housing costs for low
income households, as certified by SHRA. In addition, the City should defer Planning
Department application fees for such projects until building permits are obtained.
Also, the City should waive infrastructure/impact fees for projects that include at least 10% of
units with affordable rents or affordable housing costs for very low income households, with a
specific very low income percentage certified by SHRA. The City should waive
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renewal of the Sanitation Board's fee waiver, which is due to expire on June 1, 2000.

In addition, the DHE should commit the City to develop a program to encourage private
am (SFF
e
developers to participate in the School Facility Fee Re imbursement `°^ch became
ffective
on
gency
A
inance
administered by the California Housing F
or developers of rental housing developments
January 1, 1999. Under the program, sponsors
o very low income
who agree to restrict rents and occupancy of a portion
for 100%tof eligible school facility f ees.
for a period of fifty-five years can recerve reimbursement
(See Attachment A,
We have included additional information about the program with this letter.
to Exhibit B).
Continue to provide housing information and referral services on

e.

affordable housing opportunities.

their uni
The City should make use of local non-profits' expertise on affordable housing
should contract wrth
relationship with potential tenants of low and very low income housing,
provided b y
those non profits to continue and expand the referral services that are already being p
those non-profits.
fund, and implement programs that provide support services
Develop,
for residential affordable housing

f.

The DHE provides no details as to what constitutes "expansion" of supportive services.
services
Moreover, there is no analysis of whether the financing of those e=epand he pp°n 1 means for
would remove funding from the development of new units. As a result,
evaluating the degree to which the expansion of supportive services is beneficial.
g.

pursue innovative financing and ownership alternatives
Aggressively
to protect the quality for public housing.

Program 2.6 includes no timeline. Specific deadlines are critical given the speed band impact of
Moreover, Program 2.6 is ambiguous about the
potential changes in the stock of public housing.
whether the units on which the program focus are the potential opt-out units or whether they are
some other housing stock.
h.

Review and revise the program of operating assistance or
predevelopment grants for specific projects being carried out by
qualified nonprofit housing corporations.

is no
d
Program 2.7 does not indicate the goals that any revisions Uwould
^that targettvery loweincome
projects
indication whether the City will revise program 2.7 to
In re: Draft Housing Element
Sacramento, California
Page 47

76

Z

households. This program should include funding for capacity building for nonprofit corporations
in financial management and project administration skills.
i.

Involve the community at-large in participating in the annual update
and three year Consolidated Plan for the expenditure of federal funds.

Program 2.8 includes no schedule for the community participation.
J.

Participate to preserve and/or replace federally assisted housing with
expiring Section 8 subsidies.

Program 2.0 does not indicate how the City will encourage "additional" acquisition and
rehabilitation. The DHE should include a program in which SHRA commits to do everything
within its capacity to support tenant-endorsed, community-based, nonprofit purchases, including
aggressively urging current owners to agree to such transfers and weighting its funding to favor
these transactions. SHRA should actively urge current owners to accept the higher rents
authorized under HUD Direction Number: 99-15, or to transfer their properties to nonprofits
willing to make such a commitment. The new, "Emergency Initiative to Preserve Below-Market
Project-Based Section 8 Multifamily Housing Stock," enables owners of certain below-market
rent properties to mark their rents up to market price, in exchange for agreeing to accept projectbased Section 8 for five years. Previously, owners had to prepay or opt out to raise rents to
market levels. SHRA should aggressively encourage owners to take advantage of this
opportunity to raise their rents to market rate while accepting project-based Section 8.
The DHE should plan for SHRA outreach and strategies as to how the agency will ensure that all
eligible tenants are converted to preservation vouchers in a timely fashion. In addition, the City
should commit to conversion of at-risk properties to owners with the greatest possible
commitment to long-term affordability, such as community-based nonprofits. The City should
also adopt disincentives to discourage owners from refusing to either accept alternative subsidy
programs or to transfer their properties to others more committed to long-term affordability.
k,

Promote partnerships with lending institutions.

Program 2.10 should consolidate its banking with a lending institution that complies with the
Community Reinvestment Act of 1977 (CRA). The City should support the Sacramento Housing
Alliance in its monitoring of local lenders compliance with the CRA. The DHE includes no
targets for the affordability levels of the affordable housing projects.
1.

Promote public competitive funding processes for assisted housing

Program 2.12 does not define what is meant by "assisted" housing, and what incentives the City
will provide for developments that are affordable to very low income households.
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M.

Develop and implement new Freddie Mac Alliance Agreement.

Program 2.13 does not evaluate the affordability levels that will be targeted by the new
agreement. The deadline of Fall 1999 is past.
n.

Maintain the flexibility in the use of the housing set aside funds for
very low income and mixed income revitalization projects.

Program 2.14 does not commit any portion of the set aside funds for projects affordable to very
low income households. Housing Element law requires that the DHE include an estimate of the
amount and planned uses of moneys in the Low and Moderate Income Housing Fund pursuant to
the Community Redevelopment Law (Division 24 [commencing with Section 33000] of the
Health and Safety Code) (Section 655839c)). Chapter 9 of the DHE evaluates the use of the Low
and Moderate fund.
Although Chapter 9 provides an analysis of the expenditures through 1999, it provides no detailed
information regarding the expenditures that SHRA forecasts through the end of the Housing
Element planning period, 2002. Moreover, the DHE does, not indicate the amount of tax
increment funds that, but for the Fair Share proposal, the agency could invest in housing
affordable to low and very low income households in North Natomas. That information would be
particularly helpful because it would clarify the degree to which the Fair Share Proposal denies
funding to North Natomas, which provides the majority of the City of Sacramento's vacant land
that is designated for multifamily development.
The DHE should commit the City to target its use of tax increment funds to increase the number
of housing units available for very low and low income households rather than moderate income
households. Instead, Table 11-3 indicates that the City plans to subsidize 480 units of moderate
income housing and 100 units of above moderate income housing.
o.

Participate in new partnership program with the California Housing
Finance Agency

Program 2.15 does not specify the affordability levels of the units after rehabilitation.
p-

Mixed Income Housing Policy

Program 1.16 proposes a mixed income housing policy but does not specify the percentage of
units that must be affordable to very low income households. The Program should require that at
least 15% of all new housing development must be affordable to very low income households. A
mixed income housing policy requires developers in new growth areas, in areas covered by a
Community or Specific Plan, and areas to be annexed by the City, to ensure that a relatively small
percentage of their units are affordable to low and very low income households. The City could
provide additional incentives to help offset any costs to developers. In instances in which the
development would provide a small number of units, the City might accept the dedication of a
vacant developable parcel in a newly developed area with appropriate zoning and land use
entitlements.
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Sacramento is typical of the dozens of urban or urbanizing cities that have identified a mixed
income housing policy as requisite to provide housing affordable to all residents. Urbanization
tends to lead to increased housing costs, as an influx of people move in and drive up housing
prices. Rapidly growing urban centers generate increasing demands for lower-income industrial
and service workers, many of whom cannot afford to live in close proximity to their places of
employment. As described above, the DHE's forecast for salaries and job growth in Sacramento
County affirms the likelihood that the City's workers will include increasing percentages of low
and very low income persons. (See DHE at 3.3-11.) The City has identified North Natomas as
the Sacramento's center of economic and residential development, and other new growth areas
will likely be similar centers for economic development.
As of 1994, more than sixty-four jurisdictions had adopted inclusionary programs, including fiftyfour cities and ten counties. (See California Coalition for Rural Housing Project, Creating
Affordable Communities: Inclusionary Housing Programs in California, November 1994 at 1). A
few of the Sacramento region's jurisdictions that have adopted inclusionary programs are Yolo
and Placer counties, as well as the cities of Auburn, Davis, Winters, and Woodland. (See id).
Throughout California, inclusionary programs have been overwhelmingly successful at increasing
the quantity of affordable housing for low and very low income households. More than 23,295
affordable units have been produced, and more than $24,000,000 in in-lieu fees has been collected
by jurisdictions as a result of inclusionary zoning. (See id). The majority of the inclusionary
programs are mandatory rather than voluntary. (See id). Mandatory programs have produced
the most very low and low income affordable units compared with voluntary programs, both in
terms of absolute numbers and percentages of total development. (See id).
A mixed income housing policy is the most efficient and equitable tool to ensure the integration of .
households with diverse incomes in new growth areas. First, a mixed income housing policy
increases the chance that housing affordable to low and very low income households will be
indistinguishable from market-rate units and thereby avoids contributing to the stigma and
community criticism often associated with affordable housing. Second, integrating affordable and
market-rate housing gives all members of the community equal access to better services, schools,
recreational facilities, and employment opportunities that are often available only to those at the
higher income levels. Third, a mixed income housing policy would not increase the costs of rents
and other housing costs to occupants in non-targeted units. In actuality, developers purchasing
land would have lower land acquisitions costs, and therefore would not have increased costs to
pass to residents.
The City will likely continue its noncompliance with Housing Element law until the City institutes
a mixed income housing policy. Without a mixed income housing policy, the City is simply unable
to provide adequate sites for low and very low income households. The lack of adequate sites
will occur because new growth areas, such as Natomas, provide the bulk of the City's vacant
parcels on which the City claims housing affordable to low and very low income households will
occur. Yet, the factors described in the analysis of North Natomas above preclude the
construction of units affordable to low and very low income households. Thus, even if the City
instituted the other programs described in this letter, the absence of a mixed income housing
policy causes the City to be vulnerable to Housing Element litigation.
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Housing Trust Fund

As described above, Program 2.17 should commit the City to modify the Housing Trust funds'
funding targets, the implementation of those targets, and the revenue sources for the the City
Trust Fund and the North Natomas Trust Fund. expand the scope of both the Housing Trust
Funds' revenue sources and its funding targets.
As described above, the City must address the fact that none of its most recent projects by the
City Housing Trust Fund meet its program guidelines that call for a minimum of 20% of the units
receiving HTF monies to be affordable to those at 50% of median income. (See Chart 9-4 at 3.911). Moreover, the City must acknowledge that the 20% policy is inadequate. Requiring only 20
% of the units funded to be affordable to very low income households is inconsistent with the
DHE's demonstrated unmet need for this income group, and the DHE's acknowledgment that
meeting the housing needs of very low income households requires subsidy. In addition, the City
must target the Natomas Fund to low and very low income housing development in the North
Natomas area. The City should also broaden the scope of potential projects to increase the
capacity of those organizations that most successfully develop housing projects affordable to low
and very-low income households.
Finally, the City must also evaluate whether it can increase the amount of money financing both
Funds. The City should analyze whether an increase in the fee per square foot is warranted, taking
into account inflation, increased residential construction costs, and other relevant measures. The
City should also examine additional sources of revenue for the fund. Potential sources that have
been used by other.cities include, the dedication of a portion of property taxes, real estate transfer
taxes, sales taxes or hotel room taxes to the fund, and a fee on residential development.
3.

Housing Mix, Balance and Neighborhood Compatibility
a.

Adoption of a Fair Share Plan and Multifamily Lending guidelines

Programs 3.1 and 3.2 must address the fact that the SHRA Fair. Share policy as proposed in 1995
violates federal anti-discrimination provisions of the CDBG and HOME programs. We believe
that the policy may also violate state and federal fair housing laws.
The deadlines for programs 3.1 and 3.2 are past. At a minimum, the Fair Share proposal should
be revised to permit SHRA funding of any project: (1) that is on existing vacant higher density
zoned land identified in the DHE vacant land inventory as suitable for low and very low income
housing development; (2) that is in any current or future redevelopment project area; (3) that is in
any new growth areas and/or annexed lands identified in the future; (4) that encourages residents'
ownership of their units and alternative tenure forms such as mutual housing and cooperatives; (5)
that encourages social services in areas with special needs populations; or (6) that is in the North
Natomas 70.03 census tract. A revision to the Fair Share proposal to allow SHRA funding in
North Natomas is particularly important. In those areas in which even a revised Fair Share
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Proposal would preclude SHRA funding of new construction, the City should provide other
incentives to increase the stock of housing affordable to low and very low income households. In
particular, the City should fund organizations with a history of, and commitment to, successful
long-term management of low and very low income housing. These revisions are needed to
ensure that the City has adequate sites to meet the projected future housing needs of low and very
low income households. Even with these changes, however, we are concerned that the policy
may violate state and federal law.
b.

Include Mixed Housing developments in new growth areas

Program 3.3 must set out a minimum percentage of housing units that will be affordable to low
and very low income households in new growth areas similar to the minimum identified in the
mixed income housing policy described above. Moreover, the program must provide relocation
mechanisms for individuals and families displaced by the City's encouragement of "step up"
housing.
c.

Strengthen the multiple housing type and target density policies

Program 3.4 must include mandatory affordability targets to compensate for the fact that the City
does not review individual subdivisions for their consistency with density requirements.
Moreover, pending the City's development of a coherent enforcement system for those
requirements, the program should commit the City to support nonprofit developers of housing
affordable to low and very low income housing.
4.

Mitigate Governmental and Nongovernmental constraints in the
. development and assistance of housing.

As described above in this letter's section on "Constraints," there are numerous governmental and
nongovernmental constraints against the development of housing affordable to low and very low
income households within the Cit of Sacramento. The following is a summary response only to
those constraints that the City chose to identify under Goal 4 of the DHE. The "Constraints"
section of this letter more fully discussed the necessary mitigation measures within its evaluation
those constraints.
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a.

Amend the City's zoning Ordinance to establish clear development
standards and review and approval procedures for various housing
types ( Program 4.1) and establish Planning Director Special Permit
process for review and approval of multi-family developments
(Program 4.9) and Design Guidelines (Program 5.3).
(1)

Multi family development by right with revised development
standards

We support staffs recommendation that the City adopt program 4.9 to permit multifamily
development by right. (See Govt. Code § 65583(c)(1).) The County adopted a similar program
in settlement of Coleman v. County of Sacramento. The components of this program, discussed
in greater detail below are: (1) development of upgraded and clarified development standards for
multifamily residential construction; ( 2) amendment of the zoning ordinance to ensure that
multifamily projects in appropriate zones are reviewed through a simplified ministerial process; (3)
expansion of the zones in which multifamily development is permitted by right to include
appropriate commercial zones; and (4) expedited review of multifamily development proposals.
(a)

Revise development standards for multifamily projects

The City is currently revising its design standards. Unfortunately, as currently drafted, the revised
standards continue to be inadequate. The City should work with multifamily housing developers
to revise and upgrade the City's multifamily development standards, as did the County pursuant to
the settlement of Coleman v. County of Sacramento. Those revised standards are included with
this letter as Exhibit D. To comply with Government Code section 65583(c)(1) and to facilitate
multifamily housing development, the City must revise its multifamily development standards so
that the revised standards may be considered by the Planning Commission and City Council in
conjunction with the proposed Housing Element.
(b)

Multifamily housing projects by right in residential
zones

The City should permit as of right the development of multifamily projects in appropriate zones in
the City which comply with the revised multifamily design guidelines. As currently drafted,
programs 4.1 and 4.9 do not specify the residential zones in which multifamily would be permitted
by right. The City should amend its Zoning Code to provide that the Planning Director, or his or
her designee, with appeal to the Planning Commission, conduct all development plan review of
multifamily projects meeting the City's revised development standards. The amended Zoning
ordinance should constitute the sole land use review requirement for multifamily projects in
residential zones, except for projects seeking a variance, or projects that do not comply with the
development standards. The amendment should also provide that, for multifamily projects that
deviate from the revised City development standards, the City process those deviations as an
exception pursuant to the zoning ordinance.
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(c)

Multifamily housing projects by right in commercial
zones

The City should amend its zoning ordinance to.allow as of right development and construction of
multifamily projects that meet the City's revised development standards in specified Commercial
Zones. Programs 4.1 and 4.9 do not specify whether multifamily housing would be permitted by
right in commercial zones. Such projects should be subject only to development plan review by
the Director of the Neighborhoods, Planning and Development Services Department, or his
designee, with appeal to the Planning Commission. The amendment should provide that for
multifamily projects that deviate from the City's revised development standards, the City should
process such deviations from the development standards as an exception pursuant to the zoning
ordinance.
(d)

Expedited multifamily development plan review

The City of Sacramento should adopt a policy by which the submission of a complete application
must be reviewed within 30 days for multifamily projects that require staff level Development Plan
Review by the Planning Department. Currently, the time for residential project approval ranges
from approximately three months to seven months. (DHE at 3.6-15). The City should provide
expedited review, with no additional charge, for all housing projects annually in which at least ten
percent of the units are affordable to very low income households, as certified by the Sacramento
Housing and Redevelopment Agency (SHRA). With the exception of those projects not in
conformance with the required City's revised development standards, the City should consider
multifamily housing developments as "ministerial projects" as defined in Public Resources Code §
21080 (b) for environmental review purposes.
(e)

Draft and adopt development standards and permit
temporary and transitional housing for the homeless by
right

As explained above in the discussion of the City's vacant land inventory, the DHE fails to identify
any sites with appropriate zoning, development standards and public services and facilities to
accommodate the identified need for emergency shelter and transitional housing in the City. (See
Govt. Code § 65583(a)(6); §65583(c)(1)): In large part, that failure is due to the Momorandum
of Understanding and the special permitting process that the City imposes upon the siting of
emergency shelters and transitional housing. The DHE should include a thorough discussion of
these constraints to temporary shelter and.transitional housing, and the DHE should commit the
City to adopt policies and programs to remove these constraints, including identification of
adequate sites for shelter and transitional housing development in the City.
The DHE includes a recommendation that the City Council repeal the 1994 moratorium (draft
Housing Element Program 4.10 at p. 3.10-19). In addition, the draft proposes amendments to the
City's Zoning Ordinance to establish "clear development standards, review and approval
procedures for ... emergency shelters that are located within the C-4, M-1 or M-2 industrial and
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commercial zones and within close proximity to public transportation and other services, subject
to compliance with minimum design and development standards." (Draft Housing Element
Program 4.1 at p. 3.10-17.) However, the DHE does not specify the level of review for the
development of emergency shelters and transitional housing within those zones. The DHE must
include a detailed policy and program to adopt development standards and simplified, less costly
project review and approval procedures, in appropriate zones as soon as possible. Moreover, to
address the discriminatory effect of the current zoning requirements, non-profit shelters should be
permitted by right in the C2, C4, Ml and M2 zones, just like for-profit motels and hotels.
b.

Preliminary staff and neighborhood review

As described above in this letter's "Constraints" section, the City's current protocol for involving
neighborhoods in early review of projects likely to be of "special concern" may be a violation of
Government Code § 65008, Housing Element Law, fair housing Law, the Americans with
Disabilities Act, and the Equal Protection clauses of the state and federal constitutions. Programs
4.2, 4.3, and 4.4 should evaluate the preliminary review as an illegal violation of those laws and
' propose revocation or modification.
c.

Amend and implement the City's Subdivision Ordinance Regulations

These amendments must include significant incentives for high density design and must implement
the.requirement that some percentage of all residential units be affordable to low and very low
income households, per the mixed income housing policy described above.
d.

Study and implement potential reductions of permit fees

Program 4.6 should include an evaluation of the affordability incentives created by the reduction
of permit fees for smaller residential projects and include targets for increasing the reduction in
fees for smaller residential projects that are affordable to low and very low income households.
e.

Work with SAFCA and other agencies to resolve flood plain
restrictions

Program 4.7 should commit the City to including an evaluation of the flood plain restrictions
effects upon the development of housing affordable to low and very low income households. This
evaluation should include an analysis of whether the City's improvements to the levee subsidize
the development of moderate and above moderate housing to the low of housing affordable to
low and very low income households.
- G

Study and modify infrastructure standards.

Program 4.8 should include an evaluation of the affordability incentives created by the
modification of infrastructure standards. Moreover, the program should provide for greater
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flexibility of infrastructure standards for projects that will be affordable to low and very low
income households.
g•

Repeal the existing Emergency Shelter and transitional Housing
resolution

As described above, the City must repeal City Council Resolution 94-057 as the resolution
violates Government Code § 65008, Housing Element Law, fair housing law, the Americans with
Disabilities Act, and the Equal Protection clauses of the state and federal constitution.
5.

Housing Quality and Neighborhood Improvement
a.

Provide and improve the Design Review program of the City

Like R-review, the City's Design Review creates another burden for any developer of housing
affordable to low and very low income households with in the Central City. As a result, the City
should establish clear design standards and then institute a staff level design review process for
Central City developments that will be affordable to low and very low income households.
b.

Update the City's Infill and Deep Lot Development Ordinances

Program 5.2 should commit the City to develop additional incentives for in-fill projects that are
affordable to low and very low income households. Without that commitment, it is likely that
neighborhood opposition and the emphasis on "step-up" housing will preclude the development of
units affordable to low and very low income households.
c.

Adopt the City's Multifamily Development Guidelines

Program 5.3 should be developed as an integral part of the modified multifamily permitting
process described above. In development the guideliens, the City must take into account that
design guidelines may unnecessarily increase costs and preclude the development of housing
affordable to low and very low income households.
d.

Implement the Problem-Oriented Policy Program (program 5.4); the
Neighborhood Reclamation and Protection Plan (program 5.5);
systematic building code enforcement ( program 5.10); and the Rent
Escrow Account Program (program 5.12)

The City must strengthen its efforts to maintain the quality of existing housing stock through
aggressive and early code enforcement. Despite the City's significant problem of deteriorated
units, described above, the DHE proposes a "self-certification" model, where landlords could
simply assert that their properties are in compliance with the code. (See DBE at 3.10-26,
Program 6.4). Given the obvious risks of such a program, the City should proactively inspect
properties and collect fees from violators. Moreover, the City's District Attorney should take the
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initiative to sue landlords for illegal activity. The City should commit to replacement of housing
removed from the inventory due to code enforcement activity. The City should expand and
strengthen relocation assistance to low and very low income tenants displaced by code
enforcement.
Reorganize the Planning Division into geographic teams

e.

Program 5.6 further balkanizes the land use planning of the City. The City must recognize that
while neighborhood identify and input are important, the City must also involve its residents in
City-wide planning efforts. City-wide planning is particularly important, given the tendency of
neighborhoods to discourage the development of housing affordable to low and very low income
households within their boundaries. Thus, program 5.6 must include some forum in which any
geographically segregated planning units must share responsibility for affordable housing.
Implement neighborhood revitalization and preservation
recommendations

f.

Program 5.7 must ensure that at least 15% of the "mixed income housing projects" within the
central city are affordable to very low income households. In addition, the program must provide
relocation assistance for.any low and very low income households that are displaced by those
mixed income housing projects as well as replacement units for any units affordable to low and
very low income households that are lost as a result of those Central City mixed income housing
projects.
g.

Support home ownership among low and moderate income
households ( program 5.8) and home ownership programs carried out
by nonprofit housing corporations ( program 5.9)

Program 5.8 should target home ownership for low income households rather than moderate
income households. Program 5.9 should commit the City to support increasing the capacity of
those nonprofits that provide home ownership programs for low income households.
.

Develop and implement locational criteria, review procedures and
development standards for the siting and integration of social service
care facilities in residential neighborhoods

As described above in the "Constraints" section, locational criteria and review procedures for
emergency shelters, transitional housing, and social service care facilities may be violations of
Government Code § 65008, Housing Element Law, fair housing law, the Americans with
Disabilities Act, and the Equal Protection clauses of state and federal constitutions. Program 5.11
should analyze the locational criteria and review procedures for social service care facilities as
potentially illegal constraints.
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i.

Del Paso Nuevo

Program 5.13 must evaluate the degree to which the development of Del Paso Nuevo displaces
low and very low income residents of the area, and whether the development plan provides
adequate relocation and replacement housing for those residents.
6.

Conserve Sacramento Neighborhoods and Rehabilitate Affordable Housing
a.

Expand the use of the SHRA Boarded/Vacant Home program

Program 6.1 must commit the City to modifying the Boarded/Vacant Home program to provide
home ownership opportunities to low rather than moderate income home buyers.
b.

Develop and expand successful incentive programs to improve
management and maintenance of privately owned rental housing

Program '6.1 a must demonstrate whether it will displace any low and very low income households
by increasing the rents of their homes. Moreover, the program must provide replacement units
for any units affordable to low nad very low income households that are no longer affordable as a
_
result of the program, and relocation assistance for those households.
c.

Continue to finance the rehabilitation of owner-occupied homes

Program 6.2 should specify how SHRA will simplify participation in this program.

d.

Maintain active financing program for acquisition and rehabilitation
of multifamily properties .

Program 6.3 should provide incentives to onprofit developers of housing affordable to low and
very low income housing who can demonstrate their commitment to the local community.
Program 6.3 should also include capacity building resources for those nonprofit developers.
e.

Adopt a proactive rental inspection and a "self-certification program

As described above, a self-certification program is likely to contribute to the City's significant
stock of substandard housing and, eventually, will cause the reduction of units affordable to low
and very low income households.
f.

Preserve privately owned HUD-financed low income house projects
that are at risk of conversion to market rate housing.

As described above, program 6.5 must commit to the preservation of more than 200 units and not
rely so heavily upon the issuance of vouchers. Moreover, the program must commit SHRA to
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cease the facilitation of prepayment and sale of properties to buyers with little interest in longterm affordability by offering bond financing, usually in combination with tax credits.
g.

Residential Hotel Alternative Housing Program (program 6.7) and the
amendment of the zoning ordinance to comply with the residential
hotel new construction standards ( program 6.8)

Despite the increasing hostility towards SROs described above, program 6.7 does not address
adequately the City's policies on SROs as a governmental constraint to adequate housing.
Service enriched housing is not a viable alternative for many displaced residents of SROs and also
removes resources that were previously available to provide shelter, with or without services.
The DHE should include a program recognizing that SROs provide an essential resource in
addition to other transitional and "permanent" housing units for otherwise homeless individuals
and commit the City to a one-to-one replacement of any lost SRO units.
h.

Update the Historic Preservation Ordinance ( program 6.9); fund and
support the Sacramento Heritage Trust Fund (program 6.10); and
develop and adopt a Historic Preservation Element (program 6.11)

Each of these programs should include a commitment to develop and implement incentives to
increase the units of housing affordable to low and very low income households and to provide
relocation assistance and replacement units where the programs' policies may displace low and
very low income households.
i.

Residential Demolition Ordinance

Program 6.12 should specify how this ordinance would prioritize and provide incentives to
housing affordable to low and very low income households.
J.

Implement hte Neighborhood Paint Program

Program 6.13 should include modifications to simplify participation in the program.
Implement the Franklin Villa Revitalization Plan to restore
neighborhood vitality

Program 6.14 should include annual goals and deadlines.
7.

Preserve and Develop Housing Opportunities for Persons with Special Needs

The DHE should include programs to address the housing needs of individuals with either
mobility or non-mobility disabilities. The programs should include, but not be limited to, projects
to increase access to transportation and to indicate clearly paths of travel for persons in
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wheelchairs to facilitate easy mobility both within the proposed housing and for accessible
entrance and egress (i.e., roadside curb cuts and/or driveways for full accessibility). In addition,
the City should include a comprehensive survey of inaccessible sidewalks along major streets to
ascertain whether disabled. occupants of any particular unit can get to public facilities, such as
hospitals, schools, and social service sites. Finally, the City should support specific programs,
such as those conducted by the Sacramento Housing Alliance, that educate disabled renters and
rental housing owners and operators regarding the requirements of the State Fair Employment
and Housing Act and the Americans with Disabilities Act.
a.

Provide assistance to emergency shelter facilities (program 7.1) and
support transitional and permanent housing programs (program 7.2)

Program 7.1 should include provisions to ensure that the availability of assistance to emergency
shelters does not create more complicated application procedures or remove resources that could
make more beds available to very low income individuals and families. Moreover, program 7.2
should prioritize the allocation of resources for permanent housing programs.
b.

Review and adopt specific recommendations of the Board on
Homelessness ( program 7.3) and implement polciy within the
Richards Boulevard Area Plan (program 7.4)

Programs 7.3 and 7.4 should recognize that any City actions to distribute housing and social
services affordable to low and very low income households must comply with Government Code
§ 65008, Housing Element Law, state and federal fair housing law, the Americans with
Disabilities Act, and the Equal Protection clauses of the state and federal constitutions.
c.

Promote the concept of co-housing, mutual housing and housing
cooperatives

Program 7.5 should commit the City to providing capacity building resources to developers of cohousing, mutual housing, and housing cooperatives.
d.

Implement the strategies of the SHRA's Consolidatd Plan or Housing
and Community Development

Program7.6 must recognize that any housing initiative for special need populations, including the
development of housing for the homeless, the mentally ill and persons with AIDS must comply
with Government Code § 65008, Housing Element Law, state and federal fair housing law, the
Americans with Disabilities Act, and the Equal Protection clauses of the state and federal
constitutions. Moreover, program 7.6 must prioritize the provision of capacity building resources
for non-profit service providers.
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8.

Energy Conservation
a.

SMUD's Energy Efficient New Cosntruction Program (program 8.1);
SMUD and PG&E's program to retrofit existing housng for energy
efficiency (program 8.2); and the Tree Planting Program (program
8.3)

Programs 8.1, 8.2, and 8.3 should include additional incentives for the participation of low and
very low income households, and the provision of those programs' benefits to emergency shelters
and transitional housing developments.
9.

Promote Equal Housing Opportunity
a.

Support enforcement practices of the Human Rights/Fair Housing
Commission addressing discrimination against households with
special needs (program 9.1); provide equal housing opportunity for
people with disabilities (program 9.2); support neighborhood efforts
to resolve tenant complaints (program 9.3)

Programs 9.1, 9.2, and 9.3 should commit the City to evaluate the degree to which its permitting,
funding, and neighborhood notification programs violate Government Code § 65008, Housing
Element Law, state and federal fair housing law, the Americans with Disabilities Act, and the
Equal Protection clauses of the state and federal constitutions. Moreover, these programs should
include support for the non-profit developers and advocates for housing affordable to low and
very low income households that currently offer trainings on fair housing.
10.

Monitor and Coordinate Housing Performance

Programs 10.1 and 10.2 should commit the City to integrate the analysis of households at or
below 30% of median income throughout future drafts and annual updates on the Housing
Element. Incorporation of this analysis is essential, because without it, future drafts and annual
updates will not be able to provide adequate information to evaluate whether or not the City is
meetings its legal requirement to plan for the housing of all economic segments of the population,
and in particular, those whose housing needs are most critical.
G.

Conclusion

Thank you for your consderation of our comments on the City of Sacramento's Draft
Housing Element. We look forward to discussing the Draft with you in more detail after you
have had the opportunity to consider these comments and the attached supporting materials. As
described above, we are greatly concerned that the City promptly produce a valid housing element
that sets forth an adequate plan to address the critical need for affordable housing in the City. The
development of housing for moderate income households is occurring swiftly in Sacramento with
few safeguards to encourage housing affordable to low and very low income households. The
speed of development is particularly worrisome, given the above described problems with the
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City's land inventory and the apparent difficulties tracking development accurately. If you have
any questions concerning our comments, please feel free to call me at 551-2130.

Sincerely,
LEGAL SERVICES OF
NORTHERN CALIFORNIA

Wendy Lee Anderson
Attorney

Elizabeth Noling
Attorney
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Attachment H
LEGAL SERVICES OF NORTHERN CALIFORNIA
515 - 12th Street
Sacramento, California 95814
Telephone: ( 916) 551-2150
Fax: (916) 551-2196

City of Sacramento Draft Housing Element
Affordable housing program priorities
March 13, 2000

1.

Fee waivers and deferrals for affordable housing projects
DHE Program 2.1

Participate in the Sacramento County Regional Sanitation Board's
fee waiver and deferral program to reduce impact fees for affordable
housing developments and request an extension from June 1, 2000
through June 2002.

DHE Program 2.1 a Implement the Development Fee Financing Program (or other
financing mechanisms) and work with other agencies and districts to
defer payment of eligible development impact fees until close of
escrow for ownership housing and until occupancy for rental housing
for low income households. The City shall work with
representatives of the building industry and non-profit housing
developers to establish a fee reduction program for affordable
housing projects for low income households. Adoption of this
program is contingent upon satisfactory resolution of budgetary
issues resulting from fee reductions/waivers.
The fee waiver and deferral program included in the draft housing element should be
developed and finalized for consideration and approval by the City Council concurrently with
consideration and approval of the Housing Element. There is no justification for further delay
in development and approval of the program.
The County's afffordable housing fee waiver and deferral program should be utilized as a
model. LSNC has previously submitted the County's fee waiver and deferral program
ordinances to the City. City staff and the City Attorney, in consultation with non-profit
affordable housing developers, should draft fee waiver and deferral ordinances now so that the
ordinances can be considered and adopted by the City Council concurrently with the Housing
Element.
In particular, the City should adopt an aggressive program of fee waivers and deferrals to
facilitate the development of affordable housing in the North Natomas Community Plan Area,
which the City concedes will not support development of new housing opportunities for low and
very low income households without the removal of governmental and nongovermental
constraints. LSNC is developing a list of these City fees which should be waived and deferred to

facilitate affordable housing development in the City.
2.

Density Bonus Ordinance
DHE Program 2.2

Implement State Density Bonus Law, through adoption of a local
density bonus ordinance, which specifies financial and regulatory
concessions available to projects providing units affordable to low
and very low income or senior households.

As HCD has mandated in its January 21, 2000 review letter, the City "should expedite the
adoption ofa density bonus ordinance consistent with State Density Bonus Law" and extend its
application to the entire City. City staff and the City Attorney should prepare a density bonus
ordinance for consideration and approval by the City Council concurrently with consideration
and approval of the Housing Element. There is no justification for further delay in
development and approval of the ordinance. HCD has provided the City with a Model Density
Bonus Ordinance, and the LSNC has previously provided the City with the County's density
bonus ordinance .
3.

Redevelopment Tax Increment Low and Moderate Income Housing Funds
New Program: The City, through its redevelopment agencies, shall comply with the
mandate of Health & Safety Code section 33334.4 which requires the City,
to expend monies in the Low and Moderate Income Housing Fund to
assist in the development of housing units for persons of low and very low
income in at least the same proportion as the total number of housing units
needed for those income groups within the community, as identified in the
Housing Element. In addition, the City shall expend other public monies
available for affordable housing development to assist in the development.
of housing units for persons of low and very low income in at least the
same proportion as the total number of housing units needed for those
income groups within the community, as identified in the Housing
Element, and consistent with law governing the use of those funds.

The City must revise the draft housing element to comply with the mandate of Health &
Safety Code section 33334.4 for the expenditure of Low and Moderate Income Housing Fund
monies and other public monies available for low and very low income housing development.
4.

Mixed income housing policy in new growth areas
DHE Program 2.16:

Require a mix of housing by income levels in all newly developed
areas of the City. In all new development,
% of all new housing
shall be affordable to very low income households. Affordability
shall be assured for the longest feasible time, but not less than 30
years. SHRA shall assist developers in applying for available
financing and the City shall give these affordable units priority for
fee waivers and other incentives. In lieu of development, the
developer may dedicate to SHRA a vacant developable parcel in a
2

newly developed area with appropriate zoning and land use
entitlements to accommodate the required very low income units.
In its January 21, 2000 review letter, HCD approved of the mixed income housing proposal
as a means to "economically integrate new housing developments," and emphasizing that the
program is "instrumental in accommodating Sacramento's very low-income housing need." As
directed by HCD, the housing element should be revised to specify that 15% of new housing
development that will be required to be affordable to very low-income households. To clarify
how the City will implement the mixed income program, the details of the program should be
included in the housing element. Ordinances should be developed and finalized for
consideration and approval by the City Council concurrently with consideration and approval
of the Housing Element. There is no justification for further delay in development and approval
of the program. LSNC is preparing a draft ordinance for consideration by City staff and the City
Attorney.
5.

Planning Director's Special Permit (PDSP) Process & Development Standards for
multifamily housing development
DHE Program 4.9

Establish Planning Director's Special Permit (PDSP) process for
review and approval of multi-family developments. Currently all
multi-family proposals require review and approval by the Planning
Commission unless the project is located within a design review
district or PUD which creates additional processing times and costs.
The PDSP process would utilize the Multi-Family Design Guidelines
to assure compliance with minimum design standards (5.3).

HCD has concluded that the City must expedite the adoption and implementation of
Program 4.9, concluding that "this new program would be combined with Program 5.3
(Multifamily Development Design Guidelines) to establish clear and consistent standards for
multifamily developinent. The Planning Director's Special Permit (PDSP) Process and MultFamily Design Guidelines referenced in the draft housing element should be developed and
finalizedfor consideration and approval by the City Council concurrently with consideration
and approval of the Housing Element. There is no justification for further delay in
development and approval of the program. LSNC has previously provided the City with
analogous ordinances for Planning Director review and approval of multi-family housing projects
in the County.
6.

Single Room Occupancy (SRO) Taskforce
DHE Program 6.6:

Appoint an SRO Task Force to review and recommend policies
related to the preservation, replacement and development of Single
Room Occupancy hotels.

The SRO Taskforce should be created and appointed as soon as possible. SRO's are an
important source of housing for very low income people in the City. The City has abandoned its
support of single room occupancy hotels (SROs) despite the continued need for those units.
SROs provide housing to very low income or poverty level individuals -- including seniors --
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who may not need supportive services. The City's 1985 Housing Element Quantified Objectives
included the "Retention and preservation of 1028 residential hotel rooms, and replacement of 40
SRO rooms that were either demolished or converted in the past." (DHE 2.2-5). The current
draft housing element, in contrast, indicates that the City plans to eliminate SROs further through
a moratorium on replacements. There is great concern that the City will lose the 38-room
Biltmore Hotel this year and that there will be no replacement units.
The DHE should discuss the City's policy against SRO preservation and replacement in
detail as a constraint to affordable housing development and as a possible violation of
Government Code § 65008, and the fair housing laws described above.
7.

Emergency shelter & transitional housing
DHE Program 4.1:

Amend the City's zoning ordinance to establish clear development
standards, review and approval procedures for various housing types,
including but not limited to alternative ownership housing types,
emergency shelter and transitional housing. Specifically, the City
will identify sites suitable for emergency shelters that are located
within the C-4, M-1 or M-2 industrial and commercial zones and
within close proximity to public transportation and other services,
subject to compliance with minimum design and development
standards.

DHE Program 4.10:

Repeal the existing Emergency Shelter and Transitional housing
resolution that prohibits the expansion of existing homeless
programs in the City until the County equals or exceeds this number.

HCD has stated that the housing element must describe the conditions under which
emergency shelters and transitional housing will be permitted in the City, and must demonstrate
that the development standards will encourage and facilitate the development of shelters and
transitional housing. HCD has specifically warned that "the City's new development standards
for homeless shelters and transitional housing should regulate the use and not the user." HCD
has stated that the housing element must include "specific identification of how many vacant and
how many redevelopable acres exist within each land use classification, parcel size and the
community plans areas in which the sites are located."
Moreover, HCD has stated that the City must immediately repeal the current prohibition in
the City on the development of new homeless and transitional housing programs, as called for in
Program #4.10.
The City should do the following to comply with HCD's review letter and Housing
Element law:
Adopt development standards for emergency shelter concurrently with adoption of the
housing element, using the County design standards as a model.
Adopt the Planning Directors' Special Permit Process for development of emergency
shelter and transitional housing, rather than calling for development of these
4
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procedures at some time in the future.
Expand the inventory of potential sites for emergency shelter to include the C4, M1
and M2 and C2 zones, because similarly-situated for-profit uses such as hotels and
motels are permitted by right in these zones.
Repeal the moratorium on publicly-funded shelter and services for the homeless in the
City, effective with adoption of the housing element.
7.

Inclusion of North Natomas Community Plan Area in the Fair Share funding formula

DHE Program 3.1

The City shall adopt a Fair Share housing plan and Multi Family Lending
Guidelines to provide guidance for the equitable distribution of publically
assisted affordable housing throughout the city while also taking into
account the availability of vacant residential sites. The threshold criteria
will include home ownership rates and median income determined by
census tract and availability of vacant multi-family zoned sites in new
growth areas and areas of opportunity for development and reuse.

The DHE should clarify how the MF Lending Guidelines will "take into account the
availability of vacant residential sites."
DHE Program 3.2

The City shall ensure that newly developing areas with unique
circumstances are addressed -in the Fair Share Plan. Include Census
Tract 70.03 in North Natomas based on the new formula or method
for assessing census tracts. However, because this area is largely
vacant and the City's largest new growth area, an exception to the
proposed guidelines formula should be made to include this area as
an area suitable for mixed income housing.
The current Multi Family Lending Guidelines excludes (sic) this
census tract in North Natomas based on the new formula or method
for assessing census tracts. However, because this area is largely
vacant and is the City's largest new growth area, an exception to the
proposed guidelines formula should be made to include this area as
an area suitable for mixed income housing.

An exception-to the guidelines should be made applicable upon adoption of the housing
element.
8.

Use of North Natomas Housing Trust Fund monies for affordable housing projects in
North Natomas
DHE Program 2.17

Amend the Housing Trust Fund Ordinance to allow the use of
commercial development fees paid into the North Natomas fund for
the development of affordable housing projects in North Natomas.
Currently, the North Natomas fund can only be used to fund infill
projects in North Sacramento and these units have no affordability
restrictions. Allowing use of these funds for North Natomas projects

5
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will provide another source of funding for meeting the Natomas and
citywide affordable housing objectives.
City staff and the City Attorney should prepare revised rules and regulations for the
administration of the North Natomas Housing Trust Fund for consideration and approval by the
City Council concurrently with consideration and approval of the Housing Element. The HTF
money should be used to fund very low income housing units rather than low and moderate
income units, just as the HTF money generated elsewhere in the City is used to fund very low
income housing units.
9.

Preservation of assisted housing units
DHE Program 6.5

Preserve privately owned HUD-financed low income housing
projects that are at risk of conversion to market rate housing through
monitoring opt out legislation, pending contract expirations, and
proactive finance programs to stabilize affordability.

HCD has identified numerous shortcomings in the City's analysis of the potential loss of
assisted units which must be corrected for the Housing Element to comply with state law. Local
non-profit affordable housing providers have expressed interest in participating in the purchase
and management of federally-subsidized affordable housing units subject to opt-out, but require
additional financial assistance to make their participation feasible. The City should commit to
development of a program to build the capacity of existing non-pro fit housing providers to
purchase and preserve such units.
H:\WP50\ESN\HARRIS\priorityprograms031000.wpd
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Resources for Independent Liuing
1211 H Street, Suite B
Sacramento, California 95814
(916) 446-3074 (TDD & Voice)

Steve Petersen, Senior Planner
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Decerbber 28, 1999

Neighborhoods, Planning and Development
Services Department City of Sacramento
.1231 1 Street, 3`d Floor

Sacramento, CA 95814
RE:

Housing Element
Public Review Draft
November 1999

Dear Mr. Petersen,
Thank you for the opportunity to make our preliminary comments on the draft city housing
element. Resources for Independent Living (RIL) applauds the effort that went into preparing the
plan and the many insightful goals it contains. We hope that our comments can strengthen the
plan.
RIL's Role in Housing

Before providing our comments, we would like to describe RIL's role in housing as a way of
giving background to help you interpret our remarks.
RIL's purpose is to serve disabled individuals. Our priority is working with low and very lowincome consumers. We provide information and referral, advocacy, personal assistant referrals,
peer counseling, independent living skills training, and assistance with finding accessible,
affordable housing. Many of our consumers are SSI recipients who also benefit from the aid of
Section 8 housing, either tenant or project-based. Additionally, we operate a transitional living
center for the disabled in Oak Park (6 bedsl. We also advocate for accessible housing for all
income levels of the disabled population. Much of the time, advocating for affordable accessible
housing involves calling for adequate public transportation for our transit dependent target
population so that they can travel to and from their homes to reach needed services and enjoy the
various opportunities life offers.

.I
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Description of Need
We note the element's statement about the needs of the disabled (Page 139) but feel that it does
not go into enough depth and sense a lack of familiarity with issues confronting the disabled
throughout the writing of the plan.
One important factor that leads to unnecessary institutionalization of the physically disabled in
nursing homes is the lack of affordable, accessible housing and necessary rent subsidies to
accompany it. This fact is not mentioned or explored. Later in the element (Page 272) in
discussing the goal to "preserve and develop housing opportunities for persons with special
needs," no specific mention is made of the physically disabled population (or the low income
elderly). Still later (Page 274) in stating the goal to continue SHRA's Consolidated Plan for
special needs populations, the physically disabled population is again not referenced. Both these
omissions seem to imply a lack of familiarity with and a lack of commitment to solve the
housing problems of the physically disabled.
There are also at least three other examples of lack of insight in the narrative of the plan that
could draw the unfavorable attention of those in the disabled population. In explaining "potential
residential opportunities within light rail corridors" (Page 185), it is written that "higher densities
and mixed use projects within.close walking distance of transit centers are more efficient/land
uses that support public transportation and air quality objectives." While this is a good sentiment
and "walking distance" is a very descriptive colloquialism, people in wheelchairs are nonambulatory. Within "pedestrian distances" \vould probably be a better expression.

Secondly, throughout the element there does not seem to be the recognition that there are many
types of " transitional living centers". While there are transitional living centers for the homeless
and mentally ill, there are also transitional living centers for the physically disabled, women and
children escaping violent environments, and so on. All these different types of transitional living
centers serve a needed purpose,
Lastly, the goal to implement the Residential Hotel Alternative Housing Program to provide
permanent service enriched housing in small apartment settings for very low income persons
throughout the Sacramento area (Page 270), while positive because it provides additional
housing units, would be difficult to implement because of transportation requirements. Some
disabled advocates would also see it as a possible "ghetto-izing" of disabled homeless persons.
We agree with the element's goals of preventing discrimination against the disabled in housing
and of providing equal housing opportunities, including residential projects and public
improvements that comply with the Americans with Disabilities Act (Pages 276-277 and 323).
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Social Service Citing, Policy / Fair Share Distribution of Social Services
In a number of sections of the element (Pau.es 267 and 313) a goal is put forth to develop criteria
for a social services throughout the city and iimplied) county. Although it is difficult to comment
on this goal because it merely states that criteria for the policy is to be developed, there are at
least a couple of initial proviso's to such a policy that should be stated - no matter what the final
policy - that are not stated.
Any such social services citing policy/fair share distribution of social services should take into
account where the people who would use such services currently reside. If it does not, services
might be required to locate in areas away from their target population and thus become

inaccessible to that population. An indication in the element that this preparatory research on
where people in need of services live has not been done occurs when the element states
(Page 145) that since the city holds 34% of the population of the county, it's "share" of the
unmet housing need for the homeless population is also 34%. Taking this theory further, it could
be stated that any area in the city or county that has a "population" should share in addressing the
unmet housing need of the homeless, including Granite Bay, Laguna and - because it will have a
population - North Natomas.
A second up front proviso to any citing/fair share plan is that services will be accessible to the
very low and low income by means of public transportation. This conclusion is not mentioned in.
the element and is a very important condition to low income people with disabilities, many of
whom are transit dependent. We support the goal of repealing the resolution that prohibits the
expansion of homeless programs in the city until the county equals or exceeds the city bed count
-

(Page 262 and 308).

Fair share Housing Plan and Lending Policies
This goal (Pages 257-258 and 302) has merit because it would lead to the production of new and
affordable multi-family housing throughout the city (and county) of Sacramento and would be
accompanied by economic and racial integration. What is missing in the discussion of the fair
share housing/lendingplan is mention of the need that this housing be near public transportation
and have proximity to social and commercial services. Without these elements, it will have
limited or no benefit to low income persons with disabilities. (The need for multi family
development to be close to transit and services is mentioned in the section on."housing
supply/housing sites" but is not carried into the section on fair share housing (see page 248).
It is assumed that new multi-family housing funded under fair share lending polices will meet
code and be accessible. The proposed "Residential Hotel Alternative Housing Program" which is
planned to be available "throughout the Sacramento area" (Page 270) should also be located on
sites close to public transportation. The element does not raise this point.

i Z) --2
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Newly Developed Areas
The element puts forth the idea of requiring a mix of housing by income levels, including very
low income, in all newly developed areas of the city (Page 256). This supportable idea
would be even more supportable if public.transportation in these areas was more clearly
illustrated and assured. North Natomas, because of its large amount of undeveloped land,
receives the most emphasis in regard to inclusionary housing concepts. Many transportation
policies in regard to North Natomas are spelled out to imply the area will be adequately served
by public transportation. These include:

•

A transit fee policy exists for the area (Page 181)
Policies call for developers to be sensitive to transit needs of future residents (Page 183)

•

The area's plan calls for higher density housing near light rail (Page 186)

•

Rezones may occur in the area that allow for residential housing in business parks near

•

transit stations (Page 250)
At least two ingredients, however, are missing from the plan that would show how housing
construction and public transportation are tied together. For illustration purposes it would be
helpful to include a map showing light rail and other trsansportartoi.on services provided for the
North Natomas area and when they are likely to be available. Secondly, there should be a
conceptual attempt to show how the build-out of North Natomas and public transportation will
coincide. Persons with disabilities often rely on public transportation, but it would be short
changing them to provide affordable housing without equal access to public transportation in this
community.

Housing - Transportation Linkage as a Special Emphasis
In explaining the housing - transportation linkage, the ideas of fair-share housing and
inclusionary zoning, the housing element gives mention to how planning for housing and
transportation should go hand in hand, but does so in a fashion that is difficult to follow. Even
though state housing guidelines apparently.do not yet require a special section on transportation
- such as there is for "Energy Conservation—- perhaps it would benefit the understanding of the
housing element to have such an addendum.
In addition to points regarding transportation made in the sections on fair-share housing and
inclusionary zoning, such an addendum could include these ideas stated in various sections of the
element:
• Increased housing density along light rail will increase the number of housing units that can
•

be built (Page 185)
Regional Transit and the city are working together to insure that land use planning and

•

transportation are compatible (Page 186)
Infill and transit oriented developments are also seen as ways of conserving energy and
improving air quality (Page 223)

•

The city will support transit oriented development along light rail corridors(Page 247)

•

Front counter planning and permit persons will continue to advise developers on
transportation an traffic issues (Page 26 1)

This addendum should include a map showing developable parcels next to existing and proposed
light rail thereby indicating that transit oriented developments can be an accomplishable goal.
New construction single family Units and Accessibility
Under "Fair Housing Impediments" (Page 214), the element states that "there are existing and
new single family units that are not handicapped accessible" but it does not speculate on
strategies to rectify the problem. One approach might be to promote "general adaptability" or
"visitability" for new construction single family housing. In short, these concepts call for
building with minimum accessibility requirements being addressed. These requirements include
having at least one "no-step entrance" into the unit, interior halls and doorways of a 32-inch
minimum allowing for wheelchair clearance, and a first floor wheelchair accessible bathroom.
While not satisfying the full range of accessibility requirements, they do allow later adaptability
or "visitability". Costs for these features are not high ($250 - $1,000 per unit).
The city, along with interested groups, could promote the concept of visitability among
developers, builders, and architects doing business in the city. Furthermore, the city could
require visitability guidelines be met whenever city funds are used to build or purchase newly
constructed single family units. A number of cities have already passed such ordinances (please
see attached). General adaptability or visitability is especially important in Sacramento because
of flood zone building requirements and the desire to have higher density single family units
(limiting space for ramping).

Gentrification
Perhaps because the housing element is a "build document", it does not discuss the process of
gentrification that is presently happening in some parts of downtown and mid-town Sacramento
and Oak Park. When gentrification happens, units that where previously affordable, accessible
places to live fall out of affordability for low and very low-income disabled persons. Certain city
policies described in the housing element, which are positive within the mentioned framework,
carry with them the liability of causing units to fall out of affordability. Examples of such
policies which are double-edged swords include:
• Encouraging "step-up" housing in existing areas which have predominately low and
moderate income levels (Page 258)
•
•

Calling for close-in and infill housing (Page 263)
Advocating for mixed income housing as apart of downtown revitalization (Page 280)
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While all of these policies are positive and needed, the effect (usually desired) is to increase the
vaiue of surrounding property. This increasc in value results in higher rents for the existing
residents in the neighborhoods. The neighborhood is revitalized but a number of residents
become displaced. This unintended effect ot the city policies should be monitored and any
zoning change or permit request that contributes to loss of affordable units, especially for the
very low-income, should sound an alarm.
Housing Element Updates

Since the housing element is to be updated every five years, it should be more of a priority
within city government and resources should be available to allow it to receive proper attention.
There are noticeable lapses in the writijng. In discussing available lender financing (Page 213) the
element refers to "now" as December 1992. One chart (Page 282) projects 300 units for the very
low-income being built as a result of the "15 % mixed income policy" when this percentage does
not appear to be discussed elsewhere in the report. The element appears to de top-heavy in issues
surrounding North Natomas. Perhaps the city should consider producing the housing element by
contracting with another group such as previously has been done for market and transportation
studies and design standards.
Conclusion
We again thank you for the opportunity to review the draft housing element on behalf of persons
with disabilities and will be glad to work with you in the future on issues regarding our
community.

Sincerely,

;

7s4-,/

Frances Gracechild

L arry Stenzel

RIL Executive Director

RIL Board of Directors

Cc:

Robert Maus
State Housing and Communit^ Development
4
Division of Housing Policy development
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Attachment J
ORDINANCE NO. 981007-A
AN ORDINANCE AMENDING CHAPTER 7-1 OF THE CITY CODE TO
REQUIRE BARRIER-FREE RESIDENTIAL CONSTRUCTION WHERE CITY
FUNDS ARE EXPENDED.
BE IT ORDAINED BY TSL CM COUNCEL OF THE MY OF AUSTIN;
PART 1. The City Council finds that:
(1)

persons with disabilities and their immediate families arc often isalated in
their homes because the homea of most of their acquaintances contain
barriers insurmountable to persons with disabilities;

(2)

persons with disabilities and their immediate families often experience
difficulty in finding sultable housing; and

(3)

there are features in construction which can make new houses visitable, and
in many cases liveable, for persons with disabilities:

PART 2. Statement of lntent. The provisions of this ordinance are enacted to implement
the City's policy that new single-family dwellings, duplexes, and triplexes constructed
with public funds be constructed using design features that provide accessibility and
usability for persons with disabilities, and to promulgate standards that may be less
restrictive than ANSI Al 17.1 while economically providing greater opportunity for
accessibility.
PART 3. Chapter 7-1 of the City Code is amended to add Article IV to read as follows:
ARTICLE IV. ACCESSIBILITY IN HOUSING
CONSTRUCTED WITH PUBLIC FUNDS
DIVISION I. GENERAL PROVISIONS
§ 7-1-171
(A)

APPLICABILITY.
Except as otherwise provided in this section, this article applies to the new
construction of a single-family dwelling, duplex, and triplex after the
effective date of this article that is funded with financial assistance from the
city,

^36
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(B)

(C)

§?-1-172
(A)

(B)

(C)
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This article does not apply to an application for flnancial assistance from the
City on a dwelling structure for which a certificate of occupancy has been
issued under the City of Austin Building Codc.
City financial assistance covered by this article includes:
(1)

a building contract or similar contractual agreement involving a City
funded program or fund, including the Austin Housing Finance
Corporation, or a similar program;

(2)

a real estate purchase, lease, or donation by the City or its agents;

(3)

preferential tax treatinent, bond assistance, mortgage assistance, or
similar financial advantages from the City or its agents;

(4)

disbursement of federal or state construction funds including a
Community Development Block Grant; or

(5)

a'City contract to provide funding or a financial benefit for housing.

WAIVER OF EXTERIOR ACCESSISII-ITY REGULATIONS,
A person requesting a waiver under this section must file an application with
the building official, attaching any documents necessary to demonstrate the
applicant's eligibility for the waiver,
The building official may waive the requirements of Secdon 7-1-181 by
issuing an eaaerior disability accessibility waiver if the applicant
demonstrates that the topographical conditions of a site render compliance
with this article an undue hardship.
official
When the building official receives a waiver application, the building
shall post a notice stating that;
(1)

the building official has received the application;

(2)

written comments may be flled with the building official not later than
the l Oth day after the notice of application was posted; and
a decision on the application will be made and posted not later then the
15th day after the notice of application was posted.

(3)

page 2 of 4

/Q 7

/9si

Dc-c-25-93 04:21P
OE-U 1-yt1 I Ut UC ;45 rn

U1 I T Ur HUZ I 1 n

r nn NU,

4ao ro Ir

^•

P_04
u^

the building
If the building official determines that the waiver is appropriatc, than the 15th
issue a waiver to the applicant, in writing, not later
off. icial shall
day after the notice of application ► s posted-

(D)

APPEAL.

§ 7.1-173
(A)

applicant or a petson who submits written comments under Section I
A waiver
building official under Section
7-•1-172(C)(2) may appeal a decision of the
filing awTttten notice to
7-1-172 to the BuiLd'ing and Fire Code Board by
after the decision
appeal with the building official not later than the 20th day
was issued.

(B)

The building official shall forward a copy of the notice of
next available Building and
Clerk and request a hearing of the appeal
Fire Cede Board meeting.

97-1-174

MONTTORING REQUIRED.

The City Manager shall monitor the administration of this wticle.
DIVISION 2. DESIGN AND CONSTRUCTION REQUIREMENTS
§ 7-1-181
(A).

(B)

§ 7-1-182

BZJI(LDING.ENT'RANCESe
one building entrance that complies
A dwelling unit must provide at least
with the City of Austin Building Code standard for an accessible entrance on
an accessible route served by a ramp or no-step entrance. A building
net clear opening of 32 inches.
entrance door must have a minimum
The entrance may be at the fi-ont, side, or back of a dwelling as long as it is
served by an accessible route such as a garage or sidewalk.

INTERIOR DOORS.

ea,
Except for a door that provides access to a closet of fewer than ^ ve a minimum cleer
interior doors located on the first floor of a dwelling unit must
opening of at least 30 inches. A 2' 8" door or stsndard 6'0" sliding patio door assembly
complies with this requirement. Lever door handle hardware is required on the affected
doors.
§ 7-1-193

ACCESSIBLE ROUTES WITHIN THE DWELLING UNTT.

Page 3of4
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A dwelling unit must Provide an accessible route through the hallways and passageways
of the first floor of the dwelling unit. The route must provide a minimum width of 36
inchcs and be level with ramped or beveled changes at door thresholds.

§ 7-1-184

WALL REINFORCEMENT IN BATHROOMS.

First floor bathroom walls of a dwelling unit must be designed and constructed with
rcinforcemetzt,s using the following gtsmawds-

(1)

Lateral two-inch x six-inch or larger nominal wood blocking must be
installed flush with stud edges of bathroom walls,

(2)

The centerline of the blocking must be 34 inches from and parallel to the
floor.

§ 7-1-185

(A)

(B)

LIGHT SWITCHES, ELECTRICAi. OUTLETS, T*MItMOSTA'I'S,
AND OTHER ENVTROhIMENTAL CONTROLS.
A light switch, thermostat, or electrical panel located on the first floor must
be no higher than 42 inches above the floor. Receptacles must be at least 18
inches above the floor.
no higher than
An electrical panel located outside the dwelling uo 0^e
must
g b^a and djacent
42 inches above the ground, at least 18 inches ab
to an accessible route.

2-2-3 and 2-2-7 of the City
FART 4. The Council waives.the requirements of Sections
Code for this ordinance.
PART 5. This ordinance takes effect on November 1, 1998.

PASSED AND APPROVED
§
4ctobe7C

7

, 1998.
Kirk Watson
Mayor

APPROVED. l A•[•^•^!•-^ ^/f^'^'^^ ATTE9T: ,
An4m,,,, Maftin
City Attorney

Betty G. Brown
Deputy City Clerk
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111GHl,IGHTS OFTHE
AUSTIN VISITABILITY ORDINANCE'
Newly constructed single family duplexes, and trip)exes which receive city
assistance would have to include basic access in their design_

City assistance would mean funding or assistance from the City of Austin
or agency thereof, such as:
1) receipt of building contract or similar contractual agreement involving
any City funded program or fund,

2) real estate purchased, leased or donated from the City of Aust.in or any
agency thereof,
3) receipt of preferential tax treatment, bond assistance, mortgage
assistance or similar financiaJ advantages derived from the City of Austin
or any agency thereof,

4) disbursal under City auspices of any federal or state construction
funds such as CD13G, or
5) receipt of any other funding or financial benefit from the City of Austin
or any agency thereof.

Basic access for this ordinance would include the following design
elements:

•

At least one no step entrance wi
least 32 inc..hes and lever handle hardware on an accessible route

•

Interior doors at least 32 inches wide and lever hardware

•

An accessible route, 30 inrh wide and level, through the house

•

Bathroom walls reinforced for grab bars

•

Fllectric and other environmental controls in accessible locations

1,2-P

Why A Visitability Ordinance is Important
Segregation is probably the single largest contributor to the maintenance and growth of prejudice
in our society. Lack of access segregates people with disabilities as effectively as any Jim Crow
law, just in a different way.
The passage of the Americans with Disabilities Act is opening new doors across America, The
number of people with disabilities out and about in the community as compared to even 10 years
ago it is astounding. But the access the ADA provides is to a public world. In our private lives we
still have major barriers, and we build more every year.
This Visitability Ordinance seeks to change the private living world, and says that this community
will not continue to support development that needlessly excludes people. Housing that does not
provide easy enterance and exiting - not even in an emergency, that does not permit people to
use basic facilities, is substandard. Why build more of it?
'Visitability' is a European term for the ability to visit ones family, friends and neighbors, the ability
to be part of the community. This basic access to housing would benefit our community in many
ways:
Visitability allows people with mobility impairments, one in twenty today, to move freely not
having to be a burden to others. It tears away at the isolation created by lack of access. And
the isolation doesn't just affect the person with a disability. Children, siblings and parents are
all effected, not to mention spouses and friends.
•

Basic access makes life easier for everyone, with and without disabilities. When given a
choice most people use the ramp; look at the curb cut at any street comer. And the accessible
rest room stall is almost always occupied, not by a disabled person but someone who just
wants or likes the extra space.
America is graying. And as America ages our mobility becomes more limited. Basic access
allows people to function more independently for longer in their lives- The trend in services is
away from institutional models and toward services in the home. Lifetime living is what a home
should provide, and the minor changes this ordinance would require will significantly increase
that ability to function independently.
Basic access provides a shell which is usable by anyone. People with disabilities, even two
people with the same disability, have different abilities, different needs and different ways to
meet these needs. Providing this basic shell allows better options to customize access to fit
the person.

Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 required acouljkjlft in a percentage of the units of
housing that was subsidized with federal dollars, The Fair Housing Act Amendments extended this
to private and public newly built multifamily housing (4 or more units) requiring it be adapk-tbk,
providing a moderate degree of access to all units which can be approached in a wheelchair. The
Vis^ Ordinance is the next step, addressing the only major area of new construction that is
not yet covered.

CONCRETE CHANGE

"Mother of visitability" seeks basic access in all homes

4

In housing circles Eleanor Smith is
known as "the mother of visitability."
And a conversation with Smith is
reminiscent of talking with a mother.
who's fiercely proud and constantly
nurturing the promise and potential of her
offspring'. More than a dozen years ago,
Smith "Lave birth" to a`vision that is
perhaps most notable for its simplicity:
people with disabilities particularly those
who use wheelchairs-should be able to
visit the homes of friends, family and
associates with ease and dignity.
That's it-the whole vision. It came to
Smith on the day she went to check out
20 new houses constructed in Atlanta by
Habitat for Humanity. "I looked at those
houses," she recalls, "and thought what
would have been so hard about making
these houses accessible? What would be
the bi2 deal?"
Smith admits that for most of her life
as a wheelchair user, she'd just accepted
the inaccessibility of her friends' and
families' homes without much question.
"I thought of.it sort of like the weather. If
I could set in, it was a aood day.
Otherwise, like the weather, there wasn't
much I could do about it," she says.
She knows exactly what changed her
way of thinkin2 and sives credit to her
involvement with ADAPT. "They were
workin2 on getting lifts on all new
buses."^Smith says. "and I can remember
at first thinking that seemed like a lot to
ask."
But the more she worked on the issue,
the more Smith recognized
transportation's role -in eliminating
se^re2ation and isolation for people with
disabilities. Extending the notion to
visitable housing.. to her, seemed a s
next step.
Making a home visitable, Smith says,
is easy. It's simply a matter of
incorporating one no-step entrance and
making sure that the interior doorsespecially bathroom doors-are wide
enough for a wheelchair to pass through
(i.e., 32 inches clear passage space).
Visitability is "basic access-not full
accessibility." she points out. "On new
houses the changes needed are not
complicated. What's terribly hard is to
get the public attitudes to change because
of the larger society's inertia and
prejudice. But. it's not complicated at all
to understand the reasons for it or to do."

Smith had already been working on
the visitabilitv issue for several years
when she attended HUD's 199=1 fair
housing summit that resulted in the
alliance of disability advocates that
would later become DRACH. At first.
she says, the others weren't aware of the
visitability concept. "But then they got
it." Smith says, "and became sti-on,
advocates for it themselves."
In fact, visitability is one of the six
core issues DRACH advocates for.
Before DRACH came along. Smith was
promoting visitability through the
organization she founded-(foncrete
ChanLye. DRACH, she says. has helped
to brin2 the issue to a bigger audience
and has opened some doors for Concrete
ChanL,e. "If it hadn't been for DRACH."

Smith says. "Concrete Change would
have never reached HUD."
So far. a handful of cities and a few
states have passed visitability legislation:.";'
with Texas bein2 the most recent. The
issue is also eettin!2 attention in other
countries. England recently passed a
mandate requiring basic access in every
new home built in the cormtrv. "That's
visitability advocacy in action," Smith
says.
She hopes that advocates elsewhere
will be encouraged by these successes
and take on visitability in their own
communities. "It's all about people
getting on board in their local areas. It's
about creating a train and getting people
locally to jump on board."

THE STEPS TO NO-STEPS
(AND OTliER CONCRETE.CHANGES)
Eleanor Smith, "mother of visitability" and founder of Concrete Change, .wants to make it easy for local advocates to join the visitability movement.:'
The organization's website (http://wwweteanors.home. mindspring.com).is
loaded. with. information to help in the effort, including the following list-of
ways anybody can become an advocate for. Concrete Change:
• Copy and distribute the material from this website.
When building. your own home or buying.one under construction, decline
to. do business with any builders who say they cannot or will:not
incorporate vtsttat3tltty at little or no additional c

.- * Find a:local builder or developer who: is willing to include visitability: in
every home in his or her next project. When the development is ready:
for sales, heap public appreciation on them and steer buyers to their
..development.
.
♦ Set in motion a state law that would, require all new houses in your state'
to have basic access. See if a state legislator would sponsor such.a bill,."`
The more states that drop in this bill,,the more people realize the good
sense of it, and the faster the opponents to the bill have to hop..We.
have reason to believe that opponents will get tired before this
movement does.
• Initiate a city or county ordinance similar to one that. passed in Atlanta in
1992, requiring.basic access in certain private, single-family houses;
whether or not the intended occupant has a disability.
0 Urge your local affiliate of Habitat for Humanity to build all.their homes`
visitable. Habitat builds in over 1,100 locations in the United States (and',
in many locations overseas),.so it's'likely they have an affiliate near you.,
Habitat's central headquarters included universal basic access in their
construction recommendations several years ago. Approach your.
affiliate and urge them to include visitability in all their new homes, and,
in renovations whenever possible. Warning: in quite a few locales, they..",
have been a tougher nut to crack than a person might think. Persist!
October 18, 1999 Page 5
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What is the Austin Visitability Ordinance about?
When new single family, duplexes and triplexes are built with city funding or
support, they should be built with at least the most basic level of accessibility.
This basic access will the first step toward the day when people with disabilities
can freely socialize with neighbors and friends in each others homes. It leads to
the day when renting a house, growing older in one's own home, becoming
temporarily disabled or having a child with a disability will be that much easier
because more and more homes will have this basic -- visitability level of access.

How basic?
One no-step entrance (may be at the front, back, side or through the garage)
All doors (including bathroom) are at least 32 inches wide
Halls and other rooms are at least 36 inches wide
Reinforcements in bathroom walls around the toilet and bathtub/shower
for installing grab bars
Light switches and other environmental controls no higher than 48 inches and
electric plug outlets no lower than 15 inches above the floor.

A DAPT
FREE OUR PEOPLE
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DRACH: Housing advocacy out of adversity
= How the shortcomings of a HUD summit
gave rise to a powerful national coalition

o^

It was December 1994, and a fair portion of the nation's housing industry
/
.'
gathered in Washington, D.C. More than one thousand housing providers, state.
and community housing officials, fair housing and civil rights agenc
were in attendance at a Fair Housing Summit convened by HUD, the
Department of Housing and Urban Development.
1^^yt^^
There were the usual workshops and seminars covering the usual i
"^
UC
rules and regulations related to fair housing riahts. how to comply wi
them and what happens if you don't. HUD used the summit as an
opportunity to tout a new effort to "reinvent" its programs and policie
For most of the participants, the proceedings might have seemed
routine.
But for a handful of participants, the gathering was anything but
• 1 ^, ^i^ '' ^u
I
ryQ^
routine. Scattered among the summit-goers were no more than a
couple of dozen people with a special interest-housing for
people with disabilities. Most of them were working at the
local level to improve housing opportunities for people with
disabilities in their communities. They attended the summit in hopes ol
^^ ^^ ^y C^
learnina strategies and solutions to overcome the barriers that prevente(
^^1,7`^,'
too many people with disabilities from living in affbrdable, accessible
,nts
and dignified housins.
_alition
Instead, they got a personal introduction and a front row seat to
.__.,,,,y. tie emphasis on action is
witness the very attitudes and behaviors that gave rise to the barriers the
added
by DRACH members. They
were combatting at home.
describe their coalition in terms of what
"I was outraged," says Karen Tamley, one of the handful, "about the
they're doing to improve the dismal
lack of inclusion for people with disabilities." According to Tamley,
housing situation that forces millions of
housing policy coordinator for Chicago's Access Living, there was no
Americans with disabilities to live in
reference to people with disabilities in sessions she attended, even when
institutions, nursing homes and other
the discussion centered on laws and policies that cover disability.
isolated, segregated and undignified
settings.
"It was pretty outrageous," says Becca Vaughn, another of the
handful. "There was only one segregated workshop related to disability
Aside from its vision and direct, nononsense advocacy, DRACH possesses
issues out of the whole four days."
a wealth of information about housing
"We became pretty outraged at how we were being referred to,"
laws, funding streams, accessibility
as
`service
HUD
referred
to
group
homes
Vaughn adds. " For instance,
requirements and more. It's more
enriched housinQ."'
information than we can squeeze into
Finally, Tamley, Vaughn and the others had enough of what they
these pages. Nonetheless, we hope the
perceived as patronizing, exclusional and demeaning attitudes
information we have included will be
represented at the summit. "We basically staged Icoup," Tamley
interesting and useful to you-no matter if
recalls.
you're already a sophisticated housing
advocate or just setting out to become
The disability advocates, many of whom had not met before, banded
one.
toaether to put together a quick list of demands that started with a
-Richard Petty
request to meet with HUD's top official and to address the whole
IL Net Director
assembly.
...._.... ..... -------- ....
Continued on page 2
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Attachment K
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`^b^.hood ASSOC'
P.O. Box 233375

PtANNING DEPAR1h1EN1

Sacramento, Califomie 95823-3127

December 10, 1999
Bonnie Pannell, District 8 Councilmember
City Hall 915 I Street

Sacramento, California
Dear Councilmember Pannell,
Please find below general and specific comments regarding the Draft Housing Element under
consideration by the City of Sacramento. I would be interested in meeting with city staff to discuss
these comments further and to work together to come up with a final plan that is responsive to the
needs of communities throughout Sacramento. These comments were prepared after discussing
the plan with city staff and are submitted with approval of the North Laguna Creek Neighborhood
Association Boardmembers after discussing the Draft Housing Element in an open neighborhood
meeting.
Thank you for your continued support and leadership in this area.

Comments on The City of Sacramento Draft Housing Element (M99-036)
GENERAL COMMENTS

We appreciate the work of all those who brought the draft housing element to this point. The city
has been out of compliance with State statutes for many years because it did not update the
housing element every five years and the plan is a responsible and significant step in the right
direction.
City staff have individually been very responsive to neighborhood concerns. The plan brought
forward by city staff, however, lacks input from neighborhood associations who were not included
or adequately represented in the draft development proc.ess.
Perhaps one of the more interesting contributions made by this planning process is the following
information:

/^^
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Page 3.3-8: "The Sacramento Consolidated Housing Assistance Plan prepared for by the
Sacramento Housing and Redevelopment Agency estimates that 46.0% of the City's
households are estimated to be in the low and very low income categories based on the 1990
Census.
•:• Page 3.3-8: "In 1989, the Sacramento Area Council of Government (SACOG) Housing Needs
Allocation estimated 45.5% of the city's households were low and very low income."
v Page 3.3-13: "The tenure split, as of the 1990 Census, was 51.3% owner-occupied and 48.7%
renter-occupied units for the overall population."
•:•

The above information, while dated, is interesting because it indicates many of the people living in
.Sacramento are in transistion. Of concern to neighborhoods is the imbalance between those who
own versus rent their living space. Communities will be stregnthened when people who live there
own their homes. The city council should seek ways to increase home ownership and make
Sacramento a place where people will want to stay.
SPECIFIC COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Comment I

Inadequate Information To Support Good Planning Decisions

In general, the plan is seriously deficient because it lacks current and accurate information to
support good decision making. Information in the plan is old census data, based on out-dated
community plans, incomplete, not organized geographically, nor presented to allow the reader to
easily understand the current housing situation and how proposed policies would impact the
current conditions.
Good geographical information system ( GIS) planning support tools are
available, but were not used by city staff in preparing the draft housing element.
Recommendation 2:
The city council should direct the City Manager to review the decision support systems available to
city staff, and evaluate the planning staff resources needed to support revitilization of communities
through infill development, and new growth throughout the city.
Comment 2

Lack of Strategic Planning

The plan also lacks a strategic plan to show how the policies will impact neighborhoods or how city
staff will measure and track the impact of city council policies. We encourage the city to invest
more resources for planning. Good planning should be a key strategy in raising the quality of life in
neighborhoods throughout the city.
Recommendation 2:

December 10, 1999
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The city coucil should implement a city strategy to revitilize all neighborhoods in the light rail
corridors of the city through establishment of a special planning district. Such a transit oriented
strategy would encourage "village centers" at light rail stations, public walkways and bikeways to
light rail stations, and include approprite mixed-income housing and neighborhood retail and
commercial stores. This strategy would seek to maximize the return on investment of the light rail
systems, revitilize older neighborhhoods served by light rail systems and ensure planning in new
growth areas is transit oriented.
Comment 3

Unbalanced Fair Share Plan

Sacramento city has failed to adequately provide for the poor who live among us. The recent citycouncil approved project at Meadowview and 24th street represents the worst type of social
injustice we can visit upon children who are born to parents .of low-income... more concentration of
poor people into an area that already has too many poor people concentrated there. Another sorry
example of housing that should shame the city are the small homes for poor people near Loaves
and Fishes. Shunning these people by putting them in an industrial area is wrong. Poor people
deserve to live in communities that include people from all socio-economic strata.
Neighborhoods have resisted low-income housing largely because they tend to lower property
values. Large low-income "projects" like the Meadowview and 24th project, over-concentrate and
isolate poor people from the neighborhood "community." Successful apartment projects will be
designed to blend into the neighborhood "community." The plan's Mixed Income Housing policy
that a percentage of all new developments should be affordable to very low income households is
a good ideas that should not be limited to new growth areas.
Recommendation: The plan's Mixed Income Housing policy should apply to all apartments in the
city to ensure people of low-income are not over-concentrated in one area nor socially isolated.
The draft housing element does not include sufficient information to properly locate where lowincome housing can be best included into neighborhood communities. A successful "fair share"
policy and plan must take into account a comprehensive view of the "health" of the whole
community and not simply build large low-income "projects." As mentioned eariler, city staff do not
have adequate information to support good decision making.
No Recognition of Section 8 Housing

The plan is particularily deficient because it does not take into account Section 8 subsidized
housing when it seeks to identify concentrations of low-income housing units. Section 8 certificate
or voucher holders who may be housed in new units through rent subsidy programs are not
included in Table 2-4.
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The Section 8 program is a voucher system that allows program participants to go into the
"marketplace" to rent single family homes. The plan does not recognize that south Sacramento, in
particular, has a high concentration of public subsidized (Section 8) funding.
Recommendation: The plan should take into consideration the location of Section 8 subsidized
housing when deciding where to subsidize additional low-income housing.
Recommendation: The city council should investigate the feasibility of controlling where Section 8
voucher may be used by program participants as part of it's plan to provide a "fair-share"
distribution of low-income housing throughout the city.
Comment 4

The Plan Recommends Taking the Public out of Public Review

The Multi-Family Streamlining/Shelters policy recommended by the plan seeks to take one of the
few leveraging tools communities have to ensure only appropriate designs are placed in their
communities. This is a blatant attempt to take influence away from those living in the
neighborhoods where the project will be'sited. Clearly those people who have invested in homes
and property should have a voice as stakeholders when projects are cited in their area.
The plan proposes Multi-Family Residential Design Principles be used for design review. While
design principles are important to consider.in project review, the visual and social impacts on
communities should also be considered.
Communities will be more accepting of public projects when they are carefully designed and sited
to blend into the fabric of "community." All too often, the selected "solution" is to overconcentrate
services. City staff should seek dialogue because new strategies need to be considered and
implemented.
Recommendation
The city council should not "streamline" the project review process by shutting out the public.

Respectfully submited,

Gary PagC/Pres'I'ent
North Laguna Creek Neighborhood Association
http:/Iwww.northlagunacreek.org/
cc: Steve Peterson, City Planning Department

Attachment L

The League of Women Voters of SacramentV3
1507 21 ST STREET, SACRAMENTO, CA 95814
(916) 447- VOTE FAX (916) 447-8620

lwvsacto®aol.com

Comments on City of Sacramento Draft Housing Element (IvI99-0:
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The League of Women Voters of Sacramento (LWVS) has a long-standing position paper on
housing which has been reviewed and affirmed over the years. Our comments are based on issues
addressed in the position paper. The League looks at housing as one factor which must be related
and compatible with all parts of the general plan and specific plans. Housing does not stand alone
but must be an integral part of the planning process, so that air quality, transportation, energy use,
schools, police and fire protection, water and sewers, open space, parks and recreation will be
considered. Also to be considered are the needs for hospitals and preservation of agricultural
land.
Therefore, we support incentives for in-fill development where public services and utilities are
already in place and higher density housing where it will facilitate the use of public transit,
bicycling and walking. LWVS supported the R Street Corridor Plan which at build-out would
provide over 2,000 housing units.
LWVS supports the availability of housing for the low and moderate income citizens of
Sacramento and encourages local government to explore a variety of approaches to increase the
supply of housing affordable to these groups. Several portions of this Draft Housing Element
address opportunities for low income people, though less vigorously than we would like.
Goal 1: Housing Supply
The League can support goals 1.A through I.K. Missing is 1.L which would assertively market
infill housing opportunities. Developers need no encouragement to buy cheaper land which has
been agricultural, they need more than the incentives described in 1.A through 1.K to become
interested in infill development.
Goal 2, Housing Affordability, 2.17
The League has had to defend the inclusion of low income housing in established neighborhoods.
A very difficult task. Before North Natomas is built-out there is a rare opportunity to plan for the
inclusion of housing for people with low incomes. The goal of providing for only 26 low and
moderate income units in that area is abysmally low. - Surely the need will exceed those 26 units.
LWVS supports items 1 and 2 under Goal 3, to include North Natomas in the Multi Family
lending Guidelines to assure that financial assistance is available to construct these units and that
the assistance, is equitable throughout the city. Item 4 is vital. If the city cannot require the
inclusion of multifamily housing in an individual subdivision, North Natomas will be built out
minus even the 26 units identified in Goal 2.17.
We urge the city to use every means possible and be aggressive in assuring the
inclusion of affordable housing in North Natomas.
Goal 4: Programs. 4.1
Why would the city identify sites suitable for emergency shelters within the C-4, M-1 or M-2
industrial and commercial zones? This is housing! Housing should be in residential areas as long
as it meets existing zoning requirements. Goal 4.10 should be implemented immediately.
Homelessness does not seem to be going away and there surely will be need for additional shelters
within the city. Care should be taken to balance the inclusion of shelters throughout the city so that
no area is saturated with shelters and the accompanying social services.
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Goal 4.8. The modification of infrastructure standards, especially street widths, could lower
housing costs as would the use of the Planning Director's Special Permit process for the review of
multi-family units.
Goal 6. Conservation of affordable housing.
Constructing new affordable housing is tremendously difficult therefore care should be taken and
programs instituted which conserve existing affordable housing. LWVS supports goals 6.1
through 6.5 to preserve our housing stock.- .
Goal 10. Implementation of the Element
LWVS suggests going beyond the stated goal of preparing an annual monitoring report. All goals
list a responsible entity but there is no one person or agency at the city responsible for oversight of
the entire element. Someone responsible on a day to day basis is needed to see that the agencies
are carrying out their responsibilities. By the time an annual report is prepared for Council an
agency could have slipped a year in its mandate.
Goal 1 1.
The numeric goals in Table 11-2 are realistically based "on the City's housing priorities,
aggressive housing policies and programs and reasonable estimates of the amount of funding
available ...." It would be helpful to add two columns: one with the number of households by
income level and one with the percentage of each category in the city. That way readers might
have a better idea of how the production goals meet the actual need in the community.
How will
the city ever meet the need?
Table 11-4 certainly shows the variety of funding sources pursued by SHRA. The list is
impressive.
The League of Women Voters of Sacramento appreciates the opportunity to comment on the Draft
Housing Element.

Barbara Hopkins
Co-President

/ 5^
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Attachment M

Secramento Municipal Utility District
6301 S Street, Sacramento, CA 95817-1899
P0 Box 15830. Sacramento. CA 95852-1830

FAX TRANSMITTAL COVER SHEET

Date:

March 14, 2000

Please deliver to:

Steve Peterson, Senior Planner, City of Sacramento

Fax No.:

264-5328

Subject:

SMUD Comments on. Section 7 J4ousing Element

Pbonc No.:

This fax sent by:
Diana. Parker
Key Account Manager
Sacramento Municipal Utility District
Phone: (916) 732-6540

Fax-

(91.6) 732-7011

This fax includes a total number of 4 pages (including this cover sheet).
Comments: Steve, Here are SMUD's comments for consideration. Thank you.
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Diana Parker
From:

Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Tuesday, March 14, 2000 2:39 PM
'Steve Peterson'
Rick Wiesner; Brian Sehnert
SMUD comments on City's Housing Element

Hi, Steve. Thank you for the opportunity to comment on Section 7 of the Housing Element.
Please see our recommendations on the attached document.

CnyHOUeIngGm*xinQ_.
CO.,
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916 732 7011

City of Sacramento
HOUSING ELEMENT
Comments By SMUD New Construction Services
3/8/00

Y. ENERGY EFFICIENCY OPPORTUNITIES
R HOUSING MAINTENANCE AND AFFORDABILITY

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------The relationship between energy efficiency programs and affordable housing
p^ograms, which are not often linked, merits strengthening. In addition to being
ekvironmentally responsible and economically efficient, energy efficient building
dbsign and other energy efficiency measures result in lower monthly housing costs

fdr residents and contribute towards overall housing affordability.
The following guidelines represent sound principles for designing and constructing
hbusing that is energy efficient and affordable:
1. Make the living units energy efficient by first lowering the requirement for
heating and cooling. This includes good site orientation, good solar design,
efficient framing, weatherstripping, insulation, shading and high quality
windows.
2. Downsize the heating and cooling systems and make them more efficient.
Increase the SEER of the A/C units and ensure the ductwork is tight.
3. Install energy efficient lighting. This includes the kitchen area, bathroom
vanity, hallways, bedrooms, living rooms and porch lights. Use fluorescent
torchieres in rooms without ceiling fixtures.

4. Use energy efficient appliances. Install a super efficient, Energy Star
refrigerator. Install a microwave oven. Install a water heater with an energy
factor of .60 or more.
5. Look for energy efficiency In common areas. Energy efficient lighting
(indoor and outdoor), washers, dryers and pool equipment design.
6. Install heat island mitigation measures like white roofs, strategic shade
trees, shaded pavement and grass pavement applications.

7. include renewable measures like PV roofs and ground source heat pumps.
Improve recycling opportunities for construction material, refuse and
wastewater. Specify recycled, and sustainable building materials.
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The City of Sacramento implements several programs and regulations that reduce
energy costs and reinforce the affordability of housing.

ENERGY EFFICIENCY PROGRAMS

7.1

The Sacramento Municipal Utility District (SMUD) provides technical and financial
assistance for design and construction of new housing and remodeling of existing
facilities. For new construction, SMUD offers design and technical assistance for
incorporating efficiency features in projects. Incentives may be available for
upgrading air conditioning, lighting and appliances to more efficient systems. Free
shade trees may also be available. SMUD has programs to incorporate advanced
systems like photovoltaic roof panels and ground source heat pump systems into
new projects. Design assistance is also available for retrofit projects. SMUD offers
programs to lower the utility bills for occupants of low-income housing. Call 916
732-6635 for details.

POLICIES PROMOTING ENERGY EFFICIENCY

7.2

No changes are recommended in this portion of the Element other than the term
energy conservation is replaced with.the term energy efficiency.
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Attachment N
Gary Collier
PO Box 3882b
Sacramento, CA 95838
3/13/2000

City Planning Department
1230 I Street
Sacramento, Ca 95814

Re: City

Housing Element Comments

Dear Sirs;
As you are no doubt painfully aware, the local television
news coverage have been focusing on code enforcement
activities and particularly the lack there of every day this
week. Interestingly, the coverage is no longer limited
last
to the usual "fluff" coverage which has been so typical of
code enforcement staff. The media has finally caught the
whiff of citizen frustration with the current code
enforcement system. The Rhetoric has actually become part of
the Mayoral debates, with all candidates signing pledges to
examine the dysfunctional deficiencies-of housing in this
---- ---- city.
Have you as planning staff of our community also realized
during the review for the draft Housing element that code
enforcement does not work effectively in this city? The
appropriate answer is not simple.,and requires more than a
hollow 30 second sound bite from a highly respected, but
none the less former Mayoral candidate, promising to put
more code enforcement officers on the streets. The mere
provision of more physical bodies enforcing the
unenforceable and insufficient law will not work either,
because we would only have more frustrated code enforcement
officers on the street without the necessary enforcement
tools with which to fulfill the peoples mandate.
The issue of lax enforcement is not that of incompetence of
City staff, except in occasional past cases of outrageous
arbitrary performance highly suspicious of outright graft,
but instead that of an inadequate building and health safety
code from which to enforce habitability standards. It is the
present inability to enforce a reasonable time line for
physical improvements to be made within, lest blight consume
ever greater tracts.of our neighborhoods. It is the lack of
provisions to hold slumlords criminally and civilly
accountable for placing tenants in unsafe housing, knowing
full well the derogatory health impacts their dwelling may
pose to their tenants as well as surrounding residents. How
will the current "Housing Element" address these issues?

105-
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The inadequacies of the current building and safety codes as
currently practiced by the city of Sacramento affords
tenants virtually no protection against the all too
frequently exercised blatant retaliation from slumlords,
thus contributing to despair and ultimate homelessness
through eviction for those residents whose plight is brought
to the attention of City staff. The presence of substandard
construction as a clear and present causative factor in
needless illness ultimately results in unnecessary
expenditures on health care, of which we all ultimately pay
in higher health premiums and income tax ,to care for those
among us without sufficient health insurance' coverage.
As testimony at the SVOC Mayoral debate indicated, our
citizenr- y is clearly afraid of participating as complainants
in code enforcement activities due to well-warranted
suspicion and trepidation due to the knowledge that any
whom complains of dangerous conditions is inevitably
tenant
evicted after having being served with a 30 day notice to
quit. Residents, both owner and tenants have seen the
results of arbitrary enforcement of existing codes, all the
while slumlords whom have exceptionally adequate legal
counsel flaunt existing codes and reasonable community norms
to perpetuate poverty and abject despair within the
community.

The worst of the worst of the sluml-ords know the loopholes
in the present code and they happily communicate to other
slumlords their newest "exceptionable" strategies to "get
over" on the city with ease. This city needs to immediately
adopt a comprehensive program of annual rental facility
review to determine a.reasonable level of safety for
resident tenant rental properties. This would put the onus
to keep the cities housing stock habitable clearly on the
owner, as the business that it truly is. It is time that the
city recognize that the Housing rental industry is a
business that must be regulated for our residents Health,
safety and quality of life. .
The City Council and the California State Legislature need
to address the outrageous minimus building code which has
not solved the problems of many neighborhoods since the city
was forced to adopt it in 1962 in'order that they could
continue to receive Federal funding for urban renewal
activities. We have far too many rental properties being
rented in this City to low and very low income tenants which
are not habitable, and yet the owners of these uninhabitable
structures do not live in this area to hear their cries of
despair, nor do they see the tears streaming down the faces
of children when they are recklessly evicted and eventually
become homeless due to the lack of resources to relocate. It
is no wonder that tenants do not volunteer information about
the condition of their homes.
-
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Molds and mildew are a significant sign of substandard
construction yet there is no Federal, state nor local law
which succinctly requires its permanent eradication. Removal
of mold can only be recommended by code enforcement, and in
most cases city staff does not have the legal tools nor
capabilities to require that the underlying construction
defects be corrected in a timely manner, if at all to
prevent its annual reoccurrence.
In all too many housing cases, problem construction
techniques are "grandfathered" into continued existence and
usage despite dire health effects', thus perpetuating a cycle
of human despair as well as being wasteful of scarce City
Code enforcement resources. Sometimes, code enforcement
officials are required to return to properties within the
same year that new residents were accepted as residents, for
the very same underlying problem. In far too many cases a
cycle of 3 to 4 years is the average between return visits
by Code enforcement officials yet nothing truly is
accompl.ished except to evict the complainant and for Code
enforcement staff to collect a paycheck for services
rendered. What an utter waste of Federal tax resources.
Molds and mildews are increasingly being touted as the
causative factor in a variety of illnesses, some of which
have resulted in premature deaths of the very young and
elderly. Mold can cause profuse nose bleeds, pulmonary
embolism, chronic cough, as well as a whole host of
pulmonary infections both chronic and acute. Asthma, Rashes,
the list g'oes on, and is constantly being added to by
reputable Medical practitioners. The savings in medical
costs now being spent to treat these needless costly
maladies would far exceed the amount of any program which
might be implemented to address a moderate level of
habitability in this cities housing stock.
It is ironic that the city has seen fit to practice medicine
without a license by fiuorida_ting our water against the
express intent of the electorate. It is outrageous that the
city can utilize our tax payer dollars to attack our
Constitutional right to own personal firearms, being that
personal firearms are clearly essential for our protection
as evidenced by the remaining illegal drug manufacturers,
and in the face of pending police staffing declines at the
end of the COPS Grant program. The politically inspired
lawsuit against gun manufactures may very well backfire
costing the city enormous amounts of court mandated monetary
compensation for legal costs to the gun manufacturing
industry for naught.
If our City leaders want to supposedly "protect" our health
in these perverse ways, why has the city chosen to continue
to neglect the well documented insidious health issue of
molds as well as other code enforcement deficiencies? There
is no dearth of complaints to City Council regarding these
7
issues.
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It is clearly in the regulatory scope of the Planning
Department to address this issue during the "look back"
phase of the current "Housing Element". Will the city focus
their efforts on this compelling issue which is clearly in
their domain rather than meddling in matters which they
clearly have no credible business involving themselves in?
It is readily apparent from picketers in Oak Park and Del
Paso Heights that the status quo is not an entirely
acceptable situation. Failure to address the community
concerns will clearly result in continued publicity,
particularly regarding the "Slum that Congress built", (also
known as Parker Homes Terrace (Federal) and Parker Homes
Estates (County)). It is up to the current council and Mayor
Yee to decide whether this multi-media coverage will be
portrayed in a positive light or one which will cause
further embarrassment to officials at all levels of our
Government.
While I am fully cognizant that the current rendition of the
"Model Cities" program is most likely going to develop into
an unfunded political hype program of the Clinton/Gore
Administration, building 100,000 new homes in Sacramento
will not help the thousands of our residents who are fearful
of eviction due to the lack of a safety net in the code
enforcement program. These new homes were going to be built
anyway, primarily in North Natomas, and there has been no
clear infusion of Federal funds identified which could
garner any "bonus" activity for which the Clinton/Gore
Administration could claim credible responsibility for.
Any "Model City" must have "all" homes at a modern standard
of living condition which will not pose a derogatory impact
on their health and economic well being. A model city should
allow the latest advances in communication infrastructure be
made available to all its residents. Unfortunately the City
of Sacramento has consistently failed to properly address
the desperate need to upgrade.the substandard communication
infrastructure in our cities neglected neighborhoods so that
our communities are not "left behind" as the newest
technological advances occur around us.
This issue was essentially brushed aside and ignored during
the Draft "Parker Homes Infrastructure study" two years ago.
Since then, in perhaps the greatest technology incongruity
of recent time, at least two separate high technology fiber
optic broadband systems exist either directly bisecting
through or immediately adjacent to my'neighborhood but
neither communications provider will allow our neighborhood
residents to utilize their improved communication services.
How is the problem of bringing our communities homes up to
modern technological standards going to be addressed in the
current "Housing Element"? .
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It is very disturbing that there currently is not a
neighborhood component involved in the most recent Model
Cities" program. How can the City obtain a final product
result which the people who will be resident would be
comfortable with if the City and the Housing and Urban
Development "Community Builders" do not include consistent
and active participation by neighborhood leaders. Will the
current "Housing Element" effectively reference this new
community program and its impact and interaction with
existing neighborhoods seeking revitalization assistance?
I have increasingly called at recent public meetings for the
need to have a"Blue Ribbon Commission" to address the gross
inadequacies of the current code enforcement program. Will
the "Housing Element" reference this need? Is City planning
staff willing to call upon the city to establish such a
commission?
Perhaps the education field may be interested in such a
"Blue Ribbon" commission. if the City Council fails to
properly address the need for code enforcement reforms.
Perhaps it would be considered by some observers as a bit of
political payback for meddling in their affairs, but they
have righteous cause for concern.
The Education community, currently. beleaguered by derisive
criticism for their failure to educate our youth would
surely have reasonable concern for students walking home
down dilapidated roads with no sidewalks, playing in road
side ditches which are breeding areas for mosquitoes and
frequently contaminated with sewage from overflowing
cesspools. This all too common situation in the City of
Sacramento poses substantial risk for a variety of life
threatening-health related ailments including Encephalitis,
Hepatitis, Meningitis and Cholera.
Residents are baffled how such clearly third world like
conditions can be tolerated in view of the current economic
boom. Recent Political refugee immigrants from the Ukraine
indicate that the econom-ically beleaguered city of Havana,
in the Nation of Cuba maintains their cities infrastructure
better than the City of Sacramento. Perhaps our City should
send a Council delegation to Cuba to see how they do it.
Will the current Draft Housing Element examine the current
city policies which allow the Public Works Department to
maintain in pl.ace abysmally substandard street
infrastructure rather than upgrade outlying neighborhoods to
current City standards during ongoing maintenance? While the
Americans with Disabilities Act does not require curb cuts
on streets without sidewalk improvements, there is
absolutely no morally defensible basis for failing to
address these issues during ongoing maintenance activities.

5
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Educators are sure to be concerned regarding frequent
illnesses which result in needless absences which cut their
precious Federal funding, which is directly tied to a
District's student daily attendance. The schools are well
aware of the inevitable consequences of mold in the air.
The school nurse has to administer medicines and monitor
asthma sufferers while attending school. Teachers have to
give remedial lessons to those students which fall behind
due to the acute exacerbations of the underlying chronic
illness. Additional Governmental resources must be
appropriated to compensate for learning disabilities which
are secondary to readily preventable-developmental
disabilities caused by infectious pathogens.
Molds and mildew are one of the leading causes of pulmonary
infections in this region. With so much mold in our area
homes, is it any wonder why Asthma is one of the leading
cause of pulmonary disabilities in our children today?
What good is it to allow a student to go home to live in a
substandard structure where there is no law or code which
dictates that housing deficiencies leading up to the growing
of molds and mildew be aggressively removed. Many homes in
this City are drafty and with little or no means of keeping
out cold drafts nor the moist air which condenses on the
inside of the walls thus providing an environment for the
growth of toxigenic molds and bacteria.
These homes Heating systems are inevitably of inferior
design and construction, so much so that they are utterly
inefficient and incapable of warding off the cold winter
days. Additionally, the unique fire hazards of many of our
communities homes have been well documented by Federal and
local fire protection sources. Despite all the
documentation, nothing currently forces slumlords to perform
any physical remediation to the structure to protect the
lives of the occupants. How will insufficient heat sources
and incredible fire hazards be finally addressed in the
housing element?
Al Gore and Secretary Andrew Cuomo talk about not leaving
neighborhoods behind, but the statements are, for all
intents and current effect, essentially toothless political
hype. I make this observation in light of the fact that the
Clinton administration has.taken the informed stance, as did
the Pete Wilson Administration, that our communities
problems are now a local problem not worthy of the Nations
time nor interest for the residents Health and welfare.
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Due to the failure of numerous past Congressional sessions
to follow up on their predecessors repeated commitment to
remove or rehabilitate all temporary war housing at the end
of hostilities, our community has been put into an
indefensible dilemma. The problems which tenants of Parker
Homes tenants face serve to highlight the fact that many of
our communities are being "left behind" due to an inadequate
code and an ineffective city which has consistently failed
to provide a comprehensive plan to address the lax
enforcement of obvious construction defects.
In the case of "The slum that Congress built", the mold
problems were highlighted in the Truman Defense
Investigations during the 1940's, yet no Federal direct
assistance is currently in place nearly sixty years later to
remediate the intentionally created yet supposedly temporary
hazards which cause these known health hazards. Ironically,
due to specific Congressional legislation, over 10,000
temporary structures were removed from the City of San Diego
alone, yet the City of Sacramento consistently has failed to
lobby for the direct Governmental assistance which our
citizenry clamors for and purely'deserve to remediate the
housing defects which cause so much human misery within our
midst.
The abysmal failure of the Clinton Administration to
properly address the egregious housing conditions in our
community; as Congress has directed past Administrations; is
not sufficient to allow the City to continue to neglect to
address California Health and Safety code 330338. This
redevelopment code specifically highlights our areas former
defense housing as having the factors which comprise blight,
which is the basis for any State sanctioned redevelopment
activities.
The Cities Housing element does not appear to address the
failure of the city to act to address blight in our
community, particularly the defense housing area which was
annexed in 1962. Will planning staff reference redevelopment
activities and the absence of the availability of eminent
domain as a progressive tool for revitalizing neighborhoods?
.Code enforcement can not elevate temporary housing to
permanent habitability standards. Frequently, the drug
traffickers who haunt our environs are excluded from the
provisions of Federal Law which allow property confiscation
upon discovery of illegal activity. The City and County fail
to proceed with confiscation due to the insufficient return
from forced confiscation sales. Will the Housing Element
discuss the desperate need for targeted site specific urban
redevelopment funding to target the after effects of the
illegal drug trade?

7
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What would President Roosevelt think, if he knew how his
policies in constructing temporary war housing had harmed so
many childrens' lives over the last several Generations. In
our community neglect is not a benign thought process, but a
neoplastic sign of a Government which is totally arrogant
and indifferent towards the frailest of its citizenry.
Failure on the part of various levels of 'Government,
including the City council, to advocate for the protection
of children through tougher code enforcement provisions is
difficult to reconcile amongst those of the community whom
have witnessed the repeated failures of our city government
to act appropriately to address these horrendous health and
safety concerns.
Laws have been repeatedly promulgated ostensibly
"Fair Housing" to protect tenants rights to live
they want, yet no law is on the books to protect
an economic crisis such as exists in the current
affordable Housing in Sacramento.

entitled
anywhere
tenants in
dearth of

While the residents plight within our community is
considerably less- desperate than those currently documented
in the "Silicon Valley", our community should be forewarned
and therefore prepared for the human miseries which now
prevail upon the homeless among our neighboring Bay area
communities lest the same conditions befall our current
residents. Will the housing element adequately examine the
causes and effects of homelessness7 Will the Housing element
address the permanent solutions which our Government can
effectuate to end the risk of homelessness for our law
abiding citizens, while maintaining its rich diversity of
multi-culturism?
There is currently no "Fair Housing" law for which to
protect impoverished families and Senior Citizens from the
inevitable rent increase due to the "market rate" for
residential rental properties. In far too many cases,
residents of our city are forced due to the housing
shortages, and their inability to pay more, to accept
outrageously unreasonable substandard conditions at.
scandalous rates. Stories of Senior Citizens robbing banks
in Palo Alto could just-as easily become common place in
Sacramento if City officials do not readily recognize the
problems our current residents face and protect our current
cultural diversity which most residents currently cherish.
There are far too many cases of slumlords purchasing homes
for $20,000 or even less and putting ffi2,000 in repairs to be
immediately rented out at market rate prices, and frequently
subsidized by HUD's Section 8 voucher program. Of course the
vouchers assure that--the slumlord will recoup his investment
within five years, yet the true loser is the taxpayers and
the tenant who is forced to settle for the best that can be
had under the current code system.
8
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Some slumlords actually refinance their holdings through
Federally subsidized loan rates by fraudulently stating that
they actually live in a multi-family dwelling, when in fact
they reside in other communities.
Owner residents are frequently abused by unlicensed or
incompetent Contractors during attempts to upgrade their
properties to conventional community standards, particularly
when Government programs such as Sacramento Housing and
Redevelopment Agency and the Sacramento Municipal Utility
District are involved as fiscal sponsors. How will the
"Housing Element" address fraud in Housing programs?
Of course very few if any individuals reading this diatribe
have or will ever have seen a 3 bedroom home advertised for
less than $70,000 in the current market. The reason is that
the real estate brokers "Cherry pick" the economic "cream of
the crop" of rental properties after code enforcement evicts
the all too common elderly or disabled owner-residents out
of their homes because-they could not afford to make
sufficient repairs to meet the "minimus" code.
Figure it out folks, if-a slumlord can obtain $650.00 or
more per month for an utter hovel, what economic sense would
it make to accomplish the repairs necessary_ for the
residence to become truly habitable, if he would not garner
any substantial increase in rental return. It is primarily a
matter of simple economics for the owner and an undeniable
hazard leading in some cases to potentially deadly illness
for the unknowing tenant and their children. The current
code enforcement program has failed for nearly 40 years to
address this problem.
How does the current city "Housing Element" address the
egregious inequities which face renters in a brazen housing
market as now currently exists in the City of Sacramento.
What corrective actions can be taken to provide all citizens
to buy homes at the $20,000 level and then bring them up to
a reasonable standard?
Currently, the city has no Health enforcement component, yet
the County currently refuses to become involved in city
property problems with vermin or other health related
problems of housing. Cockroach infestation is endemic in
many areas of this city. The presence of Cockroach detritus
is a known causative factor in Asthma exacerbations.
The failure to accomplish any credible enforcement activity
allows for an enforcement loophole which irresponsible
slumlords take advantage of. Will the current "Housing
Element" clearly delineate the Health regulatory
responsibilities of other non-city Governmental entities,
along with their tacit acceptance of each particular
responsibility?

9
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Failure on the part of our City council to address the issue
of retaliatory eviction subsequent to code enforcement
activity has resulted in an unfortunately countless number
of our residents whom have become homeless through
absolutely no fault of their own. Increasingly, many
landlords refuse to rent to'those tenants whom have been
evicted from a"mold infested" house due to the knowledge
that the mold will merely transfer to their new home amongst
the tenants belongings.
The State of California Housing and Community Development
Department has taken a highly questionable-stance that the
City should not regulate the placement of homeless
facilities by the current zoning moratorium. With no clear
legislation dictating the locating of homeless services
within every community in a Geographic area, our City
appears to be forcibly positioned by other neighboring
counties and communities to be the homeless assistance
provider of choice by default. What stance will our
Government take in response to this recent finding by the
State? Will the City sue the State to require actual
provision of homeless services in the other entities which
send their homeless populations to our community?
Is there any truth in the rumors that our City is reimbursed
for providing services to the outlying municipalities of
Rocklin, Folsom and Granite Bay?.Such a practice surely is
contrary to "Fair Housing" laws designed to assert the right
of our lowest income individuals to live where they choose.
These are issues that must be addressed in any Housing
element if it is to be considered adequate for the needs of
our community.
Despite this dismal and particularly discriminatory finding
of the State, a slight glimmer of hope was contained in the
comments. The State Housing and Community Development (HCD)
department staff clearly indicated that it was indeed proper
for city staff to regulate.homeless service provider
agencies as to their activities within the City of
Sacramento.-Recent media exposure has highlighted the
problems our cities homeless population currently face
obtaining housing assistance through homeless shelters after
being evicted from their homes.
Many homeless individuals express outright indignation at
the obvious reality that they are subjected to the
outrageous presence and inordinate physical abuses of
parolees at large (PAL"s) within the confines of our
communities homeless shelter programs. There does not appear
to be a credible criminal identification program to identify
wanted criminals and parolees at large within this
population so that.they can be appropriately housed at our
States Correctional facilities.

These formidable criminal miscreants have an unsavory
tendency for physically abusing and even murdering our
citizens such as has recently occurred in the state wide
shooting rampage of one of our residents which resulted in
the recent brutal and fiery death of a single mother in
South Sacramento. Another Parolee, one day out of prison
brutally murdered an upstanding Father and community
activist in North Highlands.
While the North Highlands murderer was not then a recipient
of homeless services within the City of Sacramento; being he
had been out of prison only one day; it can be easily stated
that it was only a matter of days before his State appointed
parole officer referred him to our fair city based upon past
experience with his ilk, and the dearth of services which
would be otherwise afforded to his "client" elsewhere.
All too frequently, released inmates are dropped off on the
they invariably migrate to the K Street

lightrail line and

Mall. All too many Sacramento Citizens have fallen victim to
these "temporary visitors". Will the "housing Element"
discuss the crisis of Parolees at large due to the refusal
of the State to provide adequate housing relocation
assistance and Supervision to those exiting the prisons
system?

While those of us still among the living can rest assured
that the accused murderer of the North Highlands resident
will most likely be sustained in heavily subsidized public
housing for the rest of his natural life secondary to "three
strikes", this is of little consolation to the deceased
individuals loved ones. It is of little import to those whom
have to utilize homeless shelters as a last resort to
survive in the economic morasses to which our Nation has
befallen despite being the "land of plenty".
It is far easier to address the homeless problem by
prevention than provide an endless expenditure of Federal
funds to provide the destitute with shelter. Will the City
Housing element address the true and valid causes of
homelessness? Will the City seek measures to truly prevent
the noxious growth of homelessness as has happened in
neighboring Bay Area communities.
I have seen no evidence of how the City will interface with
the Federal Housing and Community Development five year
Energy plan regarding desperately needed but rarely
implemented energy retrofits during code enforcement
activities. The Federal plan is supposed to address how
Federal Housing and Energy assistance program expenditures
will upgrade existing housing stock to reduce wasteful
expenditures of low income Federal assistance monies on heat
and cooling in housing within the Geographic confines of
Sacramento, yet there does not presently appear to be a
local City component to interface with this program.
11
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Unfortunately, the previously stated pure economic realities
of the slumlord rental market in the City of Sacramento have
seriously precluded the full and reasonable implementation
of Federal and local Energy Assistance programs dating back
as far as the Administration of then President Jimmy Carter.
The willful and callous refusal of slumlords to participate
in these Government sponsored Energy assistance programs for
the low and very low income residents among us should give
pause to our elected representatives to give further heed to
what is written hereby on these pages as well as where the
true evil lies.
What good is it to have a five year energy plan by the
Department of Housing and Urban Development if any
improvements and assistance does not reach the very
impoverished people who need the economic savings of the
thermal protection of insulation the most? How will the
Cities housing element address this pressing energy
affordability issue which faces so many of or residents in
this disparate economy.

Will the City consider changing the code to something that
truly works? If not it will be changed by ballot initiative,
after extensive media coverage of ongoing Governmental
abuses and deficiencies. The choice of path direction is
ultimately not mine nor my associates to make but that of
our City Council representatives. Does the City
representatives accept the patent need for a commission to
examine the protracted Generational failure of our existing
codes to protect our citizens lives?

Praying for a full and competen.t reply;
Sincerely;

Gary Collier

c.c. TBA
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Attachment 0
Gregg M. Wardrip
1683 Vallarta Circle
Sacramento, California 95834
Home Phone 916-922-1404
Work Phone 916-323-8856
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March 04, 2000
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
Mr. Gary Stonehouse
Planning Director
City of Sacramento
1231 I Street, Room 300
Sacramento, CA 95814
Subject: City of Sacramento Draft Housing Element
Dear Gary,
The purpose of this letter is to provide input on the city's draft housing element. I have
two main concerns, as follows.
There is an over-allocation of affordable housing units in North Natomas given the
existing concentration of affordable units in South Natomas. There must be a
recognition that South Natomas already has more than its "fair share" of such units and
that this concentration has an overall impact on both North and South Natomas.
2.

There are numerous problems with the administration of existing affordable housing
programs in the City of Sacramento and this must be recognized in the plan. Especially
with regard to the Section 8 voucher program, the operation of this program has
destabilized neighborhoods in South Natomas. For example, I live in a diverse
neighborhood of single-family homes built in 1986 that is struggling against deterioration.
and blight. The housing stock in my neighborhood is far too new to be experiencing such
deterioration. One of the primary causes of this deterioration is the fact that a number of
units have been rented to Section 8 participants who are unfamiliar or unwilling to do
basic maintenance on the units, including lawn care and simple clean-up chores. There
have also been crime and illegal drug use issues associated with units that are rented to
Section 8 participants. These impacts are unfair to existing residents and expensive for
the city to address. Before potential tenants are approved for participation in the Section
8 program, they must be required to demonstrate knowledge and capability of carrying
out basic home maintenance activities. The issue of neighborhood destabilization as
an unintended result of affordable housing programs needs to be addressed head-on
in the plan.

I support the city's goal of providing a balanced and equitable mix of housing types in all
areas of the city. But the city must address how these programs operate in the real world and
adjust the plan accordingly. Thank you for this opportunity to comment.
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Sincerely,

Gregg M. Wardrip

cc:

Councilmember Heather Fargo
Natomas Community Association
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March 17, 2000

Mr. Steve Peterson
Senior Planner
1231 1 Street, Room 300
Sacramento, CA 95814
Subject: Draft Housing Element (M99-035)
Dear Mr. Peterson:
The Planning Committee of the Natomas Community Association has reviewed the city staff s Draft
Housing Element (hereinafter, Draft) and urges the City Council to consider the following:
1. Housing Needs - The City's projections for future housing needs, particularly affordable
housing, are based on incomplete data.
The city bases its future housing needs on statistics showing that it met only 80% of the affordable multifamily housing needs in the past (page 107 of Draft). This figure is too low because it does not include
very low income Section 8 voucher holders (pg. 107), multi-family units of fewer than 5 units (pg. 104),
and older multi-family units built prior to 1985 affordable to very low income households (pg.104).
Recommended Solution:
• Revise projected future multi-family housing needs to reflect existing multi-family units available to
very low-income to moderate-income families that are not included in the Draft.
• Rather than mandating a fixed percentage of all new housing be affordable to very low-income
families as proposed in the Mixed Income Policy (pg.302), encourage mixed-use housing in new
developments with financial incentives to developers.
• Acquire vacant or boarded-up homes through redevelopment programs, encourage developers to
rehabilitate these properties, and make them available to low and moderate income homebuyers.
• Reinforce the housing diversity in new and older developments by expanding select public subsidies
for very low-income families.
2. Vacant Land - The Draft underestimates the vacant land throughout the city which is available
to help meet the city's projected housing needs, including affordable housing.
The Draft only identifies land that is already zoned residential, 67% of which is in North Natomas, and .
does not identify land that could be rezoned residential. Not only does this put an unfair burden on North
Natomas to meet two-thirds of the city's future multi-family housing needs, but it fails to recognize
Natomas as one community, part of which already has more than a "fair share" of multi-family housing
(46% in South Natomas). When addressing affordable housing needs through multi-family housing on
vacant residential land, consideration has to be given to the total amount of multi-family housing
throughout the entire Natomas community.
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Recommended Solution:
• Commit to the goal of equalizing affordable housing throughout the city.
• Revise the Draft to include as available for affordable housing development vacant parcels of less
than 4 acres, outmoded industrial land that could be rezoned residential (pg. 184-186), and
commercial in-fill of less than 2 acres (pg. 190).
• Encourage development of parcels in older areas of the city by expediting permit procedures,
reducing planning fees and amending infrastructure requirements.
• Acknowledge Natomas as one community and consider the total fair share of multi-family housing
throughout the Natomas community when determining the amount of multi-family housing for North
Natomas.
Sincerely,
Ori-'i11a! si^^'ncd bv.loc Gee 601.
Jim Bacchini, Chair
NCA Planning Committee
cc: Councilmember Heather Fargo
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March 15, 2000

MAR 17 2023
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Dear Mr. Peterson:
Subject:

aY°"'
Sacramento City Housing Element
Sacramento Old City Association Comments

The Sacramento Old City Association (SOCA) usually comments only on issues directly affecting
the Central City. Many aspects of the Housing Element are general and city-wide and some are
specific to one community, North Natomas. We believe that many of the general Goals of the
Plan will affect the development or preservation of Central City housing and our

neighborhoods.
Although SOCA is known for its interest in historic preservation, we are keenly aware that the
city's decisions about sewer lines, highways;' streets, alleys; street closures, street lighting, tree
maintenance, public transit, traffic calming, investment in housing, commercial development and a
myriad of other decisions can affect neighborhood life and the ability to protect historic

sites. If the area surrounding a significant building decays, the building is threatened. The city's
housing decisions will greatly affect the Central City.
There is a wealth of information in this report. We were especially interested in Table 5 - 1,
Residential Holding Capacity through 2022. Like most cities, Sacramento's Central City has the
lowest percentage of single family dwellings in the entire city and the highest percentage of rental
units, with little expectation of these percentages changing significantly. We quarrel with the
statement in 5.1, second paragraph that the "2 acre criteria was identified by housing developers
as the minimum economically viable size of site that could be developed for an affordable housing
project." Except in the Rail Yards, a 2 acre site is hard to come by in the Central City. Only large
scale developers must have been consulted. In small increments housing supply can grow in the
Central City: 2201 L (4 units), 22nd and S (4 units), 28th and E (2 units), 1500 Q (6 units).
We are pleased with the effort made by SHRA in the recent past to make available over $5 million
for home ownership opportunities in the Central City and to subsidize market rate rental projects.
We support the continuation of this policy.

In the past we have supported inclusionary zoning, the replacement of units that are demolished
(no net loss) and are vigorous supporters of the mixed use concept for the R Street Corridor.
15-/
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We have chosen to comment on the implementation of the plan, rather than on the plan itself.
Goal 1: Housing Supply Programs
We support:
1.1, increasing the residential holding capacity.
1.2, increasing the density of housing to support transit use.
1.5, financing infrastructure and community facilities for 2,700 new units in the Rail Yards
Area and 30,000 in the North Natomas Area. Missing: Financing and discussion
of the needed infrastructure investment on R Street.
1.6 adopting development standards, increasing incentives and implementing the Infill and
Deep Lot Development Ordinance to increase Infill housing opportunities.
1.8, encouraging flexible "loft" housing alternatives.
1.9, allowing residential uses by right in appropriate commercial zones.
Goal 2: Housing Affordability Programs
We support:

2.13, expanding choices for low and moderate income home buyers.
2.16, adopting a mixed income housing policy for all new developments in the city.
2.17, allowing the use of the Housing Trust Fund in North Natomas to assist with Goal
2.16.
Goal 3: Housing Mix, Balance and Neighborhood Compatibility
We believe the following is necessary:
3.1, Adopt a City/County Fair Share Plan to develop support for affordable housing
locations. The Central City has its Fair Share.
3.2, Include North Natomas as an area eligible for public assistance housing funds.
3.3, Encourage step-up housing in existing areas which have predominantly low and
moderate income housing.
Goal 4: Mitigate Governmental and Non-Governmental Constraints
We believe the following is necessary:

4.1, Amend the City's Zoning Ordinance to establish clear development standards and
review procedures for a variety of housing types.
4.2, 4.3 and 4.4 Identify planning and community issues early, shortening the time to
process applications., nbtify, neighborhoods early and continue interdepartmental
coordination of projects.
4.5, Review fees associated with smaller, Infill projects. Reduce excesses and consider
providing fee waivers for projects meeting the. goals of the Housing Element.
4.7, Continue working with SAFCA to resolve flood constraints.
Goal 5: Housing Quality and Neighborhood Improvement
We believe the following is necessary:

5.1 Develop streamlined methods to implement design guidelines.
5.2, Update and refine Infill policies to streamline development that is appropriate to the
neighborhood.
5.3, Adopt Multifamily Development Guidelines to improve design and maintenance.
5.4, Continue the POP program.
2
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5.5, Continue the Neighborhood Reclamation and Protection Plan for targeted
neighborhoods.
5.7, Implement the Central City Housing Strategy and design guidelines. Fund seven
mixed use housing projects. Missing:-These projects need to be clearly identified
and priority placed on implementation.
5.8 and 5.9, Increase ownership opportunities.
5.10, Develop a proactive inspection and enforcement program to preserve housing and
prevent neighborhood decline.
5.11, Review and adopt the Social Services Siting Ordinance.
5.12, Continue the Rent Escrow Account Program to aid tenants in correcting code
violations.
Goal 6: Conserve Neighborhoods and Rehabilitate Affordable Housing.
We believe the following is necessary:

6.1, Expand the use of the Boarded/Vacant Home Program to eliminate dangerous
. buildings.
6.1 a, Adopt a new maintenance and inspection program for small rental housing
complexes in older neighborhoods.
6.2, Assist low income home owners to maintain their homes.
6.3, Continue support for the rehabilitation of owner-occupied homes and multi-family
rental units.
6.4, Establish a proactive rental inspection program to ensure maintenance.
6.7, Continue to preserve 80 existing residential hotel units and strengthen code
enforcement.
6.9, Amend the Historic Preservation Ordinance to preserve historic buildings within
designated design review districts and preservation districts. We are pleased to see
historic preservation included in the Housing Element.
6.10, Continue to support the Fainted Ladies rehabilitation assistance program.
6.11, Adopt the Historic Preservation Element.
6.12, Develop a Residential Demolition Ordinance to preserve housing.

6.13, Continue to implement the Neighborhood Paint Program. There's nothing like a new
coat of paint to brighten a neighborhood.
Goal 8: Energy Conservation

We believe the following is necessary:
8.3, Continue the tree planting program, but plant trees that grow taller to provide the
canopy needed for shade.
I hope the above is found useful and can be incorporated in the final document. If you have any
questions or would like to discuss the above suggestions, please do not hesitate to contact our
volunteer working on the Housing Element, Kay Knepprath, at 457-3793.
Sincerely,
/4'
Linda K. Whitney

President
cc:

Kay Knepprath, SOCA Past President
3
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Building industry Association of Superior California
"Building Toward A Better Future"

March 22, 2000
Steve Peterson

n

EGE

Uu

Semor Planner

MAR 24
PLANNING DFFA

(,iw of Sacramento
i 1 Street, Suite 302
Sacramento, CA 95814
Re: Draft Housing Element

The Building Industry Association (BIA) is supportive of the vast majority of the policies
that make up the draft Housing Element and we commend the staff and community
members who. participated in the development of the draft document.
The primary purpose of the housing,element is to'help ensure that the cumulative effect
of the City's planning policies does not unreasonably constrain the ability to produce
needed housing. This is important because most planning policies, whatever their
intended purpose (whether it is ensuring that new development pays for itself, that there
will be adequate parks, or that environmental impacts will be mitigated), have the
additional effect of increasing housing costs, restricting supply, or both. The cumulative
effect, as we have seen throughout. California, can be that housing becomes so scarce and
so high priced that the majority of families aic excluded ;rorrl the iiiaritet. Go veirimer,t
imposed costs and restrictions are a major reason why California is home to 7 of the 10'
least affordable housing markets in the nation and that we have the second lowest rate of
home ownership.
There are two policies in the draft Housing Element that are of special concern to the 13-11A
because they would add further costs and restricrions and would increase, rather that,.
mitizate, constraints to housing production. In that t^^gard, they are part of the prcl}le.-r:,
not the solution. We will focus our comments on those policies and will follow that wi!:h
some general comments on other components of the draft element.

► nterne: http://www.biasup.org

E-mail: biasup@biasup.org

3800 Wail Avenue, Suite 140. Sacramento. California 95821-2672, 916/575-1430, FAX 916/482-3461
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Policy 2.16
The substance of this policy is a requirement that an undetermined percentage of all new
housing units be made affordable to very low income families. The developer may fulfill
this requirement by giving valuable entitled land to SHRA.
We have the following concerns with this proposed policy.
1. -It requires a deep subsidy on the part of the developer or creates a new exaction of
land. There is no nexus for this subsidy or exaction.
2. It is counter-productive. The cost of the subsidy would have to be borne by the
remaining housing. The policy would make a token number of units artificially
"affordable" by making most housing less affordable. The negative impact would
be felt most strongly by those families on the margin that are stretching to afford a
market-rate home or apartment. Many of these people are in the same job
categories that the policy intends to assist.
3. To the degree that public subsidies are applied, it is an inefficient use of scarce
housing dollars and unnecessarily limits the number of families that can be
assisted. The required subsidy to make brand new housing in brand new growth
areas affordable to very low income buyers is relatively high (due in large part to
higher land costs, more expensive development standards, and higher fee
burdens). As a result, the number of units that can be supported by limited
subsidy dollars is relatively low. At the same time, it would suck up money that
could be used more efficiently to revitalize existing neighborhoods.
4. Exclusionary communities, like Davis, most often adopt this type of inclusionary
zoning policy, so they won't feel guilty about the impact of their restrictive
planning practices on housing affordability. Sacramento is not that type of
community. Most of the region's affordable housing is in Sacramento. In fact,
many low-income families that work in other parts of the region live in
Sacramento specifically because of the availability of affordable housing.
5. This policy is not necessary to achieve "mixed-income" neighborhoods. While it
is typically impossible to reach very low-income families without large subsidies,
most new growth areas include a fairly broad range of market-rate housing. North
Natomas, for example, includes everything from apartments to the type of high-

l'81,
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end executive housing that until recently was only available in the suburbs and in
a few of the City's fashionable older neighborhoods.
6. In any case, the policy should not be applied to projects with approved maps or
those that are protected by development agreements.
Policy 3.4
This policy would amend the North Natomas Community Plan to require compliance
with the target average density, balance of residential densities and variety of housing
type implementation policies within each subdivision.

While we understand staff s intent, we do not believe that these policies are workable or
appropriate on a subdivision by subdivision basis. We would like to work with staff to
find a better way to address their concern.
We are also concerned about policy interpretations that force us to attach units just for the.
sake of attaching them. In many cases, high-density detached homes do not cost
significantly more to build than attached housing and there is a strong market preference
for detached homes (which makes it difficult for attached units to be competitive). Why
would we want to ignore that preference if there is little or no affordability gain?
In addition, the policy should recognize that high-density for-sale housing is almost
impossible to build under current conditions. Due to the unique liability face by builders
of condominiums in California, insurance is virtually unavailable. Builders who once led
the nation in the number of attached units built, now build zero. Local policy cannot
change that.
Other Comments
We offer the following additional general comments, submitted by members, that are not
necessarily directly related to a specific policy.
1. To the degree that single-family rental units are not counted, we believe that the
amount of existing affordable housing is significantly under represented. This is
especially important when counting housing appropriate for "large family" living.
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2. Wage data seems to be based upon 1995 information, while median income data
is based upon 1999 information. For example, some of the wages listed are below
the current minimum wage. Either 1995 wages should be compared to 1995
median incomes or 1999 wage data should be used.
3. When calculating affordability, the study appears to make unnatural assumptions
about housing choices. For example, it assumes that only one member of the
household is employed and that smaller households and low wage earners do not
co-habitate, etc. We know that the opposite is often true.
4. It is common for "new affordable units" to be created by the aging of existing
housing. The study does not appear to reflect this occurrence.
5. If the amount of affordable housing in North Natomas is a concern, it is worth
noting that a substantial amount of relatively affordable housing can be found in
both South Natomas and North Sacramento, within easy commuting distance
from North Natomas job centers.
Thank you for the opportunity to comment. We hope you find our input constructive and
useful.

Sincerely,

Bob Shattuck
Director of Public Policy
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March 29, 2000
Planning Commission
City of Sacramento
1231 I Street
Sacramento, CA 95814-2998
RE:

Draft Housing Element (M 99-036)

Dear Members of the Planning Commission:
The Sierra Curtis Neighborhood Association (SCNA) would like to submit the following
comments on the City of Sacramento's draft Housing Element. SCNA is a voluntary
neighborhood association representing the Curtis Park Neighborhood. We are particularly
interested in future plans for the infill development in the Union Pacific railyard between the
Curtis Park and the Land Park neighborhoods, and how the Housing Element will influence new
development at this site.
Goal 2.16 of the Housing Element requires a mix of housing by income levels in all newly
developed areas of the City. SCNA respectfully requests that you allow flexibility in meeting
this goal by not restricting the definition of affordable housing. We suggest that this goal be.
revised to state that new housing be affordable to low income households as well as very low
income households, so as to preserve the Planning Commission's and City Council's ability to
design projects that reflect the appropriate mix for the specific site under consideration.
In addition, SCNA supports the adoption of the Multi-family Residential Design Principles prior
to the adoption of the Housing Element. These design principles, if implemented to shape multifamily projects, will be a significant beginning toward making affordable housing an asset to
existing neighborhoods, and will help protect the viability of the communities in which new
multi-family housing is developed.
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the draft Housing Element.
Very truly yours,

Blane Smith-Crowley
President, SCNA
cc:

City Council Members
Planning Department
Land Park Neighborhood Association
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Mayor Jimmie Yee
Sacramento City Hall
915 T Street, Room 205
Sacramento, CA 95814

PI

DEPARTMENT

Dear Mayor Yee:
An essential element of environmentally sustainable development is adequate, well
planned, affordable housing for the poor. The need to address the affordable housing
clement of environmentally sustainable development is increasing as the benefits of
SacrFUnento's growing regional income continue to be inequitably distributed and as more
people move to this area due to the excessive cost of housing in other regions.
Many people in the City of Sacramento do not have affordable housing. They pay over
30% of their income for rent or for their mortgage payments. This problem is particularly
acute for households making less than $30,000, These households, defined by state law as
"very low income" households, face the tightest crunch, as they are forced to pay more
than they can afford for housing and forgo other essentials. Most of these households are
working people who play by the rules but who still cannot find affordable housing.
The City of Sacramento is considering several policies that would encourage housing that
would be affordable to very low income households while furthering the environmental
sustainability of neighborhoods. ECOS hopes that you will support the following
policies:
1.

Mixed Income Housing.

This policy is designed to ensure that more affluent members of the Sacramento
community do not envision sprawl as a vehicle for avoiding problems, such as poverty,
lllat are frequently mistakenly characterized as "urban" problems. A mixed income
housing policy would ensure that a portion of the ncwl^4W,Ioping housing areas of, Z.the

.., *SACRA-VLYM AUDLVO\ SOCEiY i
* NATOt.tA5 CoAO.(U`ltTY A.,qUCUT;vK a SACiAME.\^'o AA •Lk [$CrCS ,wvocAI"''
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i 4ACRn.MCvm RJvU Ptt5P7VAT•ON TkI,S C; SA[itAJiEMO OLD Crr[ ASSOGATtCV } SAVE 7tG AMMCAN RSViR CCALtTiCN i/SiFJtRA CIW
tLLli1TRA})ONS *lost fY LA`.iA lfONC!
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City is affordable to households making less than $30,000 per year (note: the exact figure
varies slightly according to household size, with larger families eligible if they make
more and smaller families eligible if they make less). Such a policy could be framed as
follows:
"In all new development, 15% of all new housing shall be affordable to very low
income households, Affordability shall be assured for the longest feasible time,
but not less than 30 ye:irs."
This policy will require that there be some affordable housing in all large new
developments. Under this proposed requirement, as new areas of the City develop, there
will be a mixture of housing affordable to all people, instead of just building new housing
that is affordable only to those with higher incomes.
The proposed policy has several important benefits, First, it will provide housing for
families in need. Second, it will make sure that newly developing areas are "mixed
income", so that people of all incomes can live in the nice new neighborhoods and areas
being developed. There are a wealth of studies that show that households with lower
incomes do better when they are able to move into nicer neighborhoods. '17hird, the policy
takes the pressure off of existing older neighborhoods that believe that they have too
much affordable housing. Fourth, as the newly developing areas also include sites for
new employers, the new policy allows workers to live closer to potential new jobs. Fifth,
all of the City's job. studies show that our largest single area of employment growth will
be in jobs that pay less than $30,000. We need to find housing in the City for these
employees. Sixth, with a mixed housing policy like this, there will be a reduction in
traffic and air quality impacts as households are able to afford to live in the city instead of
great distances outside, as is the case in the Silicon Valley area, where lower paid workers
have to commute great distances because there is no affordable housing for them in the
Valley.

2.

The removal of R-Review for multifamily housing developments.

The City currently creates numerous disincentives to the development of high-density
housing. "R-Review" is one of those disincentives. Current City policy imposes an extra
public hearing requirement ("R-Review") on multi-family housing that is proposed for
appropriately zoned sites, but imposes no similar requirement on low density single
family housing. The City requires R-Review in addition to any other hearings such as
those triggered by inclusion in a Historical District.
'I' his disincentive to high-density housing should be removed for all multi-family
developments that satisfy the City's design and development guidelines for multi-family
housina. Removal of R-Review for these developments would eliminate an unnecessary
and costly disincentive to the development of high quality, safe, and livable, high density
housing.
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1-:COS supports these policies because they represent Sacramento's best chance to meet
the needs of those without affordable housing while ensuring that we have integrated and
sustainable neighborhoods. Your support is important if we are to pass this new policy.
Already the building industry has expressed its opposition to the policy. They will seek to
prevent the Council from adopting the new policy, bccausc they do not want to have to
comply with its requirements.

I hope you will consider endorsing this new policy. If you have any questions, please call
me at 444-6666. Thank you.
Sincerely yours,

EarMithycombe
President
cc: City Council
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1. INTRODUCTION
1.1

PURPOSE AND INTENT

This is the City of Sacramento Housing Element of the General Plan. The Housing Element sets
forth the City's policies and strategies for meeting the housing needs of all types of households in
our City. The City of Sacramento views housing policy as an important and pivotal cornerstone of
the City's effort to support, maintain and where necessary revitalize our neighborhoods. In each
of our neighborhoods, the range, style and mix of housing types contributes to the balance and
stability of neighborhoods. The strategies included in this document are designed to reinforce
balanced neighborhoods and provide choice in housing.
Since the Element is concerned with all household types, it includes policies for housing supply,
housing quality, housing affordability, step-up housing, infill housing, senior housing and housing
for persons with special needs such as persons with disabilities, or persons in crisis. In addition
to the overall City goal of reinforcing neighborhoods, the City has also established economic
development as a goal. Good housing policies and programs are key in supporting both the goals
Indeed Sacramento's past
for economic development and neighborhood improvement.
performance in maintaining an adequate supply of affordable housing and strong neighborhoods
has contributed to the City's competitive edge in recruiting new businesses to our area.
The Housing Element is also a State. mandated requirement. State housing element law
(Government Code Sections 65580-65589.8) requires each local government to review and update
the housing element of its General Plan every five years. Pursuant to law, the City of Sacramento
is required to analyze its housing needs and develop a detailed plan to provide adequate housing
opportunities to all households. These efforts will help meet regional housing needs and contribute
toward attainment of the state goal of safe and adequate housing for all Californians.
The housing element update process- covers the six following steps:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Review and evaluation of previous element
Assessment of housing needs
Inventory of land resources
Analysis of governmental constraints on housing development
Statement of quantified housing objectives, and
Identification of programs for implementation.

Besides these requirements, recent changes in State law require local governments to include the
following supplemental information in the element update:
•

Analysis and identification of programs to address potential conversion of assisted,
multi-family rental housing developments ("opt-outs") to non-low income housing.

•

Description of use of monies in a redevelopment agency's Low and Moderate
Income Housing Fund.

04-00 Revised Public Review Draft - City
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Analysis of special housing needs and identification of programs to address
homelessness.
•

1.2

Annual report to the legislative body on the status of the implementation program
and progress in meeting the City's regional housing needs.

FORMAT OF HOUSING ELEMENT

The element is divided primarily into four sections. The first is an analysis of past performance,
existing and projected housing needs and current housing production (Chapters 2,3 & 4). Second
is an analysis of the land inventory and potential constraints (Chapters 5 &6). Third is a description
of goals and policies to provide housing in response to those needs, and an implementation
program which completes the primary sections (Chapters 10 & 11). Supplemental state
requirementsaddressing energy conservation, preservation of assisted units and low and moderate
income units are covered in Chapters 7, 8 & 9.
1.3

RELATIONSHIP TO OTHER GENERAL PLAN ELEMENTS

The Housing Element is part of the City's General Plan and is consistent with the other General
Plan elements. Land use and housing objectives in the Housing Element are supportive of existing
goals and objectives in the Residential Land Use and Circulation Elements. The Housing Element
also supports the goals, policies and programs contained in the draft Preservation Element of the
General Plan. Moreover, the Housing Element supports Sacramento's overall urban growth policy
statements found in the introduction to the City's General Plan.
1.4

RELATIONSHIP TO OTHER HOUSING PLANS AND PROGRAMS

Internal consistency is maintained with existing community plans, the Zoning Ordinance and
various housing plans and programs. In addition, the Housing Element is internally consistent with
the City of Sacramento's Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy (CHAS), a planning
document prepared by the Sacramento Housing and Redevelopment Agency that addresses long
and short term assisted housing needs and the Consolidated Plan, an application describing the
local strategy for use of Federal housing and community development funds..
1.5

CITIZEN PARTICIPATION

Several focus group meetings were held early in the update process to receive public input from
interested groups and organizations.
Four focus groups consisting of neighborhood
representatives and environmental groups, non-profit and housing advocates, private housing
developers and service providers were convened to identify key issues and program ideas. Staff
developed the goals and policies, constraints and programs based on this input.
Based on these comments, two previous public review drafts were completed in 1993 and 1997.
Based on written comments from the California Department of Housing and Community
Development in 1993, revisions were made to the public review draft.

04-00 Revised Public Review Draft - City
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The 2000 public review draft housing element was developed after extensive review and comment
on an administrative and public review draft by various housing groups representing all economic
segments of the community. An ad hoc committee of council members also made extensive
comments specific program suggestions. The revisions to the public review draft (reflected as
strikeouts and highlights to text) reflect the numerous changes made to address these comments.
Development, review and comment process includes distribution of the public review draft to
numerous housing, development, business and community groups, notice to over 300 individuals
and organizations representing diverse social and economic segments of the community, and
individual meetings with housing and industry groups. Additionally, public noticed meetings were
scheduled before the Sacramento Housing and RedevelopmentAgency, Planning Commission and
City Council to accept public testimony and consider comments and proposed revisions to the draft
document.
1.6

TIME FRAME July 1, 1989 - June 30, 2002

The Housing Element Update covers the planning period from July 1989 thru June 30th 2002. This
update covers the previous five year update period (through 1996) and the second update period
(through 2002) to bring the City in compliance with current state housing element law.
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2. ANALYSIS OF PAST PERFORMANCE
2.1

PURPOSE

As a first step, this Chapter provides an assessment of the previous element to determine the
effectiveness of its policies and programs in addressing adopted housing goals and objectives.
Through this process, the City of Sacramento compared its 1985 objectives with actual housing
performance: housing units constructed and preserved, and households assisted. Evaluation of
the previous update's housing policies and programs identified successful as well as ineffective
programs, thereby providing the City with understanding of changes necessary to improve the
effectiveness of existing programs.
The 1985 housing objectives included both quantitative (numeric housing goals) as well as
qualitative goals (program and results goals and objectives).. An assessment of progress in
meeting these goals follows.
2.2

PREVIOUS QUANTITATIVE HOUSING GOALS

The previous planning period extended from 1985 to 1989/90. For planning purposes, 1983 was
used as a base year for making housing projections and setting future goals. Numeric goals were
established by the Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG) based on a "fair share"
plan known as the Regional Housing Allocation Plan (RHAP). According to the RHAP for the
previous planning period, the following goals by income level were set for the City of Sacramento:
Table 2-1
1983 THROUGH 1989 RHAP GOALS FOR THE CITY OF SACRAMENTO
(RHAP used 1983 as a base year)
1989 Total
Housing Units

Percent of Total

1983 - 1989 Goal

Very Low Income

48,696

33%

4,684

Low Income

27,640

19%

4,916

Moderate Income

29,645

20%

6,443

Above Moderate

39,868

27%

10,207

145,849

100%

26,250

Income

TOTAL

Source: Sacramento Area Council of Governments, 1984.
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The total number of new housing units constructed in the City of Sacramento during the
planning period is shown in Table 2-2.
Table 2-2
TOTAL NEW CONSTRUCTION -- 1983-1989
1983
1984
1985
1986
1987
1988
1989
TOTAL

1,712
2,197
3,575
4,996
4,175
2,375
2,273
21,303

Source: 1988 City of Sacramento General Plan EIR, based on SACOG data and SACOG Housing Module 1991-1992.

2.3

COMPARISON OF ACCOMPLISHMENTS WITH QUANTIFIED HOUSING GOALS

During the past planning period (1985 to 1989), substantial progress was made with respect to
For example, the City and County of
innovative and pathfinding policies and programs.
Sacramento established a Housing Trust fund development fee, one of the first in the State. The
City and Redevelopment Agency also won awards for innovative affordable housing projects such
as the Sequoia Residential Hotel, Riverview Plaza Senior Housing (a competitive HODAG grant
project) and new types of affordable housing cooperatives such as the Mutual Housing which
serves low and very low income persons. Despite these aggressive efforts supported by State and
federal initiatives, the City fell short in meeting numeric goals in some areas.
With respect to total housing production, 21,000 units were built in the City of Sacramento during
the period of 1983 to 1989. This falls short of the goal of 26,250 units set for the period beginning
in 1983. To accomplish this goal over the eight year period, an average annual housing production
of 3,281 units would have needed to occur.
Rental Affordability
During the period from 1985 to 1989, nearly 40% of the new units (approximately 8,000 units) were
multi-family units (5 units or more), many of which were privately developed without subsidy.
Approximately 80% of these units were affordable to low income households and 20% of the units
are affordable to moderate income households based on. Table 2-3, which provides information
on rent levels of selected multi-family apartment complexes constructed after 1985 within the City
of Sacramento. The table shows that rent for newly constructed apartment complexes range from
$417 to $950 for a one-bedroom apartment and $525 to $1,150 for a 2-bedroom apartment.
In comparing rent levels of these newly constructed apartment units with income levels and
maximum housing payment for households of different household sizes (Table 2-3) it appears that
new multi-family projects constructed at densities of R2A and greater, provide adequate
opportunities for housing affordable to lower income households. For example, Table 2-3 indicates
04-00 Revised Review Draft - City
of Sacramento Housing Element
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that a low income single household should spend a maximum amount of $726 for housing. A low
income household size of two is considered overpaying for housing if their housing cost exceeds
$830. Most of the previously constructed multi-family complexes surveyed currently offer one
bedroom units at rents below $700.
Previously constructed multi-family projects do not provide housing that is affordable to very low
income households. For example, the maximum rent for a very low income single household is
$454. For a very low income household of two, rent should not exceed $519.. The federally funded
Section 8 Vouchers and Cerificates program, however, does provide rental assistance to qualified
very low income tenants. A very low income tenant can utilize the certificate or voucher to pay for
rental housing in privately owned properties. Under this certificate program, a tenant pays 30
percent of his/her income towards rent, and the Section 8 program pays the difference between
the tenant's contribution and the ceiling rent (Fair Market Rent).

TABLE 2-3
Rent Levels of Selected Newly Constructed Multi-Family Projects in the City of
Sacramento
(1985-1988)
# of Units
Constructed

Year of
Construction

Zoning

One
Bedroom

Two
Bedroom

Three
Bedroom

Aspen Park
5152 Mack Rd

280

1985

R2B

$459

$545

n/a

Calvine Estates
7140 Calvine Rd

54

1985

R3R

n/a

$575

n/a

Cedar Ridge
4945 Mack Rd

274

1985

R3

$420

$550

n/a

Delta Pointe
1560 Waterwheel Dr

268

1985

112A

$765

$880

$1,010

Delta Ridge
2450 Seamist Dr

216

1985

R3R

$569

$629

n/a

Hidden Lake
7551 Greenhaven Dr

272

1985

R1A

$690

$790

$755

18

1985

C2 .

$425

$525

n/a

Parkway Village
7826 Center Parkway

332

1985

R2BR

$465

$525

$705

Rush River
7556 Rush River Dr

134

1985

R2BR

$700

$750

n/a

Harbor Oaks
2227 River Plaza Dr

250

1986

RIA

$812

$972

n/a

Project Name

J Street
2001 J St
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TABLE 2-3
Rent Levels of Selected Newly Constructed Multi-Family Projects in the City of
Sacramento
(1985-1988)
# of Units
Constructed

Year of
Construction

Zoning

One
Bedroom

Two
Bedroom

Three
Bedroom

Park City
3310 Winter Park Dr

384

1986

R2A

$585

$615

$760

River Pointe
2361 Oak Harbor Dr

714

1986

R2BU

$680

$760

n/a

Riverglen Apartments
3271 Azevado Dr

168

1986

R2BR

$555

$610

n/a

Stonecreek
2465 Stonecreek Dr

368

1986

R2B

$595

$680

n/a

Woodbridge
2028 San Juan Rd

301

1986

R2B

$575

$620

n/a

Avondale
7134 Gloria Dr

76

1987

R2BR

$650

$650

n/a

California Place
6633 Valley Hi Dr

211

1987

R3

$395

$500

n/a

Pheasant Pointe
2660 Stonecreek Dr

215

1987

R2B

$620

$670

n/a

River Terrace
2592 Mill Creek Dr

347

1987

R2BU

$595

$615

n/a

Riverview Ranch
2763 River Plaza Dr

262

1987

R3

$710

$795

$925

Park Promenade
7459 Rush River Dr

193

1988

RIA

$660

$710,

n/a

Shore Park at Riverlake
7952 Pocket Rd

393

1988

R2BR

$705

$825

$995

Total

5730

Average

260

$574

$672

$858

Project Name

Source: SACOG. 1999 Population and Housing Report.

This level of multi-family production represents significant progress in adding affordable housing
supply and housing choice. An assessment of housing accomplishments by affordability is shown
in Table 2-4.
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Table 2-4
1985 THROUGH 1989 RHAP GOALS FOR THE CITY OF SACRAMENTO

1989
RHAP
GOAL

VERIFIED
ASSISTED
UNITS

ESTIMATED
MARKET
RATE UNITS*

TOTAL

Very Low Income

4,684

514

-0-

514

Low Income

4,916

918

5120

6038

Moderate Income

6,443

935

5280

6215

Above Moderate

10,207

-0-

8536

8536

TOTAL

26,250

2,367

18,936

21,303

INCOME

* NOTE: Of the 8,000 new multi-family units brought on line between 1985 and 1989, it is
estimated that 80% were affordable to low income households and another 20% were affordable
to moderate income householders. Despite these positive market conditions, market rents for both
existing and new housing tend to exceed affordability guidelines for very low income households
unless public subsidy is available. Therefore, only verified publicly assisted units are attributed
towards performance for the very low income level. Not included in this, are Section 8 certificate
or voucher holders who may be housed in new units through these rent subsidy programs. The
balance of new housing production is assumed to benefit above moderate income householders.
Overall, the City fell short in meeting the total production goal of 26,250 units. The City did,
however, achieve 80% of this goal by constructing 21,303 units during the period. By reviewing
Table 2-4 it can be seen that the City of Sacramento made reasonable progress towards housing
goals with the exception of the very low income housing production goals. In this area, the City fell
short of the goal despite the fact that 514 publicly assisted units were constructed during this
period.
Interviews with both public and private sponsors of housing indicate varying reasons for not
attaining goals overall and in the very low income category in particular.
Private and public
sponsors note that in the early to mid-1980's lending policies were highly favorable towards multifamily production including the benefits of the Multi-family Mortgage Revenue Bond program.
During this period, the Sacramento Housing and Redevelopment Agency worked consistently with
private developers in issuing bonds to support new multi-family housing through-out the City and
County. In the City, the availability of substantial amounts of vacant multi-family zoned land in the
South Natomas and South Sacramento areas assisted in achieving a high volume of production.
Sponsors also note that changes to tax exempt financing regulations in the late 1980's, coupled
with a change in market conditions, slowed this trend in multi-family production considerably.
Similarly, from a public sponsor prospective, changing state and federal policy affected production
levels. Most dramatic were the cutbacks in federal public housing production assistance which
occurred during the 1980's -- a situation which continues today.
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2.4

PREVIOUS HOUSING QUANTITATIVE GOALS

Preservation, maintenance and construction of new housing affordable to all economic segments
were the primary goals set forth in the previous element update. Specifically, those goals were the
following:
•

Maintenance and improvement of the existing housing stock

•

Examination of the possibilities and implications of increasing the ratio of housing to jobs,

•

Meeting new housing needs for all income groups

•

Provision of affordable housing for all income groups

•

Provision of safe and attractive quality housing

•

Provision of a mixture of housing types and styles throughout the city

•

Prevention of housing discrimination and provision of accessibility and housing
opportunities for special needs groups

•

Assurance that regional housing needs are met in a timely, efficient and equitable manner

•

Creation of new programs emphasizing the utilization of local resources to meet
Sacramento's changing housing provision needs.

Various policies and programs met specific objectives within each goal. Time frames. and
numerical objectives accompanied certain goals and policies.
Other policies were broad
statements whose objectives were qualitative rather than quantitative.
2.5

COMPARISON OF OBJECTIVES WITH ACCOMPLISHMENTS

In the 1985 Housing Element Update, the City set quantified objectives for accomplishment over
the 1985-1991 five-year period. Those objectives concerned the preservation of existing housing,
including residential hotel and single room occupancy (SROs) rooms, and new housing
construction.
The City met the objectives set for rehabilitation of existing housing stock (non-SRO units) and
construction of new senior housing. Those units, however, were insufficient to meet the new
housing needs of lower income residents. Furthermore, the City was unable to meet its objectives
for the preservation of residential hotel units, often the last resort housing for very low income
residents.
The following information is a partial summary of actual housing accomplishments since 1985. It
is based on information provided by the Sacramento Housing and Redevelopment Agency (SHRA),
Human Rights and Fair Housing Commission, and the Department of Planning and Development.
The summary includes the projected time frame for achieving the objective, the local agency
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responsible for meeting those objectives and accomplishments.
n GOAL: MAINTENANCE & IMPROVEMENT OF THE EXISTING HOUSING STOCK
Obiective 1:

Rehabilitation of 100 housing units

Time frame: 1991
Lead Agency: SHRA
Accomplishments:
n

Funding of Neighborhood Housing Services, a non-profit organization program, since 1986
for the revitalization and residential preservation of the Gardenland/Noralto, Oak Park and
Fruitridge/Pocket neighborhoods.

n

Rehabilitation of 682 single family homes since 1984.

n

Authorization of 1613 emergency homes repairs for low income homeowners since 1984.

n

Renovation of 674 private rental units under the Rental Rehabilitation Program.

Comments: The 1985 objective was clearly met and exceeded- due in part to favorable public
financing during this past planning period. Nonetheless, substantial effort is still required. For
example, the 1988-1991 Housing Assistance Plan, SHRA inventoried 11,718 substandard housing
units (approximately 8.5% of the City's housing stock).
Objective 2: Retention and preservation of 1028 residential hotel rooms, and replacement
of 40 SRO rooms that were either demolished or converted in the past].
Time frame: 1991
Lead Agency: SHRA
Accomplishments:
n

1986: Rehabilitation of Sequoia Hotel (88 rooms) and YWCA ( 32 rooms). 1988: Ridgeway
Hotel (53 rooms) and Midtown Motel (20 rooms). Total: 193 SRO rooms preserved.

n

Appropriatiori by City Council of $7 million of 1990 tax allocation bond proceeds toward
preservation and new construction of SRO housing supply.

Comments: Although substantial effort was pursued for this objective, a loss of 129 rooms
occurred during the planning period. These included: the demolition of the Californian Hotel (112
rooms) as part of the Library Plaza project and the conversion of Ricci's (17 rooms) to luxury
apartments. Overall, 193 units were rehabilitated resulting in more units rehabilitated than lost.
n

GOAL:
PROVISION OF MIXTURE OF HOUSING TYPES AND STYLES TO
ENCOURAGE ACCESSIBILITY AND CHOICE FORALL INCOMEAND NEEDGROUPS.
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Objective 1: Construction of a minimum 20,000 housing units, with a minimum of 10,000
units affordable to low income households.
Time frame: 1991
Lead Agency- SHRA and the City
Accomplishments:
n

21,303 new housing units (106% of stated housing objective) were constructed between
January 1983 and December 1989

n

2,329 new lower income housing units (approximately 24% of the 10,000 lower income unit
objective) were built between January 1985 and September - 1 990.

Comments: The City surpassed the 20,000 new housing unit local objective, but fell short of the
regional objective of 26,250 units. Federal and State funding cutbacks resulted in lower than
anticipated housing production for low and very low income households. Also, new local financing
initiatives (such as the City's Housing Trust Fund) had not been fully implemented due to litigation
and voluntary programs (such as density bonus programs) had not been utilized by the building,
industry.
n

PREVENTION OF HOUSING DISCRIMINATION, AND PROVISION OF
GOAL:
ACCESSIBILITY AND HOUSING OPPORTUNITIES FOR SPECIAL NEEDS GROUPS,
SUCH AS THE ELDERLY, DISABLED, LARGE FAMILIES, FEMALE HEADED
HOUSEHOLDS, LOW INCOME SINGLE PERSONS, AND PERSONS AND FAMILIES IN
NEED OF EMERGENCY SHELTER.

Objective 1: Construction of 300 new senior housing units in the northeast Downtown
neighborhood and an additional 200 senior housing units throughout the city. Total: 500
new housing units for senior citizens.
Time frame: 1991
Lead Agency: SHRA
Accomplishments:
n

Construction of Riverview Plaza, 124 units, 100% low income, in the downtown area.

n

Construction of Woodhaven Senior housing in North Sacramento, 104 units, 100% very low
income.

n

Total: 228 new housing units affordable to low income seniors were built, achieving 46%
of the 1985 five-year objective. However, privately developed senior housing projects
exceeded the overall goal. In 1989, 4,006 senior housing units existed in the entire city.

Comments: The City exceeded the senior housing goal. As a general note, the objective was too
specific in terms of the geographic-area. Given its overall accessibility to services and public
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transit, the Downtown area in general would be a more appropriate target area. It is also important
to note that during the late 1980's aggressive production of senior units lead to a temporary oversupply of senior housing in the local area, making lease up difficult.
Obiective 2: Provision of one emergency shelter for families and four emergency shelters
for single people, in conjunction with County.
Time frame: 1991
Lead Agency: City/County/SHRA
Accomplishments:
n

Single-person shelters: Six single-person shelters are located in the City for a total of 336
beds. One single-person shelter located in the County has 24 beds.

n

Family shelters: Three family shelters ( 119 beds total) are available to City and County
residents.

n

Other emergency shelters serving clients with special needs: Sixty beds exist at a shelter
for people under the influence of alcohol. Seventeen beds are at a shelter for the mentally
ill.

n

The twelve emergency shelters listed above house a total of 556 homeless individuals and
families in the City and County.

n

Winter overflow: Approximately 400 additional beds are available at emergency shelters
in the City and County of Sacramento during the winter. In addition, 1550 motel vouchers
for families with children are provided during months of inclement weather.

n

Transitional housing: Four transitional housing programs with scattered sites throughout
the City and County can accommodate 172 homeless persons.

Comments: The City, in conjunction with the County, clearly surpassed its earlier objective to
provide emergency shelters. Sacramento County is in the process of implementing an even more
comprehensive emergency shelter program that will coordinate the provision of food, health care,
counseling and job training services. The Sacramento Consolidated Plan for Federal Housing and
Community Development funds notes for example that, while emergency and transitional shelter
programs have been produced, the area is now in need of funding for these supportive services.
2.6 SUMMARY OF PROGRESS
Overall, the City of Sacramento has served as a leader in the development and provision of a
variety of housing initiatives. While the City fell short of the numeric goals, this can not be
attributed to a lack of effort. Rather, the City has attempted to respond whenever feasible to
impediments to housing production. For example, when State and Federal resources for affordable
housing were substantially reduced in the 1980's the City aggressively pursued development of
the local Housing Trust fund. Similarly, the City, SHRA and local non-profit sponsors have
aggressively pursued other housing initiatives including infill housing, mortgage revenue bonds,
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mortgage credit certificates, co-housing and mutual housing, self-help housing, emergency shelter
funding and many others.
Still, many challenges face the City in the 1990's in their efforts to provide adequate choice of
housing for all persons in the City. First, is the previous housing recession which has resulted in
a general slow down in the production of new housing of all types. Secondly, the City is a
developed major metropolitan area. Very large vacant parcels (20 acres or more) of land with
services with the exception of North Natomas, have in general, already been developed. As such,
the City must pursue new means of housing within a developed urban context. Strengthening the
City's infill housing ordinance, pursuing new opportunities for mixed use, and redevelopment and
re-use of older developed areas.
More importantly, in a local and regional context, the housing policies must also support balanced
and sustainable neighborhoods. The City does have a large supply of housing. However, many
neighborhoods have aging housing and face decline. Rehabilitation of existing units, and providing
economic diversity within neighborhoods is a priority local objective. For Sacramento, economic
diversity means not only including a fair share distribution of affordable housing through-out the
City, but also planning for and encouraging "step-up" housing and revitalization programs for some
of our more depressed or fragile neighborhoods. Finally, a challenge of the 1990's is to foster
community dialog, understanding and consensus regarding affordable housing. Residents and
public officials alike are now searching for new approaches to both the housing products and
processes so that new housing is affordable, well designed, economically balanced and supportive
of the neighborhood.
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3: HOUSING NEEDS ASSESSMENT
3.0

PURPOSE

Changes in the composition of Sacramento's population, along with the area economy, affect local
housing needs. This section provides information on those changes and describes population
trends and existing and future housing needs. 3.1

POPULATION AND HOUSEHOLD CHARACTERISTICS

Population and Household Growth Rates
According to the 1990 U. S. Census, Sacramento's population was 369,365. As shown in Table
3-1, between 1970 and 1998 the City experienced a 51 % change in population. The County has
seen a more dramatic percentage change of 82.8%. The City's share of the total county population
has also decreased since 1970. Sacramento's share of the state population has remained
relatively constant (at 1.2-1.3% of the total), while the County's share has increase slightly over
time. Since the 1990 Census to January 1998, the City's population is estimated to have grown
to 392,531, while the County's population has grown to 1,159,800 (Source: SACOG Population
Module).

Table 3-1
POPULATION CHANGE 1970-1998
YEAR

CITY OF
SACRAMENTO

SACRAMENTO
COUNTY

CALIFORNIA

1970

257,105

634,373

20,038,164

1980

275,741

783,381

23,775,360

1990

369,365

1,041,218

29,760,021

1998

392,531

1,159,800

33,251,809

Percent Change
1970 to 1998

50.7%

82.8%

65.9%

Source: SACOG, Department of Finance Data Center.

As shown in Table 3-2, the number of households in Sacramento increased from 91,697 in 1970
to 157,433 in 1998 or a 71.7% percentage change. Given that the City's population increased
50.7% in the same period, this indicates an accelerated household formation rate relative to
population. The County experienced a similar increase in household formation rate. Since 1970,
both jurisdictions, have seen an increase in new, smaller households as a result of demographic
changes such as the "baby boom" generation forming households and an increasing single parent
households.
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Table 3-2
HOUSEHOLD CHANGE 1970-1998
NUMBER OF HOUSEHOLDS
YEAR

CITY OF SACRAMENTO

SACRAMENTO COUNTY

1970

91,697

202,953

1980

112,859

299,805

1990

144,661

394,530

1998

157,433

456,909.

Percent Change
- Since 1970

71.7%

125.1 %-

Source:

State Department of Finance Census Data Center.

Group Quarters Population
The City's group quarters population, composed of individuals residing in school dormitories,
correctional institutions, rooming houses, military bases and convalescent homes, increased by
1,948 or 31.5% from 1980 to 1990. Although relatively small in number, this population is
significant. The group quarters' population represents residents with special needs, both for
housing and support services.
According to the Department of Finance, this figure has decreased from 8,209 individuals in 1990
to 7,867 individuals in 1998. The County's group quarter population has increased from 14,707 to
22,144 in 1980-1990, and to 22,789 in 1998.
Population by Community Plan Areas
Tables 3-3 and 3-4 provide a breakdowns of the City's existing and future population and housing
data by Community Plan Areas. These areas are shown on Map 3-1.
South Natomas, the Pocket, South Sacramento and North Sacramento had the highest population
growth rate from 1980 to 1998. As might be expected, dwelling unit growth correlated very closely
with population growth. These same areas also led in population growth and ranked among the
highest in vacant_ land planned for residential use in the last update.
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North Natomas, the area with the most vacant and zoned residential land, remains largely
undeveloped.
Table 3-3
POPULATION BY COMMUNITY PLAN AREA - 1980- 2022 PERIOD
1980

1990

1995

1998

2022

Airport/Meadowview

30,486

32,684

33,484

34,118

46,928

Arden/Arcade

10,248

10,680

10,966

11,171

11,652

Central City

28,956

33,090

33,274

33,799

49,369

East Broadway

37,845

45,476

44,780

45,539

46,335

East Sacramento

34,644

33,111

33,221

33,772

34,211

Land Park

33,839

33,128

33,495

34,141

35,530

643

594

542

557

57,371

North Sacramento

34,560

44,823

48,449

49,491

56,786

Pocket

23,716

42,884

45,079

46,453

48,566

South Natomas

10,418

34,587

36,097

36,706

37,166

South Sacramento

28,721

56,752

64,687

67,313

85,987

274,076

367,706

384,074

393,060

509,901

Community Plan Area

North Natomas

TOTAL

Source: SACOG. 1999 Population and Housing Report.
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Table 3-4
HOUSING UNITS BY COMMUNITY PLAN AREA - 1980- 2022 PERIOD
1980

1990

1995

1998

2022

Airport/Meadowview

9,670

9,956

10,397

10,410

14,566

Arden/Arcade

5,062

5,508

5,531

5,534

5,547

Central City

17,975

18,465

18,527

18,627

26,283

East Broadway

16,401

17,746

17,373

17,360

17,733

East Sacramento

15,401

15,604

15,603

15,629

15,678

Land Park

14,577

14,809

14,845

14,867

15,348

290

295

292

292

23,985

14,532

16,578

17,788

17,848

21,001

Pocket

9,477

18,119

18,785

19,047

19,924

South Natomas

3,851

14,876

15,443

15,418

15,534

10,817

20,648

21,171

22,585

29,485

118,053

152,604

155,755

157,617

205,084

Community Plan
Area

North Natomas
North Sacramento

South Sacramento
TOTAL

Source: SACOG Population and Housing Report, 1999.
Other community plan areas, such as East Sacramento, were at or near "100% buildout" by 1980, and therefore
had little growth potential in the ensuing years.

Household Size
As the population and household growth rate figures indicate, both the City and County
experienced a large decline in household size from 1970 to 1980. The County's average
household size fell from 3.08 to 2.58 persons per household, while the City's fell from 2.77 to 2.39
persons per household. Lower birth rates, a trend toward smaller family sizes, increasing divorce
rates, and an increasing share of elderly who tend to have smaller households contributed towards
this household size decline.
The trend toward rapidly shrinking household size changed in the 1980's, however, with the
County's average household remaining steady at 2.58 persons, and the City's average household
size actually rising to 2.50 persons per household between 1980 and 1990. This trend is partly due
to recession related factors, such as young people living at home longer or moving back in with
their parents, and shared housing for affordability, and new cultural populations with larger
extended families. The trend appears to be continuing: figures from the Department of Finance
estimate that the City's household size has increased to 2.54 persons in 1998, while the County's
has increased to 2.62 persons in 1998. Given the economy and Sacramento's rising immigrant
population with larger households, this trend of increasing household size is expected to continue
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Age/Sex Distribution
According to the 1990 Census, the City of Sacramento's population is comprised of 48% males and
52% females. The median age in 1990 was 31.8 years. Table 3-5 gives population by age interval
based on the 1980 and 1990 Census.

Table 3-5: AGE DISTRIBUTION 1980-1990 (EST.)
1990 Number

%of Total
Population

59,317

16.1

15.1

47,462

12.8

53,774

19.5

64,895

17.6

30-39

37,078

13.4

67,248

18.2

40-49

25,922

9.4

43,589

11.8

50-59

30,074

10.7

28,346

7.7

60-64

13,888

5.0

13,889

3.8.

65+

37,484

'13.6

44,619

12.0

1980 Number

% of Total
Population

0-9 -

36,007

13.0

10-19

41,514

20-29

Age Interval
(Years )

--

Sources: 1980 Census, 1990 Census.

As a percentage of total population, the City's senior population has declined slightly since 1980.
In 1990, 44,619 or 12% of the City's residents are 65 years old or over compared to 37,484, or
14%, in 1980. At the same time, the number of children (0-9 years of age) has increased from
36,007 or 13.0% of the population in 1980, to 59,317 or 16.1% as of the 1990 Census.
Race/Ethnicity
The City of Sacramento is increasingly diverse and multi-cultural. Since 1980, the percentage of
Asian persons has increased approximately 7% from 8.2% of the population to over 15%.
Similarly, the proportion of the City of Sacramento's population who are Black and those who are
Hispanic, both increased approximately 2% since 1980.
Compared to the County, the City is significantly more diverse. Forty percent (40%) of the City's
population is non-white compared to the County which has only a 16.6% non-white population.
Similarly, the City has a significantly higher proportion of persons of Hispanic decent. Table 3-6
summarizes the 1990 Census results for the City and County.
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Table 3-6
1990 CITY AND COUNTY COMPARISON OF RACE AND ETHNICITY

Race/
Ethnicity

City of
Sacramento

Percent of
City Total

Unincorporated
County

Percent of
Unincorp.
County Total

County
Total

221,963

60.1%

560,363

83.4%

783,326

Black or
African
American

56,521

15.3%

40,608

6.0%

97,129

American
Indian,
Alaskan

.4,561

1.2%

7,507

1.12

12,068

Asian

55,426

15.0%

40,918

6.1%

93,344

Other

30,894

8.4%

22,458

3.3%

53,352

Total

369,365

100.0%

671,854

100.0%

1,041,21
9

60,007

16.2%

61,537

9.2%

121,544

White.

Persons of
Hispanic
Decent

Source: 1980,1990 Census. The Hispanic category includes all races. The other races and ethnicities do not include Hispanics.

3.2

INCOME CHARACTERISTICS

The 1999 Sacramento Area median income figure, as determined by the U.S. Department of
Housing and Urban Development (HUD), is $51,900. Median income is adjusted for family size,
and the median for a four-member household is considered the area median.
The income categories used by HUD, and other housing agencies, are as follows:
•
•
•
•

Very Low Income
Low Income
Moderate Income
Above Moderate Income

Less than 50% of median
51%-80% of median
81%-120% of median
More than 120% of median

As mentioned earlier, the median income is adjusted for household size by HUD. These adjusted
figures, calculated for Low income categories, are listed inTable 3-7 and will be used for future
calculations of affordability.
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Table 3-7
LIMITS
FOR HOUSING PROGRAMS
1999 HUD INCOME
FAMILY SIZE

LOW INCOME

1

$29,050

2

$33,200

3

$37,350

4

$41,500

5

$44,850

6

$48,150

7

$51,500

:8

$54,800

Source: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development

The Sacramento Consolidated Housing Assistance Plan prepared for by the Sacramento Housing
and Redevelopment Agency estimates that 46.0% of the City's households are estimated to be in
the low and very low income categories based on the 1990 Census. The table below shows the.
number and percent of households by income group estimated by HUD based on the 1990 Census.
Table 3-8
SACRAMENTO CITY AND COUNTY ESTIMATED
NUMBER OF HOUSEHOLDS BY INCOME LEVEL
City
Households

Percent

County
Households

Percent

Very Low Income ( 50% and Below)

41,348

28.6%

87,515

22.1%

Low Income ( 51% to 80%)

25,466

17.6%

66,771

16.9%

Moderate Income (81% to 95%)

11,960

8.3%

34,435

8.7%

Above Moderate

65,887

45.5%

206,436

52.3%

144,661

100.0%

395,157

100.0%

Total

Source:U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Office of Community Planning CHAS HUD form 400090-A.

In 1989, the Sacramento Area Council of Government (SACOG) Housing Needs Allocation
estimated 45.5% of the city's total households were low and very low income. SACOG's household
projection for 1996, however, devotes 44.1% of the total allocation to low and very low income
household categories. That indicates that the percentage of the City's total households which fall
in the low and very low income categories will decrease. It can also be concluded that, although
the City's low income population will increase in absolute terms, the low income share of the
population is projected to remain fairly stable in the near future.
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3.3

EMPLOYMENT TRENDS

The Sacramento Consolidated Metropolitan Statistical Area (CMSA) which is comprised of
Sacramento, El Dorado, Placer and Yolo Counties is home to over 50,000 employers and almost
800,000 workers. Total employment in the region has steadily grown from 730,800 in 1990 to
793,600 in 1998. During this same time, the unemployment rate in has fallen from a high of 8.2
percent in 1993 to 4.9 percent in 1998, while the overall state unemployment rate is still 6.0
percent.
The Sacramento Region has continued to add new jobs since the recession of the early 1990's
when the region actually lost 11,700 jobs in 1992. The region has created over 18,000 jobs
annually since 1994.
The services sector has grown by 23 percent during the past five years and actually became the
region's largest employer in 1997, overtaking the government sector. The services industry now
employs over 27 percent of the region's workers. Absolute growth in the government sector has
continued very slowly in spite of closure of the Sacramento Army Depot, Mather Air Force Base,
and the impending closure of McClellan Air Force Base. This is primarily a result of new
population growth requiring new schools and a mandated reduction in the size of classes which has
resulted in the hiring of new teachers.
The last five years has seen the rise of the Sacramento manufacturing sector, anchored by
computers and electronics manufacturing. This sector alone has added over 7,000 jobs since 1994
while the manufacturing sector continues to grow, albeit slowly.
The construction sector has grown almost 36 percent since 1994 and wholesale and retail trade
has grown over 11 percent.
Sacramento has also seen a growth in call centers and back off operations, due to Sacramento's
seismic stability, diverse population, and affordable labor. Sacramento County is expected to
experience strong employment growth between 1995 and 2002 as the Sacramento Region's
economy continues to improve and diversify. The total number of jobs during the seven-year
period is expected to increase by 82,000 jobs, an increase of 17.1 percent. Employment gains are
anticipated across all major industries with the services industry adding the largest number of jobs.
The manufacturing and construction industries are anticipated to experience the fastest rates of
expansion at 49.3 percent and 29.9 percent respectively.
The services sector will grow by approximately 24,900 jobs. The largest gains are expected to
occur in business and health services sectors. Business 'services employment will expand as a
result of growth in personnel supply and temporary help services, and increased demand for
computer programming, data processing and computer related services. Health services will also
provide a substantial amount of jobs, as the county continues to serve as the regional health care
center for an expanding and aging population. Other components of the services industry that will
contribute substantial job gains include engineering, accounting, research and management
services.
Of all the major industries, the manufacturing industry is expected to experience the fastest rate
of growth at 49.3 percent, an increase of 14,700 jobs. Most of the manufacturing jobs will be in the
high technology segments of electronics, semi-conductors, computers and communications
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equipment, followed by gains in transportation equipment, medical equipment and other durable
and nondurable goods produced.
The retail trade industry is expected to produce 12,700 jobs during the projection period as a result
Eating and drinking
of population growth and overall job creation in other industries.
establishments, food and drug stores, and expansion of big box retailers are anticipated to expand
more rapidly in fast-growing communities in the northern, southern, and eastern areas of
Sacramento County.
According to the State Employment Development Department, Labor Market Information Division,
there will be a 80,600 job openings in Sacramento County between 1995 and 2002. This includes
new jobs created and jobs resulting from people moving, retiring, etc.
Table 3-9 (Occupations with the Most Job Openings) identifies the top 26 occupations for job
openings. Occupations with the greatest number of job openings include retail salespersons
(6,850), cashiers (6,800), general managers (4,390), waiters and waitresses (3,610), computer
engineers (2,120) registered nurses (2,010) and elementary teachers (1,940). These job openings
are reflective of the growing sectors of the Sacramento regional economy such as retail trade,
business services, high tech, health care and education.
Within the top 10 occupations, median annual salaries range from a low of $11,107 for waiters and
waitresses up to $57,116 for computer engineers. Meanwhile, the two occupations with the
greatest projected job openings, retail salespersons and cashiers, have median annual salaries of
$15,212 and $13,395 respectively.
Ten of the top twenty-six occupations found in Table 3-9 have median annual salaries of less than
$20,000. These low paying jobs generally require a minimum of education and are either found
in the retail or service sectors. Three of the occupations pay between $20,000 and $25,000/year
and eleven occupations pay more than $30,000/year. Those positions paying in excess of.
$30,000/year include managers and executives, teachers, financial managers, and occupations
in the high tech fields such as computer engineers, electronics engineers and technicians, systems
analysts and technical writers.
Table 3-10 identifies the occupations with the fastest growth. Ten of the top 20 in this list are in
the fast-growing high tech sector. These occupations range from electronics assemblers paying
a median annual salary of $15,600/year up to computer engineers with a median salary of
$57,116/year. Eight out of ten of these occupation pay in excess of $30,000/year.
According to HUD, the 1999 median family income for the Sacramento Area is $51,400 and 50
percent of the median income is $25,700. Fifteen of the twenty-six occupations identified in the
Table do not even pay 50 percent of the region's median family income of $25,700/year or
$12.35/hour. Conversely, thirteen of the fastest growing occupations (Table 3-10b) pay more than
$12.35. Four occupations do not pay $12.35/hour and three occupations do not have available
wage data, although two occupations are in the engineering fields, which generally pay over
$25/hour or $52,000/year.
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Table 3-9
OCCUPATIONS WITH THE MOST OPENINGS
SACRAMENTO COUNTY
1995-2002
Occupation

Job Openings

Median Wage

Median Salary

Salespersons, Retail

6,850

7.27

$15,122

Cashiers

6,800

6.44

$13,395

General Office Clerks

4,410

9.26

$19,261

General Managers, Top Executives

4,390

26.04

$54,163

Waiters & Waitresses

3,610

5.34

$11,107

Secretaries, General

2,509

11.39

$23,691

Computer Engineers

2,120

27.46

$47,117

Systems Analysts - E.C. Data Proc.

2,060

NA

#Value!

Registered Nurses

2,010

20.82

$43,306

Receptionists, Info clerks

1,980

8.3

$17,264

Teachers-Elem School

1,940

17.33

$36,046

Counter Attendants - Food

1,910

7.04

$14,643

Janitors, Cleaners

1,890

7.58

$15,766

Main. Repairers, Gen'l Utility

1,630

10.78

$22,422

Financial Managers

1,570

24.67

$51,314

Accountants & Auditors

1,550

14.69

$30,555

Teachers-Secondary School

1,540

19.27

$40,082

Sales Reps, Non-Scientific

1,440

11.34

$23,587

Guards and Watch Guards

1,440

6.75

$14,040

Engineer, Math, & Nat Sci Mgrs

1,390

NA

#Value!

Elect, Electronic Engineering Tech

1,370

16.57

$34,466

Teacher Aides, Paraprofessional

1,320

8.83

$18,366

Hand Packers & Packages

1,280

6.88

$14,310

Bookkeeping, Accounting Clerks

1,270

12.04

$25,043

Assemb, Fabricators-Ex Mach.

1,250

8.32

$17,306

Elect. & Electronic Engineers

1,180

27.2

$56,576
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Table 3-10
Occupations with the Fastest Growth
Sacramento County
1995-2002
Occupation

Annual Averages
1995
2002

Absolute Change

Percent Change

Median Wage

Median Salary

1,540

3,510

1,970

127.9%

$27.46

$47,117

Sales Engineers

290

590

300

103.4%

$18.67

$38,834

Ops. Sys Researchers-Ex Comp

280

550

270

96.4%

NA

NA

Indust Engineers-Except Safety

250

440

190

76.0%

NA

NA

Elect. Electronic Assemblers

250

440

190

76.0%

$7.50

$15,600

1530

2590

1,060

69.3%

$16.57

$34,644

Technical Writers

300

490

190

63.3%

$15.34

$31,907

Pharmacy Technicians

190

300

110

57.9%

$11.40

$23,712

3160

4980

1,820

57.6%

$25.17

$52,354

Surgical Technicians

180

270

90

50.0%

$12.74

$26,499

Construction Managers

810

1180

370

45.7%

$26.84

$55,827

Assemb, Fabricators-Ex Mach

1950

2820

870

44.6%

$8.23

$17,306

Cabinetmakers & Carpenters

450

650

200

44.4%

$10.00

$20,800

Helpers-Brick, Steno, Mason

350

500

150

42.9%

NA

NA

Teachers-Special Education

1030

1470

440

42.7%

$20.89

$43,451

Pharmacists

450

640

190

42.2%

$31.69

$65,915

Industrial Production Managers

340

480

140

41.2%

$18.08

$37,606

1980

2790

810

40.9%

$27.20

$56,576

Chemists, Except Biochemists

320

450

130

40.6%

$19.33

$40,206

Cost Estimators

850

1190

340

40.0%

$21.48

$44,678

Computer Engineers

Elect, Electronic Engineering Tech

Systms Analysts-Elec Data Pro

Elect & Electronic Engineers

Source: State of CA, Employment Development Dept., Labor Market Information Division
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3.4

HOUSING INVENTORY CHARACTERISTICS

Housing Type and Tenure
As of the 1990 Census, 61.6% of existing housing units (93,035) were single family homes,
(40,729) 36.3%(54,680) were multi-family homes and 2% (3,217) were mobile homes. This data
indicates that housing type composition has remained constant since 1990 with the single-family
share of existing housing was 62.2%, the multi-family share was 35.8%, and mobile homes
constituted 2%.
The tenure split, as of the 1990 Census, was 51.3% owner-occupied and 48.7% renter-occupied
units forthe overall population. This compares to a 56.4% owner and 43.6% renter split at the time
of the 1980 Census. This trend towards renting and away from ownership was caused largely by
a decreasing level of housing "affordability": -(This is defined later in this section). This pattern may
reverse in the coming years if affordability continues to increase, as it has in the past several years.
The County owner-occupied rate at the time of the 1990 Census was 56.6%.
As of the 1990 Census, the tenure split varied greatly between ethnic groups. 57.0% of Asian and
54.2% of white households were homeowners, while only 44.2% of Hispanic households and
38.5% of black households were owners.
From 1985 to 1990, the City added an average of 3,100 housing units per year. Based on housing
units constructed and annexations between 1990 and 1998, 818 units were added yearly to the
total supply.
The County had 417,574 units according to the 1990 Census (an increase of 30% over 1980)
representing an additional 9,559 units per year. 333 units per year have been demolished in the
County since 1986. The County (non-City portion) has a slightly different distribution of housing
type which includes more single family units and less multi-family units. According to the 1990
Census, over 68% of the units in the County are single family units and 27% are multi-family units
compared to the City which, in 1990, included 64.6% single family and 33% multi-family units.
A breakdown of the change in housing due to new units and annexations by year is shown in Table
3-11.
Table 3-11: HOUSING UNIT TYPE CHANGE ( 1985-1998)
Type of
Structure

1985
Housing
Units

1998

1990
% of
Total

Housing
Units

% of
Total

Housing
Units

% of
Total

Single Family

87,664

64.6

93,035

61.6

97,938

62.2

2- 4 Units

14,607

10.8

17,678

11.7

18,018

11.4

5 + Units

30,585

22.6

37,082

24.6

38,415

24.4

Mobile
Homes

2,653

2.0

3,217

2.1

3,187

2.0

TOTAL

135,509

100.0

100.0

157,558

100.0

153,002.00

Source: 1990 Census for 1990 and SACOG Housing Module 1998.

04-00 Revised Public Review Draft - City
of Sacramento Housing Element

3.3-13

Housing Supply
According to the 1990 Census, the City had a total of 151,012 dwelling units. This amounts to a
24% increase over the 1980 Census total of 123,256 units. As of January 1998, this number had
further increased to 157,282, according to Department of Finance figures. A breakdown of the type
of dwelling units, as of the 1990 Census, shows 93,035 single family units, 54,680 multi-family
units, and 3,217 mobile homes and 1,512 miscellaneous other units . Table 3-12 identifies the
additions to the housing stock by housing type. - Of the 9377 units constructed since 1989, 69%
were single family units, 25% were multi family units and 2% were mobile homes.
Table 3-12: NEW CONSTRUCTION BY HOUSING TYPE ( 1989-1997)
YEAR

SINGLE
FAMILY

2-4 UNITS

5+ UNITS

MOBILE
HOMES

TOTAL

1989

1,300

59

859

55

2,273

1990

1,820

34

332

0

2,187

1991

1,333

101

434

0

1,868

1992

880

94

124

69

1,167

1993

198

125

24

6

353

1994

251

8

280

0

539

1995

34

38

0

22

94

1996

359

34

0

0

393

1997

318

12

153

20

503

6,493

505

2,206

172

9,377

TOTAL

SOURCE: SACOG housing module,1990-1998 based on completions.

Distribution of Multi Family Housing
Table 3-12a further identifies the distribution of multi family housing and multi family assisted
housing by Community Plan area. The Central City, Arden Arcade and South Natomas
comminutes have the highest percentage of multifamily units in the City. The Central City has the
highest percentage of multi-family assisted units (publicly financed) relative to the citywide average.
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Table 3-12a
Multi-family Housing Distribution by Community Plan Area
Total Housing
Units (5F&MF)

Total number
Multi-family

Percent
Multi-family

Multi-family
Assisted** (MFA)
and as a % of Multifamily

MFA units: in the CPA
as a % of ItIIFA in.the City .::

Pocket
605(21.8%)
717(15.4%p)
736(10.4%)

Arden-Arcade
E. Sacramento
South Natomas

24%

Land Park

Airport - Meadowview
E. Broadway
HUD Addresses unverifiable
South Sacramento
North Sacramento
Central City
Not Located (North Natomas)
Total Citywide

22,585
17,848
18,627
292
157,617

35.60%

56,114

' The Sacramento Housing and Redevelopment Agency was unable to confirm the

location of some addresses reported by the Department of Housing and Urban Development.
Source: Sacramento Housing and Redevelopment Agency, 1999.
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12,841(22.9)

22.88%

"Assisted" includes privately owned housing with project-based rental subsidies,
public housing, and affordable tax credit developments.

Factors Reducing Housing Supply (Demolitions and Conversions)
An average of approximately 75 dwelling units per year have been demolished in the City since
1990 primarily due to more rigorous code enforcement to alleviate dangerous building conditions.
This has reduced the housing supply by 600 units since 1990 although many of the units were
unoccupied and in uninhabitable condition.
Age of Housing
The age of housing is an indication of housing stock condition in an area. The latest data available
on the age of housing stock is the 1990 Census (see Table 3-13). Even though the growth rate
in the City has continued, approximately 58.9% of homes in 1990 were over 20 years old compared
to 56% in 1980. The median aged home in 1980 was built in the late 1950s. In 1990, the median
aged home was built in the early to mid 1960s. The aging of the City's housing stock increases the
importance of housing rehabilitation programs in meeting housing needs.
Table 3-13: AGE OF HOUSING STOCK ( 1980-1990)
1990

1980
YEARS BUILT

NUMBER OF UNITS

% OF TOTAL

NUMBER OF UNITS

% OF TOTAL

-

36,398

23.7

1980-1990
1970-1980

28,829

23.4

26,688

17.4

1960-1970

25,240

20.5

23,711

15.5

1950-1960

26,557

21.5

25,734

16.8

1949-BEFORE

42,630

34.6

40,831

26.6

Source: 1980 Census, 1990 Census

Condition of Housing
One of the major components in the provision of adequate housing is the rehabilitation of existing
units. As the cost of new construction increases and as Sacramento's housing stock continues
to age, rehabilitation becomes an increasingly important component. In the 1998 Consolidated
Plan, the Sacramento Housing and Redevelopment Agency (SHRA) estimated that 18,097 units
were substandard. This represented 11.8% of the city's housing stock. The SHRA designated
17,192 of these units suitable for rehabilitation and 905 units not feasible to rehabilitate. SHRA
estimated that 95% are economically feasible to rehabilitate. The survey defined substandard as
a structure which contains one or more major building violations which threaten the health and
safety of residents, or a series of minor deficiencies which could result in major structural problems.
Substandard and suitable for rehabilitation was defined as a substandard unit for which the
replacement cost exceeds the rehabilitation cost.
SHRA also conducted a separate windshield survey in July 1993 to assess the housing condition
of certain neighborhoods and census tracts eligible for Community Development Block Grant
funding. The survey results (summarized in Table 13a) identify the general condition of the
housing stock for each neighborhood.
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Table 3-13a
City of Sacramento
1993 Neighborhood Housing Condition Survey

Median Yr.
Structures
Built

Overall
Conditions

%
Minor
Rehab

%
Moderate
Rehab

%
Extensive
Rehab

%
Dilapidated

Alkali Flat
Avondale/
Glen Elder
Ben Ali
City Farms/
Executive Airport Area
Del Paso Heights
East Del Paso Heights
Franklin Villa
/Parkway
Freeport Manor/Pocket
Area
Gardenland/ Garden
Highway
Hagginwood
Meadowview
Medical Center/
Colonial Park /Tahoe
Park

1939
1965

fair
good

0%
47%

56%
42%

44%
10%

0%
1%

1962
1952

fair
good

10%
52%

80%
40%

10%
8%

0%
0%

1966
1954
1971

fair
good
good

10%
85%
73%

52%
10%
25%

30%
5%
2%

2%
0%
0%

1955

good

0%

.0%

0%

0%

1966

fair

45%

35%

25%

0%

1954
1965
1950

fair
fair
fair

25%
12%
44%

50%
84%
50%

25%
4%
6%

0%
0%
0%

Midtown/ Southside
Noralto
North Avondale/
Fruitridge Manor
North Sacramento
Oak Park
Strawberry Manor
Washington-Park/
Mansion Flats
Woodbine

1946
1952
1953

fair
fair
fair .

12%
25%
30%

80%
67%
68%

8%
8%
2%

0%
0%
0%

1950
1947
1966
1939

fair
fair
fair
fair

1%
9%
25%
0%

66%
51%
55%
89%

31%
37%
15%
11%

0%
2%
5%
0%

1963

fair

38%

53%

9%

0%

Neighborhood

Source: 1993 Windshield Survey, SHRA
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Overcrowding
An overcrowded household is defined as a household which lives in a dwelling unit with an average
of more than 1.0 persons per room, not including bathrooms. As of the 1980 Census, there were
4,571 such households, representing slightly more than 4% of total households. As of the time of
the 1990 Census, there were 3,337 owner-occupied households and 8,998 renter households
which could be classified as overcrowded. The total of 12,335 overcrowded households
represented 8.5% of the City's total households. Overcrowding is caused by two major problems:
the unavailability and unaffordability of appropriately sized units, particularly for large families.
Since 1980, there have been few three-bedroom or larger rental units constructed, and, as has
been discussed, the affordability of purchasing homes has declined remarkably. It can be intuitively
concluded, therefore, that the trend would be toward more overcrowding due to households living
in under sized units, or sharing units with previously separate households, in order to meet
expenses.
3.5

HOUSING AFFORDABILITY

Housing Costs
Like California in general and major portions of the United States, prices for single family homes
in the Sacramento area experienced dramatic increases frorri 1985 through 1990. This trend was
even more pronounced in the 1988-1990 two-year period. From 1985 to 1990, median home
prices increased 74% from $80,250 to $139,950. From 1988 to 1990, prices soared 45% or
$43,700. In the year 1990 alone, median prices jumped $26,950 or 24%. ( See Table 3-14). Part
of the reason for the marked increase in home prices during the 1988-1991 period was that
speculators ( or just individuals relocating) from the Bay Area and Los Angeles were utilizing large
equity gains from housing inflation in those areas to purchase Sacramento homes at prices higher
than local buyers could afford.
Since 1990, the housing market has dipped and then recovered. For example, from 1990 to 1998,
median home prices dropped 10.7% from $139,950 to $125,000.
Table 3-14
MEDIAN HOME PRICES IN SACRAMENTO COUNTY
Price
% Change - Previous Year
Month
4.0
$125,000
Fourth Quarter
4.0
$120,140
Fourth Quarter
{5.0}
115,500
September
{2.54}
121,000
September
{5.60}
118,000
September
125,000
{5.30}
September
{2.73}
132,000
September
135,700
{3.0}
September
139,950
23.85
September
113,000
17.4
September
September
96,250
5.2
91,500
September
7.6
September
85,000
5.9
September
80,250
1.9

Year
1998
1997
1996
1995
1994
1993
1992
1991
1990
1989
1988
1987
1986
1985
Source: Sacramento Association of Realtors
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It is important to note that the above median prices are for the County of Sacramento which tends
to have higher home values than the City. For example, the median home value of owner occupied
units at the time of the 1990 Census for the County was $132,600 compared to the median home
value reported in the City of $120,700.
Rental Rates
Apartment rental rates moved steadily upward from 1986 to 1991, before falling again in 1992.
According to Coldwell Bankers' surveys, the "average" rent for studios and one, two and three
bedroom apartments in the Sacramento area increased from $419/month in 1986 to $524/month
in 1992, amounting to a 25.0% increase. (The 1990 Census indicated that the median rent in the
City of Sacramento was $495/month). Since'1990, the rate peaked at $533/month in the fourth
quarter of 1991. The rental market is now (1998) higher than 1992 (See Table 3-15). Additionally,
the Sacramento housing market has a large inventory of single family homes for rent. The large
inventory of single family for rent homes coupled with other investment properties has resulted in
relatively stable rent prices.
Table 3-15
RENTAL RATES BY NUMBER OF BEDROOMS
SACRAMENTO METROPOLITAN AREA 1983, 1987, 1992, 1995, 1997, 1998

Unit Type

1986

1983

1990

1992

1995

1997

1998

$190-225

335

395

417

409

441

460

1 Bedroom.-

225-315

379

442

473

479

483

499

2 Bedroom

300-360

425

500

530

511

456

574

3 Bedroom

400+

539

635

676

797

740

775

"Average"*

300

419

493

524

549

604

618

Studio

Source: 1983 - Homes Finders Wannavee Enterprises, Inc.; 1986,'90,'92 - Coldwell Banker and 1995 CB Commercial
Sacramento Area Multi-Family Vacancy Rental Survey, Second Quarter 1995, 1997,.and 1998 prepared by CB Commercial
Real Estate Group Inc.
"

"Average" rent, for the purpose of this table, refers to the mean of studio, one bedroom, two bedroom/one bath, and
three bedroom apartments. This is not a weighted mean.

Vacancy Rates
The total vacancy rate for the City in 1990 was estimated, by the Census, to be 5.81 %, down from
8.42% in 1980. The rental vacancy is usually the high component of the vacancy rate with "vacantfor-sale" averaging 1-2%, so the results of these two sources appear to be at least generally
consistent. The "vacant-for-sale" rate may be higher than is traditionally estimated, however,
because the volume of resale homes on the market has been high over the past two years.
Preciseness is difficult when discussing vacancy rates due to the different methodologies employed
and areas covered by the various sources. Data indicates, however, that the rental vacancy rate
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has increased in the City over the past two years and is currently above the 5% rate which is
normally considered "healthy" for a housing market.
The apartment vacancy trend from 1992 to 1998 has been somewhat erratic, with notable peaks
and valleys. During this period the region experienced a vacancy low of 4% and a high range of
over 9%. Current information supplied by CB Commercial indicates the 1998 first quarter vacancy
rate reported an overall vacancy for multi-family units of 4.3%. Vacancy rates are highest for 2
bedroom/1 bath (5.1 %) and lowest for 3 bedrooms/2 bath (2.9%). Three bedroom units are also
below the average vacancy rates -- reporting a 1997 vacancy rate of 3.0%.

Table 3-16
SACRAMENTO REGION VACANCY MULTI-FAMILY VACANCY RATES
1992 through 1998(First Quarter)

Average Vacancy Rate

Year

9.00%
9.15%
8.35%
6.65%
4.85%
3.90%
4.30%

1992
1993
1994
1995
1996
1997
1998

Ownership Affordability
Affordable housing is defined, in most cases, as housing which can be obtained for 30% or less
of a given household's gross income. Overall, these results would indicate a trend toward
increasing housing affordability for ownership opportunities and stable or decreasing affordability
for rental housing. For ownership, this trend can be displayed quantitatively using a housing
affordability index. This is a measurement of the percentage of households which can afford to
purchase a median priced home. The Sacramento Area Index (for the fourth quarter of each year),
as provided by the Sacramento Association of Realtors, is shown below:
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Table 3-17
Housing Affordability Index-Home Ownership
1985
1986
1987
1988
1989
1990
1991
1992
1993
1994
1995
1996
1997
1998

50% (Fourth Quarter Results)
48%
52%
53%
45%
32%
40%
46%
57%
55%
55% (Second Quarter Results)
63% (Fourth Quarter Results)
63%
61%

(Percentages compiled by the California Association of Realtors, based on Sacramento Association of Realtors Multiple
Listing Service Data. The index measures the number of households in the area that have the minimum income necessary
to afford the area's median priced home).

As can be seen, favorable interest rates and sales prices have served to stabilize ownership
affordability in the Sacramento area. An exception to this is the early 1990's ( 1990 to 1992) when
home prices increased dramatically beyond the reach of many homeowners. After this period,
market corrections, and recessionary trends curbed this cycle and at the present time (1998)
approximately 61% of households in the Sacramento area can afford the median priced home.
Despite ups and downs in housing prices, the Sacramento Metropolitan region continues to be one
of the most affordable housing markets in the State. According to the California Association of
Realtors' Affordablity Index, more households in Sacramento can afford the median priced home
in Sacramento than any other metropolitan area in the State. For example in 1997, assuming a
median priced home with 20% down and a 30 year fixed rate mortgage, only 44% of households
in the State of California could afford to buy a median priced home versus 63% of households in
Sacramento.
Rental Affordability
In order to assess the affordability of rents, it is necessary to determine affordable rents for each
household size at each income level and compare these affordable rents to the actual average
rents for appropriate sized units. Results of this analysis (Table 3-18) indicate that, on average,
market rents in Sacramento are affordable to most low income households (households earning
80% of median income) but are not affordable to very low income (households earning less than
50% of median income). The greatest affordability gap is for very low income households seeking
3 bedroom'units ($201).
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Table 3-18
SACRAMENTO METROPOLITAN AREA
RENTAL AFFORDABILITY 1999
Household Size

Annual Income
1
Low Income
Very Low Income
Poverty Level
Affordable Monthly Housing Cost
(30% of income $)
Low Income
Very Low Income
Poverty Level
Monthly Available for Rent* ($)
Low Income
Very Low Income
Poverty Level
Monthly Average Rent**($)
Monthly Affordability Gap ($)
Low Income
Very Low Income
Poverty Level
*
**

4

3

2
29,050
18,150
10,900

33,200
20,750
12,450

37,350
23,350
14,000

41,500
25,950
15,500

726
454
272

830
519
311

934
584
350

1,037
649
389

691
425
233

799
482
274

881
512
297

965
577
317

Studio
460

1 Bdrm
499

2 Bdrm
574

3 Brdm
775

-035
227

-017
225

-062
240

-0198
458

Includes a utility deduction $29/studio, $37/1 BR,$53/2BR, $72/3BR - Source: Sacramento
Housing and Redevelopment Agency
CB Commercial Multifamily Rent and Vacancy Survey,1998, First Quarter

Overpayment
Households which pay more than 30% of their gross income for housing are said to be
"overpaying" for housing. The 1990 Census provides some insight into characteristics of
household income in 1989 by selected monthly owner costs/gross rent as a percentage of
household income. The 1990 Census has rendered a breakdown of household income categories
in the data on monthly housing costs as a percentage of household income. The results of this
"overpayment" calculation, both for owner and renter households, are displayed below. Table
3.19b relates the type of housing affordable to various household income levels. For example, a
poverty level income person on general assistance or supplemental security income can only afford
a public housing unit, shared housing unit or boarding home. A minimum wage job household can
afford Single Room Occupancy unit, small apartment, shared housing or boarding home.
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Table 3-19b
WHAT HOUSING CAN I 13U1'?
An Affordability Matrix for Sacramento
Income Available for
Housing per Month

General

Average Public

Assistance

Housing Resident

SSI Supplemental
Security Income

SRO Resident

Minimum Wage

Majority of New Jobs

"Very Low Income"

"Low Income"

Median Income

Jobs ($6/hour)

in Sacramento (<$12)

50% Median (4 pers.)

80% Median (4 pers.)

$700 -$1,000

$8.000

$8,052

$8,400

$12,000

$20 - $25

$200

$200

$210

$300

$12,000 - $24,000

4-person

$25,950

$41,520

Household
$51,900

$650

$1,040

$1,300

(1998)
Annual
Income
(+/- 30% Monthly

"iN1edian Income"

$300-$600 1

Income)

New homes
<$140,000

$1,000

$900

New homes
<$125,000

New homes
<$125,001

$800

New apts., 10.000

New apts., 10,000

resales, 350 assisted

resales, 350 assisted

Bond oans,
20°/u

Bond loans 20%

for ownership

for ownership

for ownership

Upper range o tncomc

2-BR avg.rent, resale

2-BR avg.rent, resale

-13R avg.rent,
resale

see next colunin

homes, owner subsidy

homes, owner subsidy

homes, owner
subsidy

avg. rent,
MRBs,

- t avg. rent,
MRBs,

o

Bond loans,

$600

avg. rent, MRBs,

$300

$200

$100

<1 100

resale homes

resale homes

resale homes

SROs, small apts.,

SROs, small apts.,

SROs, small apts.,

SROs, small apts.,

SROs, small apts.,

private subsidized
apts

private subsidized apts

private subsidized apts

private subsidized apts

private subsidized
apts

housing,

Shared housing,

Shared 1 1011SIng,

boarding homes

boarding homes

boarding homes

Shared housing,

Share housing,

Shared housing,

Shared housing,

boarding homes

boarding homes

boarding homes

boarding homes

boarding homes

Average PHA rent

Average PHA rent

Average P111 rent

Average PFIA rent

$115-$180

$115-$180

$115-$180

$115-$180

Public housing

Pubhc housing

Section 8 assistance

Section 8 assistance

'abbe ousing

Public housing

Sec. 8 asst.

Section 8 assistance

u ic rousing
Section 8 assistance

Shelters

\IS
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NUMBER OF HOUSEHOLDS PAYING MORE THAN 30%
OF THEIR INCOME FOR HOUSING Source: 1990 Census.

INCOME CATEGORY

LOW AND VERY LOW

10,849

31,854

42,698

1623

-1011

2634

12,467

32,695

45,332

MODERATE AND ABOVE
MODERATE
TOTAL

TOTAL

RENTER

OWNER

A total of 45,332 households are "overpaying" for housing in the City or approximately 30% of city
households. Of the total households which are overpaying, 94% are lower income. For purposes
of this discussion, "lower income" is defined as 80% or below the Census derived Sacramento
County median income in 1990.
The results of this "cost burden" estimate, both for owner and renter households by household/type
are displayed in the table below.
-- - TABLE 3-19a _
COST BURDEN BY HOUSEHOLD TYPE
City of Sacramento
Household Type

Percent Very Low
Income with Cost
Burden

Percent Low Income
with Cost Burden

Percent Moderate
Income with Cost
Burden

All Renters

83%

48%

17%

Elderly Renters

70%

53%

28%

Small Family (2-4
person) Renters

88%

50%

15%

Large Family (+5
person) Renters

84%

30%

17%

All other renters

84%

50%

16%

Total Renters

61%

36%

27%

Elderly Owners

52%

13%

80%

All Other Owners

75%

51%

34%

Highlighted cells are populations whose percentages are greater by
10% than the total percentage for all owners or renters (shown in
bold) in the respective income groups
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Subsidized Housing Options
The Sacramento Housing and Redevelopment Agency (SHRA) serves as the Housing Authority
for the City and the County of Sacramento. SHRA is one of the more aggressive public housing
authorities in the state and has one of the largest inventories of public housing. Assisted housing
is an important component of the housing inventory for maintaining housing diversity and choice
and for housing households of very low income. Currently, SHRA administers 2,009 units of public
housing within the City of Sacramento, and 2,680 Section 8 or housing vouchers in the City of
Sacramento, thereby providing assistance to 4,689 very low or low income households.
For the Section 8/housing voucher program, units must meet HUD's Fair Market Rent (FMR)
standards. Fortunately, in the City of Sacramento market rentals are at or below FMR's for 2 and
3 bedroom units enabling this program to operate effectively and allow recipients housing choice.
FMR published by HUD and effective June 30, 1998 are as follows:
Table 3-20
FAIR MARKET RATES

3.6

Unit Size

HUD FMR

Average Market Rent

0/ Studio
1 bedroom
2 bedroom
3 bedroom

434
490
612
850

460
499
574
775

PROJECTED HOUSING NEEDS

Population Trends
Population is forecasted, by SACOG, to reach 435,550 by 2005. This estimate was recently
adjusted down from 444,300 and then again to 435,5000 due to the general recession in the region
and State and previous building restrictions in the city due to flooding protection.
New Construction Need
To assist local governments in the Sacramento Metropolitan area in making projections of future
housing needs, the Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG) prepares a Regional
Housing Needs Allocation Plan. The Plan covers the planning period from 1989 to 1996 (The state
recently extended the planning period to address the regional housing needs to the year 2002).
The purpose of this plan is to examine housing needs across jurisdictions/boundaries, and allocate
responsibility for planning to meet future housing needs. The State requires that the projections
take into account the market demand for housing, employment opportunities, availability of suitable
sites and public facilities, community patterns, type and tenure of housing need, and farm worker
criteria.
Taking vacancy levels and anticipated demolitions and conversions into consideration the total
Basic Construction Need was determined to be 16,751 dwelling units.
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After determining the total Basic Construction Need for a particular jurisdiction, the need is divided
into very low, low,,moderate and above moderate income categories. The base construction needs
for each income group for the 1989-2002 projection period were as follows:
Table 3-21
1989-2002 NEW CONSTRUCTION NEED
Number of Units
2,519 units
2,793 units
4,098 units .
7,341 units
16,751 units

Basic Construction Need
Very Low
Low
Moderate
Above Moderate
Total

These are the projected housing needs to met project population growth. Chapter4, reviews these
current housing needs and goals and discusses the progress to date. The goals express the total
number of units by affordablity that are estimated to be needed to meet population projections. In
addition to overall housing supply goals, the housing needs of persons with special housing needs
must be reviewed. These special needs are discussed in the next section.
3.7 SPECIAL HOUSING NEEDS
Special Housing need groups are those individuals or households who share a common type of
need due to age, disability, income, or other mutual circumstance. The following section attempts
to enumerate these special needs groups. The Consolidated Plan (CP) for Federal HUD Funding
prepared by the Sacramento Housing and Redevelopment Agency (SHRA) provides a
comprehensive review of housing needs for special groups in the Sacramento area. The CP
identified homeless persons, first time homebuyers, migrant farmworkers and a number of special
populations (which require housing in conjunction with supportive services) such as the frail elderly,
severely mentally ill, persons with AIDs and AIDs related diseases, and others. In addition to
special populations identified by the CP, the needs of single parent households, large families and
other groups are discussed below.
Single Parent Head of Household
The 1990 Census counted 18,217 households ( approximately 12% of all households) headed by
a single parent with related children. Of these, 14,880 were headed by a female and 3,337 were
headed by a male. Of the female headed households, 6,187 (41.6%) were below the poverty level.
The male headed households consisted of 774 (23.2%) which were below the poverty level. These
households have special needs for child care and related support services. Single parent
households increased area wide from less than 7% to more than 9% of total households from 1970
to 1980, and to more than 12% in 1990. A large portion of single parent householders are low or
very low income. According to the 1990 Census, 16.2% of all households reported public
assistance as their primary source of income, and it is estimated that a majority of these
households use AFDC. In general, this population group can be assisted by the same strategies
necessary to maintain and produce affordable housing in Sacramento. Special efforts to also
provide childcare and family services on-site would also assist this segment of the population.
SHRA has participated in the HUD Family Self-Sufficiency project and a number of other assisted
housing programs with child care services. One is the Family Demonstration Project in Del Paso
Heights; another is the River City Co-Housing project in the Central City.
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Large Families
A large family is defined as a household consisting of 5 or more persons. In 1980, there were
10,057 such households. According to the 1990 Census this number has increased by 34.3%, to
15,306 family households. This represents approximately 10.60% of the City's total households.
Large families are an interesting "need group" in that they do not, by definition, possess any special
needs. In 1980, 68% of large families were home owners in the city and 73% were owners countywide. This was the largest owner percentage of any household size. According to the 1990 Census
for the City, these figures changed to 48% home owners and 52% were renters.
Large families that are renters and are low income have a difficult time obtaining adequate housing.
Under current (1998) market conditions, there is a fairly low vacancy rate (2.9%) for larger multifamily housing (3+ bedrooms) and rents for these larger units tend to be beyond the reach of very
low income households. Large families in higher income categories tend to be homeowners or have
adequate income to rent existing units.
Seniors
The 1980 Census counted 37,484 persons aged 65 or over ( "seniors") representing 13.6% of the
population. This was both an absolute and a relative increase over 1970 when the elderly
population was 27,894 ( representing 11.0% of the total population). The 1990 Census counted
42,552 persons over age 65, representing 12.1 % of the total population. This amounts to a 19.0%
absolute increase over 1980, but a 1.5% relative decrease.
The 1988 City/County Housing Task Force report estimated that 20-40% of the 1988 elderly
population were "frail". Frail is defined here as needing at least some assistance to maintain an
independent lifestyle. This amounts to between 9,369 and 18,294 of the 1990 Census count of
seniors. The 1990 Census shows that of households in the city, 29,736 were made up of seniors.
Of this number 20,608 owned, and 9,128 rented. The number of seniors below the poverty level
was 3,735 representing about 8.8% of the total senior population. Elderly renters face the problem
of paying ever increasing rents on fixed incomes. Approximately one-third of elderly households
are renters.
Senior households have a fairly high home ownership rate at 69%, the ownership percentage tends
to remain fairly constant with age. Among homeowners, even though they may own their homes
outright, many may be in a situation characterized as "house rich and cash poor". In other words,
a person may have large equity in a home, but still be forced to live on a minimal fixed income.
Selling the home may not be an available option, because the price of rent may override the
income made available by the home sale.
In addition to financial difficulties, seniors face transportation difficulties, with one-third of persons
over 75 unable to use public transit. Compounding this problem, one-third of all seniors live alone
and therefore may not have access to any sort of transportation assistance.
The vast majority of the senior population desires to live as independent a lifestyle as possible.
Housing and assistance programs for seniors should put priority on independent living, attempting
first to maintain these persons in their own homes. Sacramento has experimented with several
methods to assist the elderly and frail elderly. One program, Riverview Plaza, is a housing tax
credit development based on an "age in place" concept. An array of services may be made
available to allow resident to age and deal with age related infirmities "in place". The Woodhaven
project in Del Paso Heights provides affordable senior housing for very low income seniors.
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Additionally, shared housing assistance services are available to assist the elderly in securing
"roommates" for companionship and service. This again allows the elderly with housing to maintain
their homes. Finally, a number of social service agencies assist the elderly with economic benefits
for seniors such as the State tax deferment program and reverse annuity programs. Finally for
very low income seniors, Single Resident Occupancy (SRO) units can provide affordable housing
in close proximity to downtown services. Again SHRA has taken a leadership role in preserving
and rehabilitating these units and has made efforts to support proposals for new SRO construction.
In the mid-1980's substantial effort was undertaken in the Sacramento area to document senior
housing demand. Indeed, the studies showed that demand will increase as the population ages,
particularly age groups with large populations such as the "baby boomers". Results of the senior
housing demand studies, showed that a temporary over-supply of senior housing occurred in the
Sacramento area which remained vacant. Some of these units have now leased up. Others
requested and some received permission to convert to non-senior housing. Housing experts
suggest that the development community, while correctly anticipating housing demand from this
age group, incorrectly anticipated the style and cost of housing in which the age group would buy.
In general, many newer developments sought to compete for a limited middle and upper income
senior market rather than provide units for fixed and lower income senior householders.
Disabled
Individuals with disabilities have special needs in terms of access to and accessibility within
dwelling units. Transit and proximity to needed social or medical services is also a special concern
for the disabled.
According to-the 1990 Census, 5.9% of civilian non-institutionalized persons 16-64 years of age
have a mobility or self care limitation. This amounts to 13,737 persons identified as having a selfcare limitation that had lasted for six or more months and "which made it difficult to take care of
their own personal needs, such as dressing, bathing or getting around inside the home." (1990
Census Population and Housing, Summary Social, Economic, and Housing Characteristics, U.S.
Department of Commerce, pp. B-34).
There were 9,361 persons 65 years and over-with some mobility or self care limitation. Given all
persons 16 years or older, 23,098 , are disabled with a mobility or self care limitation.
It should be noted that there is a higher percentage of the total population with some form of work
disability. For purposes of this discussion, staff focused on those individuals with self care
limitations as opposed to work limitations.
The Comprehensive Plan (CP) prepared by SHRA (based on information from caseloads from the
Community Services Planning Council) estimates that there are 4,296 persons with severe mental
illness in the City of Sacramento that need special housing with supportive care. An additional,
1,379 persons are estimated to have developmental disabilities and 10,106 persons have physical
disabilities.
A second perspective on the number of persons with disabilities living in Sacramento County is
offered by the California Disability Survey (CDS), conducted by the California Department of
Rehabilitation after each federal decade census. The CDS estimates the disability rate among the
working age population (16-64) and takes into account mental health, physical and developmental
disabilities. The CDS has two disability rates: The overall disability rate and the "DR Severe Rte".
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The DR Severe Rte includes people with disabilities severe enough to qualify them for Department
of Rehabilitation services.
For the Sacramento County, the overall CDS Disability Rate is 12.4% and 1990 DR Severe Rate
is 8.2%. The CDS statewide general disability rate is only slightly higher for women than for men
and other research indicates that the rate is generally the same for all ethnic groups.
A third perspective on the disabled population in Sacramento County can be seen by examining
the number of Supplemental Security Income (SSI) recipients living in Sacramento County. In
November, 1996, based on information from the State Department of Social Services, there were
974 blind individuals receiving SSI and 36,702 disabled individuals receiving SSI (37,676 - Total).
The SSI is a program based on individual need and resources and does not include the Social
Security Disability Insurance Program (SSDI), the disability insurance program employees normally
pay into. Recipients in the SSDI program would add to total disabled population.
Based on information from caseloads from the Community Services Planning Council, there are
12,261 persons in the County overall (of which 4,296 persons located in the City of Sacramento)
with severe mental illness that need special housing with supportive care.
Students
Three major colleges are located within the City of Sacramento. They are California State
University Sacramento (CSUS), Sacramento City College and Cosumnes River College. The latter
two are Junior Colleges. As of 1991, the enrollment at CSUS was currently 26,435 and is expected
to increase by one-third, or to approximately 35,000 students by the year 2010. As of 1991,. the
enrollment at Sacramento City College was approximately 18,000 students and 8,800 students at
Cosumnes River. This amounts to a total enrollment of 53,235.
A fourth school, American River College, is also a Junior College .and is located within the
unincorporated portion of the County. Its enrollment is approximately 25,000 students.
CSUS is the only college in the City with on-campus housing. Its student housing capacity is 1300.
There are currently no vacancies in the on-campus housing. Consequently, 95% of students at
CSUS and 98% of students city-wide live off campus. Many of these students live with their
parents; many others live in rental units throughout the area. There are no plans for new oncampus housing construction in the- foreseeable future, although there is still land tentatively
designated for housing in the Campus Master Plan.
Sacramento has a large percentage of older, continuing education students, who have already
established homes and careers. The median age at CSUS is in the mid-thirties. This factor
somewhat decreases the low income housing needs generated by the college, although data as
to the magnitude of this factor is not available.
There are many other colleges in Sacramento, including law schools, bible colleges, trade schools
and university extensions. Generally speaking, however, these schools have low enrollments and
serve the existing population. As such, they do not create a housing need.
Military

Of the three military facilities located within Sacramento County, only the Sacramento U.S. Army
Depot is located within the Sacramento City limits. As of 1995, the Sacramento Army Depot and
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Mather AFB are officially closed and McClellan AFB is scheduled for closure/privatization. Military
housing demand in Sacramento therefore, is less and less of the total housing demand.
Farm Workers
As part of SHRA's Comprehensive Housing Assistance Plan (1992), as many as 1300 migrant
farm workers are employed in Sacramento County during peak season. The majority are seasonal
farm workers consisting of permanent area residents seeking part-time employment, students, the
unemployed or under-employed workers, or the homeless. According to the CHAS, seasonal farm
workers are part of the area's lower income population and therefore presumably included in
strategies addressing overall affordable housing needs. Migrant farm workers, on the, other hand,
are not considered part of the static lower income population. Farm worker housing needs may
be greatest in proximity to agricultural areas of the County such as the Delta or Galt, than within
the incorporated area of the City of Sacramento which is remote from farming areas. City
farmworker housing needs are anticipated to be relatively small. An exception to this are the
housing needs of "displaced farmworkers".
As the County's farmlands are developed for urban uses, some permanent farmworkers may be
displaced from farm employment and may seek jobs and housing in more urban areas. Again,
strategies to assist very low income households will also benefit this special need population.
Special Housing Needs - Homeless Population
Since the 1980s, the local Homeless Program (sponsored by the County Department of Human
Assistance and SHRA) has expanded from a one-person office with a $250,000 budget in 1984 to
a staff of seven with a $4.3 million budget in 1990" The bcal appmach involres m u]eph
partnerships with other public service providers and the non-profit community to provide a full
spectrum of homeless services. A variety of supportive services are offered through the local
shelter network including feeding, GA application assistance, the SHRA sponsored Just One Break
(JOB) homeless employment outreach program, and counseling. Transitional housing programs
The SHRA was also
such as the Shelter Plus Care program have also been established.
successful in receiving a $25 million grant to use facilities at Mather AFB for transitional living
programs with supportive services.

Homeless Needs Assessment: The 1999 Sacramento County Continuum of Care report includes
an analysis of homeless persons in the County and their needs. Indeed the homeless population
isa highly mobile population, so the portrait represents a snap shot in time. The highest priority
needs for the homeless population according to the County Department of Human Assistance and
local housing-for-the-homeless providers are transitional and permanent housing with supportive
services for subgroups among the homeless population. For homeless individuals, this includes
transitional and permanent housing with supportive services for chronic substance abusers,
persons with serious mental health problems, dually-diagnosed persons, victims of domestic
violence, those suffering from HIV/AIDS and persons with physical disabilities. For homeless
families, resources need to focus on those people with serious mental health problems, those
suffering from HIV/AIDS and persons with physical disabilities.
Data is unavailable on the specific location of the homeless population. Countywide data is
available on the needs of homeless individuals and families (Table 3-22 and 3-23).

04-00 Revised Public Review Draft - City

of Sacramento Housing Element

3.3-30

a^^

TABLE 3-22
COUNTYWIDE NEEDS OF HOMELESS INDIVIDUALS
Homeless Populations

Estimated
Need

Current
Inventory

Unmet
Need/Gap

Relative
Priority

Example

Emergency Shelter

115

89

26

M

Bed/Units

Emergency Shelter

1,000

618

382

M

Transitional Housing

760

460

300

H

Permanent Housing

1034

362

672

H

Total

2794

1440

1380

Job Training

2674

389

2285

H

Case Management

2794

965

1829

H

Substance Abuse Treatment

1676

226

1450

H

Mental Health Care

1118

80

1038

H

Housing Placement

'1676

640

1036

H

Life Skills Training

2690.

502

2188

H

Other: Transportation

2235

43

2192

H

560

0

560

M

2515

201

2314

H

Other: Hospice Care

13

6

7

H

Other: Medical/Dental

2046

1500

595

H

Chronic Substance Abusers

1117

.532

585

H

Seriously Mentally III

559

171

388

M

Dually-diagnosed

559

202

357

H

Veterans

782

44

738

M

Persons with HIV/AIDS

140

81

59

H

Victims of Domestic Violence

452

12

440

H

Youth

335

41

294

H

Estimated
Supportive
Service Slots

Other: Legal Aid
Other: Employment Services

Estimated
Subpopulations

Source: April 1999 Continuum of Care Gap Analysis, Jan Galloway, County Department of Human
Assistance.
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TABLE 3-23
COUNTYWIDE NEEDS OF HOMELESS FAMILIES
Estimated
Need

Current
Inventory

Unmet
Need/Gap

Relative
Priority

Emergency Shelter

225

124

101

H

Transitional Housing

645

393

252

H

Permanent Housing

1,505

469

1,036

H

Total

2,350

976

1,374

Job Training

2,250

335

1,915

H

Case Management

2,350

852

1,498

H

Child Care.

2,250

100

2,150

H

Substance Abuse Treatment

1,410

65

1,345

H

Mental Health Care

940

5

935

M

Housing Placement

2,250

540

1,710

H

Life Skills Training

2,250

390

.1,860

H

Other: Transportation

1,880

30

1,850

H

Other: Parenting Skills

1,880

5

1,875

H

Other: Employment Services

2,115

155

1,960

H

470

155

315

M

1,762

500

1,262

H

Chronic Substarice Abusers

940

166

774

H

Seriously Mentally III

470

64

406

H

Dually-Diagnosed

470

43

427

H

Veterans

117

44

73

M

Persons with HIV/AIDS

117

96

21

M

1,410

70

1,340

H

Homeless Populations
Beds/Units

Estimated
Supportive
Services Slots

Other: Legal Aid
Other: Medical/Dental
Sub-populations

Victims of Domestic Violence

Source: April, 1999, Continuum of Care, Gap Analysis, Jan Galloway, County Department
of Human Assistance.
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The City of Sacramento represents approximately 34% of the households and population within
the County of Sacramento, (1999 State Department of Finance). Using the city/county population
ratio, the estimated city share of the Countywide unmet housing need for emergency shelters,
transitional housing and permanent housing is shown in Table 3-24:
Table 3=24
City's Share of Unmet Homeless Needs
Housing Type

Homeless
Population

Unmet Need/Gap
'(Countywide)

Unmet need/Gap
(City Share)

Emergency Shelter

Individuals

382

130

Families

101

34

Total

483

164

Individuals

300

102

Families

252

86

Total

552

188

Individuals

672

228

Families

1036

352

Tota l

1708

580

Individuals

1354

460

Families

1389

472

Total

2743

932

Transitional Housing

Permanent Housing

Total Homeless

Source: 1999 Continuum of Care, County Department of Human Assistance (DHA)

According to the Agency, the average age of single men using Sacramento's homeless shelters
has decreased from 46 to 33 years old over the past five years. The average age of women
accessing the shelters is 36 years. Additionally, thirty-five % of Sacramento's homeless men are
veterans representing all recent wars since the Korean War; the majority are Vietnam veterans.
Approximately 3% of the total homeless population is comprised of seniors, 62 years and older.
The Agency reports that approximately one-third of the homeless population has a diagnosed
mental illness and appears to be unreachable through the community mental health services.
Furthermore, homeless women appear to have a higher incidence of mental heath issues than
homeless men.
A total of 47% of shelter residents served in 1991 were white ( European-American), 42% African
American, 10% Latino, 1 % Asian-Pacific Islander, and . 1 % American Indian. In comparison with
the 1990 Census count of 14.8% African Americans among the total population, African Americans,
primarily young males, are significantly over-represented in Sacramento's homeless population.
Substance abuse continues to be a contributing factor to homelessness. According to the
Consolidated Plan, approximately 21 % of the homeless population is involved in drug or alcohol
abuse. Without intervention, substance abuse continues to be a contributing factor to
homelessness. Together, they often lead to more chronic problems for the individual and families.
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Shelter Facilities
Sacramento's emergency shelters, outlined in Table 3-25, serve the homeless from the City
and unincorporated portions of the County. Most of the County's emergency shelters are
located within the city limits. 637 shelter beds are available to individuals and families during
the warm weather months. An additional 133 shelter beds are available during the winter
overflow period, from November to March. Approximately 770 beds are available to homeless
individuals and families during winter. The Agency reports that shelter facilities are constantly
at 100% occupancy throughout the year. Shelter providers report that they are serving a
rapidly growing number of homeless individuals and families seeking assistance. In addition
to emergency shelters, the City and County priorities are to provide hotel/motel vouchers,
transitional housing and permanent programs to the homeless. These housing shelter
alternatives assist those attempting to make the transition from homelessness to transitional
and permanent housing Tables 3-26 and 3-27 ). Sacramento City and County are the primary
service providers for the regions homeless population. The surrounding cities and counties
lack facilities to address their fair share of the homeless need. The City and County are
participating on the Homelessness Board to develop a more comprehensive solution to address
the regions homeless problems.
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Table 3-25
EMERGENCY SHELTER FACILITIES AND BEDS FOR THE HOMELESS
Number of Beds

Single Person Shelters
The Salvation Army Men's Lodge

80

The Salvation Army Men's Annex

60

The Salvation Army Women's Annex

20

The Salvation Army Aid-In-Kind Program

52

Volunteers of America Aid-In-Kind Program

62

South Area Emergency Housing Center - Women's Shelter

13

Union Gospel Mission

86

Subtotal

369
Number of Beds

Family Shelters

55

South Area Emergency Housing Center - Family Shelter

35

Women Escaping a Violent Environment (WEAVE)
, .. .: ...
St. John's Shelter for Women and Children

40

Subtotal

130

Shelters for Those under the Influence of Alcohol

Number of Beds

Volunteers of America Public Inebriate Drop-In ,Center

120
Number of Beds

Shelter for the Mentally Ill
Transitional Living & Com.munity Support for Mentally III
Women'& Men (Card's Place) :

18
637

TOTAL EMERGENCY SHELTER BEDS
Winter Overflow Shelters (November to March)

Number of Beds
133

Salvation Army Cal Expo Winte .r, Program
TOTAL WINTER OVERFLOW-BEDS

133

GRAND TOTAL SHELTER BEDS

770

Source: May 99 County Department of Human Assistance.
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Table 3-26

,

TRANSITIONAL & PERMANENT HOUSING OPPORTUNITIES FOR THE HOMELESS

Number of Spaces

Transitional Housing Programs
n
M
n
n
n
n
n
n
n
n
n

®

Chemical Dependency Center for Women
Diogenes Youth Services*
Lutheran social Services
Cottages
Sacramento Area Emergency Housing
Mather Campus*
VOA Recovery Program
VOA Community corrections Center
Transitional Housing Program
for families with children
Independent Living Readiness Pilot Program
("Readiness") for single men
Resources for Independent Living, Inc.
Transitional Living Center for
the severely physically disabled
Transitional Living and Community Support
Program for the mentally ill
Veterans Resource Center

30
16
38
60
14
260
16
62

TOTAL TRANSITIONAL HOUSING SPACES

658

32
46

6
48
30

Source: Jan Galloway, County Department of Human Assistance;
"Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy", SHRA.
'Transitional housing includes apartment units and support services with residency limited to two years.
Permanent housing has no residency limitation.
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Table 3-27
'PERMANENT HOUSING OPPORTUNITIES TARGETED TO THE VERY LOW INCOME
AND/OR FORMERLY HOMELESS INDIVIDUALS AND FAMILIES

Number of Spaces

Program
n

n

HUD Family Unification Demonstration Program
Section 8 CertificatesNouchers

40

Section 8 Moderate Rehabilitation Project
(Midtown Manor)
Shasta SRO Hotel (alcohol free)
Ridgeway SRO Hotel
Sequoia SRO Hotel
AIDS Housing Alliance (Avalon)
AIDS Section 8 Certificate
CARES Long Term Housing Vouchers
Shelter Plus Care Certificates
Halcyon Place
Shasta Shelter Plus Care
TLCS Cooperative Apartments (singles)
( families)
TLCS
VOA Nova House

20
80
85
88
6
12
22
325
22
12
26
25
4

TOTAL PERMANENT HOUSING OPPORTUNITIES

755

Source: SHRA, Jan Galloway, County Department of Human Assistance
'Transitional housing includes apartment units and support services with residency limited to two years. Permanent
housing has no residency limitation.

3.8

WELFARE REFORM

While welfare reform is still evolving in certain respects, it is nevertheless currently being
implemented in 1997 and some general statements can be made about its guidelines and impacts.
The major points to welfare reform are:
The AFDC program is being replaced by the Temporary Assistance for Needy Families Program
(TANF) which will limit aid to 60 months during a recipients life time and which carries with it work
requirements.
Legal immigrants will be prohibited from receiving Food Stamps and SSI. The scope of this
prohibition may change as final implementation plans are worked out at the federal and state level,
especially in regard to aged and disabled legal immigrants.
Able-bodied single adults can receive food stamps only three months every three years unless they
are working.
Additionally, more strict eligibility requirements already being implemented in regard to children with
disabilities and.substance abusers receiving SSI benefits will have further impact. Finally, the
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Sacramento County General Assistance program has been redesigned to limit the amount of time
that beneficiaries can receive aid, and the aid level has been reduced.
The effect on individuals and families receiving aid under these various programs will be life
changing. The Sacramento County Department of Human Assistance ( May, 1997) estimates that
County General Assistance costs may rise by $5.9 million because of individuals "falling out" of the
various federal programs and that loss of food stamps and SSI "dollars" coming into the county
may be as high as $4.6 million per month or $55 million per year.
The County also estimates that the local economy will have to yield 12,500 existing or newly
created job match-up for households coming off the TANF program in 1997 and that 11,500
children will subsequently require child care.
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4. CURRENT HOUSING PRODUCTION NEEDS AND PROGRESS

4.1

INTRODUCTION

As noted in Chapter 3, SACOG prepares an estimate of population and housing needs for the
planning period. The planning period was 1989-96 and subsequently extended thru June 30,2002
to give localities additional time to address housing needs.. SACOG also sets needs for housing
production based on income and affordablity to ensure that regional housing needs are met and
balanced. The current needs set by SACOG for the City of Sacramento are:
Table 4-1
1989-2002 NEW CONSTRUCTION NEED
% of Total
Number of Units
Income Group
15.0%
2,519 units
Very Low
2,793 units
16.7%
Low
24.5%
4,098
units
Moderate
43.8%
7,341 units
Above Moderate
100.0%
16,751 units
Total
4.2 PROGRESS TOWARDS ADDRESSING NEEDS TO DATE
SACOG also publishes annually, information regarding the number of housing units actually
constructed and annexed by housing type. Table 4-2 shows new housing construction by housing
type for the period of 1989 to 1997.
Table 4-2
HOUSING UNITS ADDED 1989 TO 1997
YEAR

TOTAL UNITS

SINGLE
FAMILY UNITS

2-4
UNITS

5+
UNITS

MOBILE
HOMES

1989

2273

1300

59

859

55

1990

2187

1820

34

332

0

1991

1868

1333

101

434

0

1992

1167

880

94

124

69

1993

353

198

125

24

6

1994

539

251

8

280

0

1995

94

34

38

0

22

1996

393

359

34

0

0

1997

503

318

12

153

20

9377

6493

505

2206

172

TOTAL

Source: SACOG Population and Housing Module, Sacramento City Community Plan Areas, for calendar years thru 1997.
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Approximately 57% of the estimated overall goal of 16,571 units has been met as of 1998. Growth
slowed dramatically in the early 1990's as a result of overall recession in the State of California,
out-migration, and for the local area, serious economic dislocations, such as the closure of three
important military bases and down-sizing in both the public and private sectors.
It does appear however, that the earlier SACOG population and housing production estimates were
high and based on the population and growth trends experienced in the late 1970's and 1980's.
Discussions with housing producers indicate that market conditions (lack of new home buyer
confidence and lack of confidence in job security) and the flood plain development restrictions
rather than governmental or non-governmental constraints were the major reasons for slow
production during the early 1990's.
4.3 AFFORDABILITY OF UNITS PRODUCED
Relative to affordability, the city collected information regarding the sales price or rent levels of
newly constructed and occupied units. Records from SHRA,, can reveal the number of new,
rehabilitated and owner assisted units during this period which are specifically targeted, through
program restrictions, to very low, low or moderate income households. Table 4-3, Assisted
Housing Production shows that over 965 new low and moderate income units were constructed and
an additional 2009 units were substantially rehabilitated (added to affordable supply) between
1989-1998. Financial assistance for existing very low and low income homeowners resulted in the
affordability also. (A full break-out of the types and funding sources for publicly assisted units are
shown in Tables 4-10 and 4-11 at the conclusion of this Chapter).
Table 4-3
SUMMARY OF PUBLICLY ASSISTED HOUSING UNITS - - 1989-1998
(Based on 1999 data provided by SHRA and CADA)

Very Low Income Units Total
Low Income Units Total
Moderate Income Units Total
Other Non-Restricted Units

TOTAL

Total

New
Construction

Substantial
Rehabilitation

Owner
Assistance

3406
4283
701
2069

775
127
53
0

803
963
59
2069

1828
3188
589
0

955

3899

5605

10,459

Regarding privately sponsored housing production, information was collected on market conditions.
As noted earlier, the Sacramento rental market is generally affordable to low and moderate income
householders, but, not very low income householders. The CB Commercial rental survey for
second quarter 1998, breaks out rental rates for apartments by factors such as age and condition.
A Type "A" apartment building is, for example, in the best location, with the highest quality
construction, highest amenities and highest rent ranges.
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Table 4-4
1998 BEST CONDITION (TYPE "A") RENTAL RATES
COMPARED WITH AFFORDABLE RENTS
Studio

1 Bdrm

2 Bdrm

3 Bdrm

Type "A" Rent Survey Results

$598

$627

$695

$899

Rent Affordable to Low Income
Household*

$726

$830

$934

$1,038

Rent Affordable to a Very Low
Income Household

$454

$519

$584

$649

$272

$311

$350

$389

Rent Affordable to a Poverty
Level Income Household

Source: CB Commercial Multi-Family Rental Survey 1998 and HUD 1999 Median Income levels
* See Table 3-18 for calculations of rental affordablity based on HUD income and housing definitions.

Type A, new condition, highest amenities, existing rental rates are affordable to low and moderate
income householders (persons earning 50% of median income and above), but are clearly beyond
the reach of very low and poverty level income householders (persons earning less than 50% or
30% of median income).
The quantification of the amount and types of housing constructed between 1989 and 1998 is
needed to revise the basic new construction need by income group prepared by SACOG. This
determination was made based on a survey of rental rates of newly constructed apartment units
as compared with income levels and-maximum rents for various households (Tables 4-5). This
comparison revealed that newly constructed market rate rental projects currently offer rents that
are affordable to low and moderate income households, but not to very low income households.
Of the ten projects surveyed, 44% percent of the new rental projects constructed since 1989 were
affordable to low income households. However, in North Natomas new two and three bedroom
apartment rents are not affordable to low or very low income households.
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Table 4-5
Rent Levels of Selected Newly Constructed Multi-Family Projects in the City of
Sacramento (1989-1999)
# of Units
Built

Year
Built

Zoning

One
Bdrm

Two
Bdrm

Three
Bdrm

Lakeview Garden Condos
7633 Windbridge Dr

78

1989

R2B

$695

$875

n/a

Brannan Court
1500 N St

40

1990

R5

$560

$680

n/a

Adagio
2800 Grassland Dr

224

1991

R2B

$890

$1,040

n/a

Capitol View
1051 G St

40

1991

R4R

$750

$880

$995

The Crossing at Riverlake

163

1991

R1A

$745

$825

n/a

Larkspur Woods
2900 Weald Wy

232

1992

R2B

$950

$1,150

$1,275

Governor's Terrace
1400 N St.

44

1997

R5

$790

$1,010

n/a

Vintage Glen Senior
Apartments
6000 South Land Park Dr

124

1997

C1

$417

$531

n/a

Arena Commons'.
North Natomas

296

1999

EC-40

$750

Gateway West' Apartments
North Natomas

280

1999

R-3

$748

$1,133

$1,240

Average

167

$667

$898

$1,118

(Low *Total Affordable
Income)

713

Project Name

1070 Lake Front Dr

$1,240

Data Source: CB Richard Ellis, "Sacramento City Apartment Complexes," 8/16/1999
*Based on a comparison of August 1999 project rents with the SHRA Assisted Rental Housing limits for low and very
low income households:
1 bedroom: $486 very low; $778 low income
2 bedroom: $583 very low; $934 low income
3 bedrooms: $675 very low; $1080 low income

The City also surveyed new home sales prices in subdivisions located in South and North

1 112 one-bedroom units affordable to low income
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Natomas (Table 4-6) and compared these prices with the maximum housing payments that a
household could afford based on a 7% interest rate, 5% down payment and 30 year loan term
(Table 4-7). Information was also obtained from the Sacramento Board of Realtors Multiple Listing
Service regarding the sales prices of new homes in smaller subdivisions throughout the city. Based
on this analysis, staff determined that 50% of new single family detached units were affordable to
moderate income households and 50% were affordable to above moderate income households.
In addition, it is assumed that all the market rate 2-4 unit housing constructed and all the mobile
homes constructed between 1989 and 1998 are affordable to moderate income households.
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Table 4-6
ESTIMATED SALES PRICES OF SELECTED NEW SUBDIVISIONS
CITY OF SACRAMENTO 1999
Community
SQ FT
Lot Size
# Units #Bdrms
Estimated
Project Name
Sales Prices
45
2
1,600
Central City
Metro Square
1,317
$139,950

Reflections of
Sacramento

South Natomas

353

armington
at Riverbend

South Natomas

8

3

1,449-1,549

3

1,230-1,441

1,700
1,6001,700
4,725

4

1,650
0

4,725
6,3 0

4

2,059-2,559

6,300

Provence

South Natomas

93

5
3

2,901
1,3704,887

6,300
4,000

Riversgate
Series I

South Natomas

88

3

.1,182-1,543

5,170

4
GatewayWest

North

1,671
1, 3

5,170
4,725

4
3

1,659
1,733

4,725
5,775

4

2,673
1,400

5,775
2,620

atomas

100

$149,950$174,950
$137,990$149,990
$156,990
0, 0
$220,990$255,990
$275,990
$154,950$184,950
$149,990$172,990
$183,990
30,0 $140,000
$150,000
80, 0$219,000
$210,000
$148,000$162,000
$174,000
$160,500$240,000

Northborough
Village 5

North

atomas

73

Northpointe
Park Village 5

North

atomas

69

North Natomas

3

4
4

1,922
1,634-2,543

2,620

Gateway West
Villages 4 & 9
Northborough
#10

--173--

3

1,475

4,725

$152,000

5

4
4

2,345
4,725
2,119-2,172 ----4-,775-

T1 30, 0 00-

G ateway W est

North

atomas

North Natomas

6,300

Villages 5, 7 & 8

$170,000

Gateway West
Lakeside

North

Parkway Plaza
Villages 1 & 3

North

atomas

1 4

$210,000

4
5

ortoroug
Village 3-1

North

North

6,300

$220,000

2,191
3,179
,244

6,300
6,300
, 5

$220,000
$265,000

4
5
3

2,244
3,714

1,633

6,825
$220,000
6,825
$275,000
5-,2-57 - $220,000

4

2,546,

5,250,

atomas

atomas
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$236,000
2,197

101
4
5

ortoroug
Village

$199,000

3.4-6

$220,000

$275,000

_Z5-7

Table 4-6 cont.
Northpointe
Village 2&7A

North

Northpointe
Village 3 & 4

North

Northpointe
Village 12
Kimball Hill
Homes Parcel
21

North

atomas

atomas

North Natomas

Averages

6,3

$149,000$179,000
1,0

2,789-3,080
3,495
2,346

6,300
6,300
6, 82 5

$169,000
$220,000
$235, 000

5
3

4,245
1,642

6,825
4,500

$340,000
$160,000

4
5

1,642
2,954
7
1,637
2,164
3,250

4,500
4,500
5
4,703
5,362
5,968

$160,000
$230,000
$ 139 , 9 50
$170,641
$196,840
$263,141

140

1,344-1,967

7

3

2,641

129

4
5
4

85

=
,77
3
4
5

4,725

Source: Planning Director's Special Permits
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Table 4-7
INCOME LEVELS AND MAXIMUM HOUSING PAYMENTS
Sacramento Countywide Area
1999
Maximum Monthly Housing Expense (income Limits x.30/12)
Household

Very Low

Moderate

Median

Low

Size

Income

Payment

Income

Payment

Income

Payment

Income

Payment

1

$18,150

$453.75

$29,050

$ 726.25

$36,300

$ 907.50

$43,600

$1,090.00

2

518.75

33,200

830.00

41,500

1,037.50

3

20,750
23,350

583.75

933.75

46,700

25,950

62,300

1,557.50

28,050

44,850

1,037.50
1,121.25

51,900

5

648.75
701.25

1,167.50
1,297.50

1,246.25
1,401.25

4

37,350
41,500

49,850
56,050

56,100

1,402.50

67,300

1,682.50

6
7
8

30,100

752.50

48,150

1,203.75

60,200

1,505.00

72,250

1,806.25

64,400
51,500
1,287.50
1,370.00
68,500
54,800
Department of Housing and Community Development

1,610.00
1,712.50

77,250
82,250

1,931.25
2,056.25

32,200
34,250

Source:

805.00
856.25

Monthly Mortgage Payments for Ownership Homes
(Principal, Interest, Taxes and Insurance)
Sales
Price

Monthly
Payment
@ 7%t

$ 441
60,000
80,000
589
100,000
735
140,000
1,030
180,000
1,323
Assumptions:
5% downpayment
30 Year Term

Affordability
% Median Income
$17,645
23,560
29,395
41,185
52,935

<50%
<50%
50-80%
80%
100-120%

Affordability
% Median Income

Monthly
Payment
pt7 8%

$ 611
828
1,034
1,449
1,863

$24,841
33,121
41,402
57,963
.74,523

Taxes and Insurance ( real estate and mortgage) .0135
Affordability at 30% of Income

Note:

Median Income based on a four-personhousehold
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<50%
50-80%
80%
100-120%
>120%

Monthly
Payment
@9%

$ 661
882
1,102
1,543
- 1,984

Affordability
% Median Income
$26,457
35,275
44,094
61,732
79,369

50-80%
50-80%
80-100%
100-120%
>120%

4.4 ADJUSTMENTS TO HOUSING NEEDS BY INCOME LEVEL
Table 4-8 breaks down the potential economic groups served by the units constructed since 1989.
Table 4-9 lists the remaining new construction needs between 1998 and 2002 based on the
adjustments for units already produced by income groups served.
Table 4-8
Characteristics of Housing Units Added 1989-1998
City of Sacramento
New Units

Potential Economic Group Served

6493 Single Family Units:

3205 Above Moderate Income Households (market)
3206 Moderate Income Households (market)
82 Low Income Households (SHRA Assisted)
21 Very Low Income Households (SHRA Assisted) .

505 Multiplex Units (2-4 units):

484 Moderate Income Households (market)
793 Moderate Income Households (market)

2206 Multi Family Units:

70 Low Income Households (SHRA assisted)
590 Low Income Households (market)
754 Very Low Income Households (SHRA assisted)
172 Moderate Income Households (market)

172 Mobile Homes:

Table 4-9
PROGRESS IN MEETING 2002 REGIONAL HOUSING NEEDS
Income Level

Remaining Units
Needed

2;519 units
2,793 units
4,098 units
7,341 units

775 units
719 units
4223 units
3206 units

1744 units
2076 units
0 units
4135 units

16,751 units

9377 units

7955 units

Very Low
Low
Moderate
Above Moderate
TOTAL

1989-1998
Units Produced

2002 Need

As shown in Table 4.9 above, 7955 units need to be constructed by 2002 to meet city's share of
the Regional Housing needs by income group.

04-00 Revised Public Review Draft - City

of Sacramento Housing Element

3.4-9

>14-6

INCOME CATEGORY ;

Very Low Income (0-50%)
Low Income (51-80%)
Moderate Income (81-120%)
Unrestricted
Total

Table 4-10
City Housing Production
1989 - 1998
Income Level Report
. New:
. Rehabilitation. . • : .Owner- Total,
^..Assistance
Construction

3,406
4,283
701
2,069
10,459

NEW CONSTRUCTION . . ; 'Total

Multifamily Housing
Public Housing
Single-family
Subdivision
Construction Training
Self-help
Total

.775
127
53
0
955

Very Low :

1,828
3,188
589
0
5,605

803
968
59
2,069
3,899

- Low

. ° `, Moderate ,

Unrestricted, ,

754
78

676
78

70

8

67
29
27
955

10

12
29
16
127

45

53

0

383
294
0
126

634331
3

4
0
14

12
2,057

803

968

41
59

1,033
Multifamily Housing
2,682
Bond Projects
17
Fainted Ladies
126
Public Housing Acq/Rehab
Single-family Rehabilitation
41
Boarded & Vacant Homes
3,899
Total

OWNER'ASSISTANCE ^- ' , Total

Homebuyer Assistance
Downpayment Assistance 428
18
Mortgage Revenue Bonds
3,186
MCC
30
Partnership Housing
Homeowner Rehabilitation
1,220
Emergency Repair
451
Home Improvement
3
Mobile Home
269
Retrofit
5,605
Total

11
775

Very Low

. ..Low- .:; . '

2,069

Moderate , .: Unrestricted

107
1

317
9
2,615
30

4
8
571

1,204
316
3
197
1,828

16
130
0
71
3,188

0
5
0
1
589

0

Source: SHRA
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CATEGORY
New Construction
Rehabilitation
Owner Assistance
Total

NEW CONSTRUCTION
Multifamily Housing
Single-family
Subdivision
Construction Training
Self-help
Total

Table 4-11
City Housing Production
1989 - 1998
Funding Report
Total'- ' , , . . SHRA. Funding
$ 74,201,398
$ 8,961,117
$15,766,107
$133,092,633
$11,227,471
$ 45,663,401
$252,957,432
$35,954,695

Total
$70,263,635
$ 3,205,000
$ 537,015
$
195,748
$74,201,398 •

SHRA Funding$6,838,354

Other Funding
$ 65,240,281
$117,326,526
$ 34,435,930
$217,002,737

, : Other:.Funding
$63,425,281

$1,390,000
$ 537,015
$ 195,748
$8,961,117

$ 1,815,000

•, Other Funding
$ 23,368,998
$ 93,950,000
$
7,528

$65,240,281

REHABILITATION
Multifamily Housing
Bond Projects
Fainted Ladies
Single-family Rehabilitation
Boarded & Vacant Homes
Total

Total
$ 38,749,107
$ 93, 950, 000
$
173,526

.• SHRA Funding
$15,380,109

$
220,000
$133,092,633

$ 220,000
$15,766,107

$117,326,526

OWNER ASSISTANCE
Homebuyer Assistance
Downpayment Assistance
Mortgage Revenue Bonds
Partnership Housing Homeowner Rehabilitation
Emergency Repair
Home Improvement
Mobile Home
Retrofit
Total

Total

SHRA Funding

.,Other Funding

$34,232,470
$ 1,675,971
$
148,006

$ 1,495,648
$
15,198
$
148,006

$32,736,822
$ 1,660,773

$ 1,373,577
$ 7,230,430
$
5,643
$ 997,303
$45,663,401

$ 1,373,577
$ 7,192,095
$
5,643
$ 997,303
$11,227,471

$

38,335

$34,435,930

Source: SHRA
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5. RESIDENTIAL LAND INVENTORY

State Housing Law (Government Code Section 65583(a)(3)) requires an inventory of adequate
sites for residential development including vacant sites and sites with redevelopment potential. It
also requires an analysis of appropriate zoning and adequate services to accommodate future
housing needs. The inventory should also identify sites with constraints to housing development.
This section summarizes the inventory of vacant land suitable for residential development in
Sacramento. It includes an analysis of the potential residential holding capacity, buildout
constraints and the appropriate densities and development standards to permit development of
a range of housing types and prices to accommodate projected new construction need for all
income levels. It also analyzes the potential housing supply from infill, redevelopment and reuse
sites and proposed studies and annexation proposals. .
5.1

CITYWIDE INVENTORY OF VACANT RESIDENTIAL LAND

Two inventories are available regarding vacant lands- First, a 1998 inventory of residential holding
capacity completed by the Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG). The SACGG
survey identified vacant lands and infill reuse sites designated for residential uses in the General
Plan or Community Plans. Second, a 1999 parcel level inventory of vacant residentially zoned
sites based on the City's Geographic Information System (GIS) . Both inventories indicate that
the City has an adequate supply of residential land available to meet the city's projected housing
needs for single family and multi family development.
The second survey, which did not involve field research, was prepared based on the City's GIS
database. This inventory identified only vacant (e.g no building improvements based on county
assessor's records) land which is residentially zoned and over 2 acres in size. The 2 acre criteria
was identified by housing developers as the minimum economically viable developable site that
could be developed for an affordable housing project.
Both inventory approaches have validity. The SACOG inventory, which is broader in the definition
of residentially designated land, allows the City to view the relative balance of land uses included
in the Community-Plans and General Plan based on long-term residential buildout potential The
GIS survey is more current, and provides a more accurate and detailed assessment of
development potential for each vacant parcels immediately available for development ( served by
infrastructure). Both inventories are discussed in this Chapter.
5.2

1998 SACOG RESIDENTIAL HOLDING CAPACITY

SACOG maintains a recent (1998) estimate of residential holding capacity thru the year 2022. The
inventory was based on a City evaluation of residential buildout by minor traffic zone based on the
adopted community and/or general plan land use designation and the reuse potential within
redevelopment areas. SACOG identifies approximately 47,764 potential housing units. Table 5-1
provides a breakdown of the existing inventory, future holding capacity and vacant potential by
community plan area and housing type. The relative percentage of single family units is also
shown by community plan area.
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5. RESIDENTIAL LAND INVENTORY
State Housing Law (Government Code Section 65583(a)(3)) requires an inventory of adequate
sites for residential development including vacant sites and sites with redevelopment potential. It
also requires an analysis of appropriate zoning and adequate services to accommodate future
housing needs. The inventory should also identify sites with constraints to housing development.
This section summarizes the inventory of vacant land suitable for residential development in
Sacramento. It includes an analysis of the potential residential holding capacity, buildout
constraints and the appropriate densities and development standards to permit development of
a range of housing types and prices to accommodate projected hew construction need for all
income levels. It also analyzes the potential housing supply from infill, redevelopment and reuse
sites and proposed studies and annexation proposals.
5.1

CITYWIDE INVENTORY OF VACANT RESIDENTIAL LAND

Two inventories are available regarding vacant lands. First, a 1998 inventory of residential holding
capacity completed by the Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG). The SACOG
survey identified vacant lands and infill reuse sites designated for residential uses in the General
Plan or Community Plans. Second, a 1999 parcel level inventory of vacant residentially zoned
sites based on the City's Geographic Information System (GIS) . Both inventories indicate that
the City has an adequate supply of residential land available to meet the city's projected housing
needs for single family and multi family development.
The second survey, which did not involve field research, was prepared based on the City's GIS
database. This inventory identified only vacant (e.g no building improvements based on county
assessor's records) land which is residentially zoned and over 2 acres in size. The 2 acre criteria
was identified by housing developers as the minimum economically viable developable site that
could be developed for an affordable housing project.
Both inventory approaches have validity. The SACOG inventory,.which is broader in the definition
of residentially designated land, allows the City to view the relative balance of land uses included
in the Community Plans and General Plan based on long-term residential buildout potential The
GIS survey is more current, and provides a more accurate and detailed assessment of
development potential for each vacant parcels immediately available for development ( served by
infrastructure). Both inventories are discussed in this Chapter.
5.2

1998 SACOG RESIDENTIAL HOLDING CAPACITY

SACOG maintains a recent (1998) estimate of residential holding capacity thru the year 2022. The
inventory was based on a City evaluation of residential buildout by minor traffic zone based on the
adopted community and/or general plan land use designation and the reuse potential within
redevelopment areas. SACOG identifies approximately 47,764 potential housing units. Table 5-1
provides a breakdown of the existing inventory, future holding capacity and vacant potential by
community plan area and housing type. The relative percentage of single family units is also
shown by community plan area.
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Table 5-1
City of Sacramento
Residential Holdinq Capacity thru 2022

SF

MF

irporteadowview

8,480

1,929

rden-Arcade

2,601

2773

entral City2

82%

154

47°%

2,773

2,774

150

47°/

172

0

12%

7262(2)
25
160

68%

4,636

ocket
South Natomas

12,520

6,457

8,120

7,086

South Sacramento

15,569

5,493

'MH = Mobile Homes
SF = Single Family
MF = Multi-Family

1

336
1

12,534

OTAL

2,683

15%

132

orth Natomas'
orth Sacramento

11,882

77%

3,586
4

and Park

81%

0

10,638
11,280

MH'

MF

SF

1

129

ast Sacramento

%
SF

SF

3,831
4,641

13,400

MF

MH'

%
SF

MH'

2,845 15,682

ast Broadway

1999

2022

1998
CPA

Vacant

Holding Capacity

Existing

76%

3,402

3285(2) 2,944(2)
3,916
13,812
4,666
10,676

6

78%

400(2)
412

336

3,746

-

68%
76%

38
321

11,601

754

85

160 42% 10;049(2 12,1 11(2)
45°/ 10,181(2) 12,115(2
422
2,716
73%
688
5,058
15,250 678 70%
362
584
- 66% _
6,819
13,104
0 66°/
244
1,532
226
56%
7,330
9,659
53°/
205
2,155
4,675
7,648 1,593 69%
1,522 69%1 - 20,244

-12
-1

156

98,128 56,118 3,182

62°/

122,311 1

79,699 3,168

59°/

24,183

23,581

1
21
71
-1

'Assumes Community Plan Buildout by housing
types

5.3 1999 CITY INVENTORY OF RESIDENTIALLY ZONED VACANT LANDS
A second inventory of vacant residential lands over 2 acres in size utilized the City's current GIS
property, zoning and land use database. This inventory does not include smaller residentially
zoned parcels or parcels which are substantially vacant and under-utilized which could be
developed for more intense residential uses. A parcel specific inventory was developed (August
1999) which identifies the parcel number, owner, zoning acreage, community and general plan
designations and the buildout potential based on a survey of actual residential densities. Table 5-2
summarizes the results of the GIS parcel level inventory by Community Plan area. The largest
supply of vacant residential land is located within. North Natomas (66% of total), Airport
Meadowview (12%) and South Sacramento (12%). Based on zoning, approximately 64% of the
projected build-out potential is for single family development and 36% is for multi family
development. This ratio is roughly the same as the current percentage of single family (62%) to
multi family (34%) housing stock in the city.
Build-out estimates for vacant acreage are based on a survey of more than 80 actual planned and
approved projects. Typical project densities by zoning and the conversion factors used for
determining net to gross acre adjustments (e.g. land dedicated for public improvements) were
based on the survey of actual projects to establish feasible buildout estimates based on market
conditions (Table 5-3). Sites are considered suitable for residential development if they are zoned
for residential use, have a consistent general and community plan land use designation, lack
significant environmental constraints that preclude development and are anticipated to be served
by infrastructure and community facilities within the time frame of the housing element.
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Table 5-2
Estimated Build-out Based on the
1999 Inventory of Vacant Residentially Zoned Lands
Community Plan Area

Single Family Zoned Acreage

Gross

Airport Meadowview

Net'

Build-out by Housing Type2

Multi-Family Zoned
Acreage
Gross

SF Units3

Net'

Total Units

% Citywide
Total

MF Units4

3,346.0

200.0

3,546.0

12.4%

N/A

N/A

0.0

0.0

612.1

468.0

Arden Arcade

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Central City

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

27.1

22.2

N/A

N/A

192.0

N/A

192.0

.7%

East Sacramento

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A.

N/A

N/A

0.0

0.0

Land Park

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

1,598.8 .

461.8
441.6

399-4
--371:5

173.3

140.5

32.7

28.4

64.3

50.7

N/A

South Natomas

127.5

93.5

South Sacramento

344.9

255.2

3 , 411 . 2

2 , 630 . 8

East Broadway

North Natomas
North Sacramento
Pocket Area

TOTAL

.

2,061.9

11.3

9.8

N/A

N/A

N/A

0.0

0.0

N/A

0.0

0.0

8;994-3

i8,986.0
18,393.0

66.5%

1,072.0

319.0

1,391.0

4.9%

N/A

316.0

0.0

316.0

1.1%

N/A

N/A.

622.0

0.0

94.3

82.0

1,845.0

1,636.0

600 . 0
580

519 - 7
491.8

10,892.0

18 , 284 . 0

10 , 248 . 0
9554

622.0
3,481.0

2.2%
12.2%
28 , 534 . 0

Notes:
1. Gross acreage is derived from the aggregated total acreage of all residentially zoned parcels over two (2) acres in size compiled from the City's GIS Parcel Inventory
with consistent General Plan and Community Plan land uses. The conversion to net acreage was conducted on a parcel by parcel basis using the average
conversion rate established for each zoning category. The average gross to net acre conversion rate was derived from a survey of pending and approved projects
prepared by the City of Sacramento Planning Division in 1999. (See Typical Density and Acreage Conversion Rate Table included in Table 5-3)
2. Build-out was calculated using atypical density per net acre by zoning. The typical density per net acre by zoning was derived from a survey of pending and approved
projects prepared by the City of Sacramento Planning Division in 1999. (See Typical Density and Acreage Conversion Table included in Appendix)
3. Single family build-out is based on an analysis of all R-1, R-1A, R-1-PUD, R-1A PUD series zoned parcels in the City. Because the R-2A zone is a flexible zone wherein
both single family and multi-family developments occur, 50% of the build-out for R-2A was assigned to single family and 50% was assigned to multi-family for each
community plan area.
4. Multi-family build-out is based on an analysis of all R-2, R-2A, R-2B, R-3, R-3A, R-4 and R-5 zoned parcels in the City only sites with consistent Community Plan and
General Plan land use designations included. Because the R-2A zone is a flexib!e zone wherein both single family and multi-family developments occur, 50% of the buildout for R-2A was assigned to single family and 50% was assigned to multi-family for each community plan area.
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Table 5.3
Typical Densities and Acreage Conversion Factors
By Type of Zoning
Zoning
R-1
R-1 A PC-PUD
R-1 A PUD
R-1 PC
R-1 PUD
R-1 A
R-1A SPD
R-1 A-EA-3
R-1 A-EA-4
R-IA-H
R-1A-PUD
R-1 A-R
R-1 A-R-P U D
R-1 B
R-1 B-SPD
R-1-EA-2
R-1-EA-3
R-1-EA-4
R-1-R
R-1-SPD
R-2
R-2A
R-2A-PUD
R-2-A-PUD
R-2A-R
R-2B
R-2B-PUD
R-2B-R
R-2B-R-EA-4
R-2B-R-PUD
R-2-R
R-2-R-EA-4
R-2-R-EA-4
R-3
R-3A
R-3A-SPD
R-3-EA-2
R-3-EA-3
R-3-EA-4
R-3-PUD
R-3-R
R-3-R-EA-4
R-4
R-4-PC
R-4-PUD
R-4-R
R-5
R-5-R

Typical Density
Per Net Acre
5.93
7.10
7.10
5.93
5.23
7.94
7.94
7.94
7.94
7.94
7.10
7.94
7.10
7.87
7.87
5.93
5.93
5.93
5.93
5.93
13.80
13.80
13.80
13.80
13.80
20.28
20.28
20.28
20.28
13.80
13.80
13.80
13.80
27.93
23.47
23.47
27.93
27.93
27.93
27.93
27.93
27.93
29.93
29.93
29.93
29.93
82.51
82.51

Typical Gross to Net Acre
Conversion Rate
0.82
0.68
0.68
0.82
0.82
0.79
0.79
0.79
0.79
0.79
0.68
0.79
0.68
0.82
0.82
0.82
0.82
0.82
0.82
0.82
0.87
0.87
0.87
0.87
0.87
0.87
0.87
0.87
0.87
0.87
0.87
0.87
0.87
0.85
0.92
0.92
0.85
0.85
0.85
0.85
0.85
0.85
0.88
0.88
0.88
0.88
1
1

NOTE: Typical rates are based on a survev of 80 pendinq and approved residential Droiects conduci ed by the City
Planning Division,1990 thrul999, and adopted gross to net conversion factors.
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5.4

ZONING AND PLAN LAND USE RELATIONSHIP TO SITES,

Map 5-1 shows the distribution of vacant multi-family and single family zoned sites over 2 acres in size.
Sites which have an inconsistent general plan or community plan land use designation are also identified.
In instances where a vacant site has residential zoning but also has an inconsistent applicable general
or community plan land use designation (e.g. future park, school or non-residential use), the site was
excluded from the development potential calculations and zoning summary (Tables 5-2 and 5-4).
Approximately 75 acres of multi family zoned land is inconsistent with the applicable general plan or
community plan land use category. In cases where the zoning designation is inconsistent with the
general plan or community plan land use designation and a discretionary entitlement required for the
project, usually the plan designation prevails and the discrepancy is reconciled when a development
application is approved by the City.
Generally to determine_=what.Iand uses are permitted on a specific site, :the type of land use
shown on the General Plan for the sitein question is matchedwith the proper line under General
Plan designation (see General Plan ImplementationSection 9; :Land Use and Zoning Consistency
Matrix; Table 1). The General Plan land use designation is not' intended to provide an exact
correspondence with the site specific zonin.g;.rather the intent'of the.designation is to show:the
general relationship of the various land uses. The General Plan land uses have been developed
in a manner to allow the broadest range of aparticular type of use within the designation.
Specific uses and density ranges are identified by Community Plan (see the Community Plan/
General Plan Land Use ' Matrix (Section 9;Table 2) and zoning :designations.
For example, the Community Plan/General Plan Land Use Matrix considers the Low Density
Residential General Plan designation (LDR 4-15 units/net acre) consistent with the Medium
Density Residential North Natomas Community Plan designation (7=21 du/na). This is because
the General Plan designation provides a broad density range that overlaps the target density for
the community plan designation (12 units/net acre). The R2-A and R2-B zones are consistent
with the North Natomas Community Plan Medium .Density land use designation based on the
Zoning Conformance table in the North Natomas Community Plan (page 95). This designation
allows the density and housing types permitted in the R2A and R213. zones.
When matching the zoning and the°iand use designation, some residentially.zoned parcels have
a:small portion of the site.(less than°10%) with a Parks/Open Space ( OS), Public/Quasi Public or
Water (Drainage Basin) General'or Community land use designation. The residential.build.out
calculations (Tables 5-2 and 5-4 ) were adjusted to accurately reflect net build able acreage for
the remainder of the site :that : fias development potential. In other words, the portion of the site
that may involve a..public dedication of land was eliminated from the unit potential calculation.
The typical densities and typical gross to new acre conversion rates(Table 5-3) were used to
adjust theparcel size to adevelop able lot size to estimate development potential for each parcel.
The applicable zone density is multiplied by the net acreage to establish the buildout potential
for each residential zoned site in the city. Since the R2A zone allows both single family and
multi family units, half the R-2A zoned parcels buildout potential was assigned to multifamily
units and half to single family units based on the survey of actual projects in the R2A zone.
Higher densities were used for multifamily buildout versus single family development based on
the project survey.
The gross acreage figures in Tables 5-1 and 5-2 have been revised to reflect only that portion of
04-00 Revised Public Review Draft - City
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each parcel with a consistent General Plan or Community Plan land use and zoning designation.
Consequently, this is a conservative estimate of the city's residential land inventory as of
September 1999. Additional sites are routinely added to the inventory through rezonings to
assure consistency between zoning and community or general plan land use designations.
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Table 5.4 indicates the number of parcels, amount of developable vacant land and dwelling unit potential
by residential zone. Most of the city's single family residential acreage is within the R-1 and R-1A zones.
The majority of the multi family acreage is within the R-2B and R-3 zones. All development projects in
the City of Sacramento are subject to zoning regulations in the City Zoning Ordinance and are reviewed
by staff for compliance with the goals, policies and land use designations of the General Plan and any
applicable community plan.

Table 5-4
No. Of Parcels, Acreagei And Dwelling Unit Potential
Of Vacant Residential Zoned Land, August 1999
Residential Zones

# Parcels

R1

R-1A

R-1B

TOTAL
R-2A
SINGLE (1)
FAMILY--'
ZONES

R-2B

R-3

R-4

TOTAL
MULTI
FAMILY
ZONES(2)

TOTAL
ALL
ZONES

119

135

2

269

13

30

4615

1

60

329
4983
13973

Gross
Acres

70

1575

11,740

18

345S
13,403

112

338
313

1-33
127

18

SG9
570,

Potential
Units

35

7222

10,912

115

18,284

670

5969
5382

3146
3039

464

19,2S3
9559

Source: August 1999 City of Sacramento GIS Inventory of vacant residential sites over 2 acres.

(1) R-2A is a flexible zone. Actual buildout was assigned 50% single family and 50% multi family.
(2) Includes residential zones included in Table 5-2 calculations. Doesn't include sites or portions of site with
inconsistent with the General Plan or Community Plan land use designation.

Table 575 compares the range of densities allowed by the applicable community plan or general plan land
use designation, the typical density for the zone based on a survey of approved or proposed projects in
the City, and zoning categories consistent with community and general plan designations based on the
consistency matrix. The applicable Community Plan or General Plan land use category establishes a
minimum and maximum density range for each residential site. The applicable plan land use density
range when combined with the applicable zoning determinesthe type, density and development standards
for each housing site. The North Natomas Community Plan, Airport Meadowview, South Sacramento and
and South Natomas Community Plans also establish a target average density which is the overall average
density goal for the neighborhood or within a Planned Unit Development or Village. Staff uses the target
density as a guideline to ensure that the overall PUD includes a mixture of housing developments with
different housing types, densities and affordability options.
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Table 5-5
Residential Zoning And General Plan/community Plan Land Use Consistency

Typical
Density
per Net
Acre*

Target
Average
Density
per Net
Acre

Consistent
General
Plan
Designation

onsistent Community Plan Designations

R-E'

1.0

4.0

VERY LOW

Very Low Density (Rural Estates) 1-4 du/na

R-1'

5.9

8.4

LOW

Low Density 4-8 du/na

R-1A'

8.0

8.4

LOW

Low Density 4-8 du/na

R-1 B'

7.9

N/R

LOW

Low Density 4-8 du/na

R-2'

13.8

16.8

LOW

Medium Density 7-21 du/na

R-2A' 2

13.8

17.4

MED!UM

Med. Dens. 7-21 du/na, 11-21 du/na, 11-29
du/na & High Density 16-29 du/na

R-2B' 2

20.3

21.8

MEDIUM

Med. Dens. 7-21 du/na, 11-21 du/na,.11-29
du/na & High Density 16-29 du/na

R-3' 2

27.9

29.0

MEDIUM

Med. Dens. 7-21 du/na, 11-21 du/na, 11-29
du/na & High Density 16-29 du/na

R-3A' 2

23.5

36.3

HIGH

High Density 30+ du/na

R-4' 2

29.9

58.0

HIGH

High Density 30+ du/na

R-4A' 2

29.9

58.0

HIGH

High Density 30+ du/na

82

174.2

HIGH

High Density 30+ du/na

36.0

36.3

HIGH

High Density 30+ du/na

oning

R-5' 2
R-O / RMX1 2

1 Single Family residential permitted by right
2 Multiple family residential requires R Review

Source: General Plan ImplementationChapter, Sec 9-4, 9-8, 9-9.The General Plan and each community plan includes a consistency
matrix which identifies the zoning district and the consistent land use category.

Emergency Shelter and Transitional Housing for the Homeless
The adequate sites analysis for emergency shelters and transitional housing should identify sites
available for immediate development to address the city's needs and objectives. Shelters should
be located within reasonable proximity to public agencies and transportation services, on sites that
do not require unusually high development costs, and are consistent with the general plan
designation, site zoning and applicable parking, design and development standards.
The City has developed an inventory of sites suitable for emergency shelters and transitional
housing that are located within industrial zones and within walking distance (1000') of a light rail
station or bus stop. Approximately 16 acres of land is required (assuming 22 units/acre) to address
the city's share of the homeless shelter and transitional housing need (352 families and individuals
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per Table 3-24). The land inventory identifies a sufficient amount of vacant land or land with reuse
potential that could be suitable for homeless shelters or transitional housing. Transitional housing
opportunities include SRO's, cottage units, and other alternative living arrangements with support
services. The site inventory is maintained by the City Planning Division. The following Table 5-5a
summarizes the characteristics of potential emergency shelter and transitional housing
sites that meet the locational criteria (no closer than 500' from parks, schools or churches,
or single family residential zones).
Table 5-5a
Characteristics of Potential Emergency Shelter and Transitional Housing Sites
Zone

# Acres
Vacant

# Acres
Redevelopable

Typical
Parcel Size

Community Plan
Area

C-4

1.25

.90

.5

East Broadway

M-1

65.6

19.9

1.0

North Sacramento
Arden Arcade

M-2

835.5

197.7

6.4

East Broadway
South
Sacramento
North Sacramento

Total

902.3

218

4.5

These potential emergency shelters sites are accessible by public transportation. The City
and County provides mobile food services to the mentally ill homeless population through
the HOPE program.
Transitional housing accommodations include apartment units, cottage housing, rooming
and boarding homes. The desirable size of the units varies with the need from small group
living arrangements of 6 or less in single family homes to medium size occupancy hotel or
apartments. Transitional housing typically is provided for an extended period of time (e.g.
18 months), and generally involves the integration with other social services and counseling
services to assist in the transition to self sufficiency. The City conditionally permits
apartments, duplexes, rooming and boarding houses in commercial and residential zones
(see Table 6-1 and 6-2) which serve the transitional housing needs of individuals and
families. The inventory of multi-family residential zoned vacant sites is included in Tables
5-1 and 5-2.

Sacramento conditionally permits emergency shelters for the homeless in all zones with
special permit review and approval. The city will consider locational criteria, minimum
development and design standards and a review process to address potential project
impacts and over concentration issues.
5.5

RELATIONSHIP TO POTENTIAL CONSTRAINTS

As required under State law, sites identified for residential development in the City were analyzed
to determine their relationship to public facilities, services and existing or potential physical
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constraints to potential development. Most potential constraints are considered less than significant
mitigation measures can be approved with the project. Less than significant potential constraints
include sites located within higher ambient noise levels and irregular parcel configurations.
Innovative site planning and the use of certain materials can mitigate these environmental
constraints.
Potentially significant constraints such as site contamination from hazardous materials, wetlands
and habitat species mitigation, and the risk of flooding, may 'involve more expense and time
associated with the project approval. The City provides financial assistance (e.g. Brownfields
grants or loans ) to fund toxics remediation studies. Habitat mitigation fees are required for
residential sites within North Natomas and some sites within the Jacinto Creek Special Planning
Area (South Sacramento) may need to address wetlands or habitat impacts. Typically, developers
will mitigate for wetlands or habitat impacts thru participation in a habitat conservation plan and by
obtaining approvals from the appropriate state and federal permitting agencies.
Noise Constraints
The Health and Safety Element of the General Plan identifies majorfreeways, railroads and various
regional airports as the three major noise sources in the City of Sacramento. Staff found that those
transportation-related noise sources may impact approximately 6,061 potential housing units.
However, the city applies standard mitigation measures to reduce noise exposure. Developers
could mitigate•potential noise problems to acceptable levels through site planning and construction
modifications. Noise exposure is mitigated at marginal costs incurred through better construction
techniques, changes in building orientation and site design layout, soundwalls and the use of noisereducing or noise-eliminating materials.
Flood Constraints
Natomas Flood Protection Status: A local flood control project under the direction of the
Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency (SAFCA) has been completed by 1998 granting North and
South Natomas a 100-year level of flood protection. Consequently, the FEMA flood insurance rate
maps have been revised by FEMA and the City now allows residential development to occur in the
Natomas area.
Citywide Flood Protection Status: On January 5, 1998, FEMA issued notice to the City of
Sacramento that it will re-map certain portions of the City into a special hazard flood. zone
designated as AR, which stands for restoration zone. This new flood designation replaces the
current flood designation of A99. The AR zone is defined as: An area of special flood hazard that
results from the decertification of a previously accredited flood protection system that is determined
to be in the process of being restored to provide a 100-year or greater level of flood protection.
Approximately two-thirds of the City is located within the AR flood zone. Development standards
in this zone require that all new residential development be elevated three feet above the highest
adjacent grade, or to the base flood elevation, whichever is lower. The Department of Utilities
recently submitted a letter to the Federal Emergency Management Administration (FEMA)
requesting the all areas of the City designated with the AR flood zone be changed to A99. This
request is based on: re-evaluation of river flows by the Corps of Engineers, flood control measures
implemented to date, and future flood control measures recently funded by Congress (including
American River Levee improvements and re-operation of Folsom Dam). The change to an A99
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designation would remove development restrictions, but would still require the purchase of flood
insurance.
Map 5-2 shows the current City of Sacramento Flood Zones based on the Flood Insurance Rate
maps issued by FEMA on July 6, 1999. The various flood zone designations are as follows: AE Base flood elevations determined; AH - Flood depths of 1-3 feet (usually areas of ponding); base
flood elevations determined; AO - Flood depths of 1-3 feet (usually sheet flow on sloping terrain);
average depths determined. For areas of alluvial fan flooding; velocities also determined; AR Area of special flood hazard which results from decertification of a previous accredited flood
protection system which is determined to be in the process of being restored to provide a 100-year
or greater level of flood protection; AR/E - Floodway areas.
The city provides technical and design assistance to assist developers. Developers have complied
with the three foot elevation requirement through site design, grading and land fill. These
requirements have not constrained the development of these sites for residential use.
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Map 5-2
Food Zones

City of Sacramento Flood Zone Map
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5.6 RELATIONSHIP TO PUBLIC FACILITIES AND SERVICES
It is the City's continuing policy to require adequate public facilities and services for all residential
development. This is not considered a significant constraint because Sacramento is well-served
by public facilities which encompass water, sewer, drainage and transportation. Efforts are
underway to improve or extend services in those areas which lack them and, therefore, allows the
extension of services to be cost effective. In some cases cost effectiveness can increase where
density bonuses and fee reductions are given for infill development.
In orderto adequately serve the remaining residential holding capacity, the City encourages private
developers to upgrade existing water facilities or extend the nearest transmission or distribution
systems. The City is currently extending existing water systems in certain areas of Sacramento.
New and improved facilities will be able to serve future residents in the Natomas area with the City's
revision of its flood policy requirements. . The second phase. of the North Natomas Water
Transmission Main and further improvements within the Natomas West Assessment District will
also serve future city residents.
The City Flood Control and Sewer Division is in the process of preparing a facilities master plan to
define and assess critical sewer and drainage system areas throughout Sacramento. The plan will
prioritize critical areas based on urgency and cost effectiveness of required facilities. It will also
establish a 10 - 20 year long term rehabilitative program for existing storm drainage and sewer
facilities. In areas lacking storm drains or sewers, the program would require private developers
to extend needed facilities at their own expense. Additionally, because the "older" portions of the
City of Sacramento are served by an antiquated combined sewer system_which does not meet EPA
standards, this century old system is scheduled for renovation, most probably financed through an
assessment district. Although final financing plans and costs are not established, this may have
an impact on the fee and assessment structure of infill and reuse sites served by the system.
The analysis of the availability of public facilities and services in relationship to vacant residential
sites focuses on the general availability of services by developed and new growth areas in the City.
Developed Areas
The developed communities include Arden Arcade, Airport Meadowview, East Broadway, South
Sacramento, Pocket, Land Park, East Sacramento, Central City, North Sacramento and South
Natomas. These communities contain smaller infill sites and larger redevelopment project areas
Generally, the developed
with significant reuse opportunities for residential development.
communities are adequately served by core infrastructure consisting of the networks of collector
and arterial roadways, utility services including water sanitary sewers, drainage and flood control,
public services including solid waste, fire service, police service and park and recreation services.
The Master Services Element defines in more detail the service capabilities and capital programs
to support the projected service capabilities for development anticipated within the City of
Sacramento's sphere of influence during the General Plan planning period (thru 2006).
The City of Sacramento has a combined storm water and sewer system in portions of the older are
of the City. The older areas including the Central City and East Sacramento communities and
.portions of Land Park. During extreme storms the city treats combined sewage at it's former
wastewater treatment facility located at 25'h Avenue. The newer developed areas are serviced by
separate drainage systems. Storm water quality enhancement measures are required by the City's
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National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit: New development within the city
is required to reduce Storm water pollution to the maximum extent possible.
In addition to new growth areas and under developed communities needing services, small
developed neighborhoods throughout the City are in need of improved drainage facilities and
services. The 1993 Utility Infrastructure Report listed 38 priority drainage and storm drainage
basins where drainage needs are most urgent. Portions of South Sacramento and Morrison Creek
watershed also need drainage and flood control improvements.
SAFCA is considering the
formation of assessment districts in both areas to finance drainage improvements.
New Growth Areas/North Natomas
The new growth areas include North Natomas and the Jacinto Creek Planning Area in South
Sacramento. The North Natomas Financing Plan , adopted by the City Council in 1994 (Reso 94495) provides assurances that all infrastructure and public facilities required in the Community Plan
will be funded and the Phasing Plan provides assurances that all essential infrastructure and public
facilities are in place and operational to serve each phase of development prior to approval of any
rezoning or land use entitlements for any residential project within the plan area. The Financing
Plan identifies infrastructure facilities and other community facilities to support development in
North Natomas and identifies funding sources.
The City has adopted a series of implementation agreements, ordinances and resolutions to
implement the Financing Plan including Formation of Area-wide Mello Room CFD, approval of
nexus studies and ordinances to implement the North Natomas Public Facilities Fees, Transit Fee,
Drainage Fee, and Habitat Conservation Fees, implementation of Land Acquisition Program,
adoption of the Habitat Conservation Plan, approval of Development Agreements between the City
and North Natomas property owners, City/RD 100 agreements and Developer/School District
Agreements for School Facilities funding and approval of the Comprehensive Flood Management
Plan. These implementation agreements assure the timely provision of public facilities and services
concurrent with residential development.
The North Natomas Financing Plan (Table 5-5b) describes the phasing schedule for facilities
to serve residential development in the North Natomas Community Plan area. The
infrastructure facilities will be phased in response to the market demand for housing and
commercial/industrial space. Infrastructure is market driven in that the development
generates fees that provide financing for infrastructure as development occurs. The
relationship of North Natomas residential development sites to the planned extension of
road improvements is shown on Map 5-3. If a site is developed prior to the planned
improvements, the developer may complete the improvements earlier and seek
reimbursement later. Adequate infrastructure capacity is or will be available to serve
potential residential sites in North Natomas during the planning period.
The City seeks to optimize multifamily opportunities on sites with proximity to public transit
or bus service. Sites designated for moderate to higher density residential use are located
in proximity to public transportation. In North Natomas, development of a community based
on high transit services is a primary goal of the Community Plan. The phasing plan for
transit service provides for express bus service to serve transit needs during the first phase
of development ( North Natomas Community Plan p. 44).
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MAP 5-3
North Natomas Phasing

Symbol Legend:
/ %*To Be Built By: 2003
Vacant Residential Multi Family

To Be Built By: 2005
,••.• Future Streets Beyond 2005
NExisting Streets
a City Limits
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Table 5-5b

DRAFT
Figurel2
North Natomas Financing Plan
Projected Phasing of
Major Infrastructure Improvements & Facilities

S t nuctu re/ D es c ri p t i o n

Phase

Truxel Interchange
Overcrossing
Auxiliary Lanes
Market Interchange
Construct Interchange
1-5 0 Del Paso to 1-80 1st Aux. Lane
Stripe NB Exit for 2 Lanes
1-80 2nd Auxiliary Lane

Estimated
Year (1)

1996
1996

II
11.
II
IX

2007
2007
2007
2021 +

Phasing

Estimated
Year (1)

Roads

As Development Proceeds

'annually

Freeway & Parkway
Landscaping

As Development Proceeds

annually

1st 0 400k Buildout
2nd 0 60% Buildout

2006
2010

Facility/Improvement

Fire Stations

Ubrary
Northgate Interchange
2 Lane EB Exit
Improve WB Off-Ramp

1
VI

constructed at 80% buildout

1996
2010

11

Aux. Lane 0 SB Loop On-Ramp

2003

Bikeways

As Development Proceeds

annually

Shuttles

One Per Year from 1 st Year

1996-

II
111

2007
2010

V-8

2005

W. El CaminoJl-80 Interchange
Widen Overcrossing to 4 Lanes

IV

HOV I MAINUNE LANES
1-80 @ Northgate to 1-5
I-5 @ Del Paso to 1-80
99 0 Elkhorn to 1-5
1-5 ® 99 Jct to Del Paso (NB)
1-80 0 1-5 to El Camino
Overcrossings
A Street
South Loop Road
El Centro
Meister Way - vr/LAT Lanes

2007
2005

1-80A-5 Interchange
SB 2 Lane Exit From I-5
Construct Ramp for EB to NB Traffic
Elkhorn/SR 99 Interchange
Expand Interchange to 6 Lanes

2018

30% of Buildout

Police Substation

Del Paso Interchange
Existing Improvements

Faalties phased in over
buildout with facility

VII
VIII
V111
Vilt

Planning / Studies
Reimbursement
Nel g h borhoo d/Com m u n i ty
Park Development

As Development Proceeds .

annually

As Development Proceeds

annually

2008

Master Drainage
Improvements

50°/, of Buildout

2007

2005
2005
2005
2005
2021 +

RD 1000 Facilities

1st Stages if Necessary

1996

Drainage Basin Facilities

As Development Proceeds

annually

Sewer System

As Development Proceeds

annually

Water Transmission &
Treatment

As Development Proceeds

annually

Flood Control - Levees
'Local Project*

Before Development
Can Proceed

19941995

2008
2015
2021 +
2021 +

'phasing'
(1) Timing will vary depending upon the amount and location of devebprrent
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POSSIBLE ACTIONS TO INCREASE HOUSING SUPPLY AND DIVERSITY

There are various actions which the City could undertake to increase its housing supply and
encourage development of diverse housing types throughout Sacramento. Those actions are
discussed later in this Update. Housing supply and diversity could also be achieved by completing
ongoing reuse/redevelopment and annexation studies and identifying housing opportunities
adjacent to the light rail transit corridors.
Sites for a variety of housing types: Large parcels of vacant residential land
A variety of housing types contributes towards neighborhood stability by offering more affordable
and move-up homes and accommodating a diverse income mix. The City could promote affordable
housing opportunities for all households by requiring a mixture of housing types and styles
throughout the City on large contiguous parcels of land. Table 5-5 shows 314 parcels within the
City comprising two or more acres in the outlying growing communities. The residential land
inventory showed numerous undeveloped parcels over 30 acres remaining in Sacramento.
Although not inventoried, there might also be contiguous smaller parcels of vacant land comprising
a minimum of ten acres that would be appropriate for multiple housing types. However,
circumstances (such as multiple owners) might interfere with application of this policy to smaller
abutting parcels.
Table 5-6
Vacant Residential Parcels By Parcel Size
2-5
Acres

5-10
Acres

10-20
Acres

20-30
Acres

30 +
Acres

Subtotal

Multi-Family Zoned

21

28

15

6

2

72

Single Family Zoned

98

59

44

16

27

202

119

85

59

26

29

314

Total

Source: August 1999 GIS inventory of residentially zoned vacant sites over 2 acres

Various adopted community plans contain policy recommendations to provide a mixture of housing
types in large residential subdivisions. Each community plan addresses circumstances unique to
its area which might affect implementation of the housing type requirement. For instance, the 1986
South Sacramento Community Plan proposes diversification of housing types with the intention of
addressing unmet housing needs of households at both ends of the income spectrum. The Plan
assumes that more variation in housing type would offer diversity in housing price, style and size,
thereby diversifying the existing landscape of predominantly entry-level homes in South
Sacramento. Plan policy requires developers to provide two or more housing types for projects of
20 or more acres, and three or more housing types for projects comprised of parcels 30 or more
acres.
The 1988 South Natomas Community Plan contains similar requirements to promote a variety of
housing types in residential subdivisions of 20 acres or more. The multiple housing type policy for
South Natomas and South Sacramento also promotes upscale housing. To ensure neighborhood
diversity and stability, the City Council established guidelines for proportions of housing types in
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large subdivisions and residential projects. The plan requires three or more housing types in
medium and high density projects of 30 gross acres or more. Two or more housing types are
required in medium and high density residential projects of 20 to 29 gross acres. The Council
amended the plan in May 1993 to require developers of new low density housing to provide upscale
housing through lower densities or additional amenities via the PUD process. Also, the policy
provides for three or more housing types in medium to high density projects of 30 acres or more
and two or more housing types in projects of 20 to 29 acres. Because' of the high percentage of
multi-family rental housing in South Natomas, the City Council amended the plan to encourage
development of singte family and ownership housing.
The North Natomas Community Plan, updated in 1994, contains policy requiring a variety of
housing types in each neighborhood. As a guideline to ensure that variety, the maximum
percentage of any dominant housing type should be 85 percent of the units in a project and the
minimum of any minor housing type should be 5 percent. Furthermore, the NNCP includes policies
to promote a balance of residential densities within each neighborhood by establishing a target
average density for residential land use category. Homebuilders are encouraged to be innovative
and responsive to changing lifestyles of future residents and trends towards transit, telecommuting
and zero emission vehicles. The ongoing planning effort for North Natomas is expected to reinforce
the housing type diversity policy.
Although certain communities might have circumstances outweighing the need to provide housing
type diversity, the City should consider a multiple housing type policy on smaller parcels. As
available land in Sacramento becomes scarcer, the City should consider adopting policy requiring
housing type diversity for projects of ten acres or more. Given the City's parcelization pattern,
restricting this policy to large parcels (20-30 acres or more) would have a limited application and
result in fewer residential subdivisions with a mix of housing choices.
Potential Supply From Redevelopment Land Use Plans and Annexation Proposals
Redevelopment is a strategy of the General Plan to encourage private and public investment within
undeveloped, blighted or underutilized areas within the City. Because redevelopment may also
achieve greater land use densities and intensities, it is anticipated that redevelopment will increase
the residential holding capacity of the city. Also, infill areas exist within the existing urban areas
of the city. A 1997 survey found over 4000 residential parcels that are. located within designated
infill areas, redevelopment areas or water development fee waivers. Affordable housing proposals
on infill sites may be eligible for fee reductions and other regulatory concessions.
There is a potential for more than 13,100 additional housing units to be developed over the next
35 years based on several adopted plans. This potential housing supply is based on approved land
use plans adopted by the City Council. Table 5-6 shows the maximum potential supply of housing
that could be available in Sacramento over the next 35 years through adoption of land use studies,
redevelopment or annexation. Each of these areas will require further policy consideration and
appropriate environmental review by the Council before final action can be taken.
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Table 5-7
Long Range Maximum Potential Housing Capacity of Mixed Use,
Redevelopment And Annexation Sites
Proposed or Adopted Specific Plans/Rezonings
Number of Potential Units

Central City
Plans

Railyards

2,700

Richards Boulevard Area

3,860

Central City. Housing Strategy Rezonings
(Phase I & II)

Annexations

900

R Street Corridor

2,400

North Natomas Sphere Portion*

3,359

13,069

FTotal
Source: Neighborhoods, Planning and Development Services Department adopted plans.

The majority of the key redevelopment sites are in the Central City and are the subject of four
separate planning studies focusing on redevelopment: Railyards Specific Plan, Richards Boulevard
Area Plan, R Street Corridor Plan and Central City Housing Strategy Study. The first two Plans
involve the redevelopment of industrial land to mixed uses. The R Street Plan and Housing
Strategy identify several actions the City and the Sacramento Housing and Redevelopment Agency
could undertake to preserve existing housing and increase the area's housing capacity. The R
Street Corridor Plan and zoning, and first phase of the implementation program for the Housing
Strategy has been adopted.
The balance of the Central City and R Street could accommodate an estimated 3,300 maximum
additional units through implementation of the Central City Housing Strategy Study.
Implementation of the Strategy entails rezoning and plan amendments to 1) increase the supply
of residential land, 2) promote housing in neighborhood commercial corridors through entitlement
and fee incentives and 3) ensure that new commercial development within or adjacent to residential
neighborhoods is compatible in terms of size, scale and use. Another implementation measure for
the Central City Housing Strategy allows residential by right in some commercial zones rather than
by the special permit process. That measure involves creation of a neighborhood corridor overlay
zone that would encourage integration of housing in neighborhood commercial areas.
Implementation of these measures will mitigate some governmental constraints that might
discourage housing development due to lengthy and costly permit processing.
Other redevelopment efforts in the Central City could produce additional homes. Reuse of the R
Street Corridor, increasing densities of specific sites and rezoning other sites to residential is
expected to result in additional units. Modification of the Zoning Ordinance to permit mixed use in
designated parts of downtown could also help meet local housing needs.

04-00 Revised Public Review Draft - City

of Sacramento Housing Element

3.5-20

The major reuse project is the development of the Railyards and Richards Boulevard
Redevelopment Area. This long-term development is beyond the scope of the element's planning
period. However, the eventual redevelopment of this industrial area offers a singular opportunity
to significantly increase housing in the Central City, and thereby strengthen downtown
Sacramento's role as a place to live and work. The Southern Pacific Railyards Master Plan devotes
approximately 32 acres of land to residential use for a potential of 2,700 housing units while the
adjacent Richards Boulevard area has a potential maximum capacity of 3,860 new housing units.
Besides the Central City, Sacramento has other reuse sites. Most of them are underutilized
nonresidential land that could undergo development within a five-year time frame. Pending and
anticipated annexation proposals will also result in additional residential land for the City within the
next five years.
The City encourages the development of mixed use projects, particularly on sites within close
proximity to public transit facilities, which offer the possibility of additional housing. That approach
would provide housing on otherwise nonresidential sites. In addition to new construction of mixed
use projects, conversion of single use projects to commercial and residential uses could achieve
the City's overall housing, employment, and air quality goals. The City has recently rezoned sites
within the Central City to encourage development of housing in conjunction with commercial uses.

Potential Residential Opportunities Within Light Rail Corridors
The City is considering ways to satisfy market demand for lower density single family subdivisions
while preserving sites for medium and higher density housing. One solution would be to maximize
housing density near transit. In addition to meeting housing need, this land use strategy would
promote transit usage and other alternative modes of transportation. Some sites within close
proximity (quarter to half-mile radius) to existing and future public transit stations might be
appropriate for higher residential densities. Higher densities and mixed use projects within close
walking distance of transit centers are more efficient land uses that support public transportation
and air quality objectives.
Table 5-8 shows additional housing units that could be built if the City required development of
vacant residential parcels within a'h mile radius of light rail stations (both existing and proposed)
to occur at the density mid-range of the current land use designation. The remainder of vacant
residential land in the community plan area is assumed to be developed at the minimum density
of the existing land use designations. The table shows the increased density potential along light
rail extensions for the growing communities in the vacant land inventory update. However, the City
could apply this policy to other communities which have existing or future light rail stations. North
Sacramento neighborhoods with existing light rail stations are currently the focus of a planning
process to promote revitalization and transit use.
The projected holding capacity for vacant residential land in Airport Meadowview, North
Sacramento, Pocket, South Natomas and South Sacramento is 24,089 housing units. By
developing at mid-range densities within a half-mile radius of light rail stations, there is a potential
yield of 3,922 additional housing units which would give the City an opportunity to better
accommodate its housing needs and achieve air quality and transportation objectives. An eighth
or quarter-mile radius for more intense development might be more feasible than a half-mile radius.
The mid-range or target average density was previously established in the 1993 North Natomas
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Community Plan. Therefore the anticipated number of dwelling units from future development in
North Natomas was already included in the vacant land/potential unit calculations and not included
in the potential yield calculations.
Regional Transit's Draft Transit Master Plan identifies preferred standards for compatible land uses
around light rail stations and requires minimum residential densities within transit corridors and
stations. As a way to improve transit system usage, Regional Transit calls for strengthening the
link between land use patterns and the transit system. (Sacramento Regional Transit District,
Transit Master Plan, April 1993, pp. 7-3). The City could consider Regional Transit's objectives to
increase the potential transit market. Separate analysis and study of each area within a specific
radius of light rail could identify opportunity sites for housing, mixed use or other compatible uses.
Other Potential Sites
Older industrial areas and future office/commercial sites in Sacramento have housing potential and
warrant exploration. The Union Pacific Railyard site (Curtis Park West), a former industrial area
adjacent to an existing residential neighborhood, is the subject of a current master plan process.
There are other sites throughout the City, especially in older neighborhoods, that have similar
outmoded uses with residential reuse potential. In addition, nonresidential sites, such as Delta
Shores in the Airport Meadowview area, offer additional potential opportunity for mixed residential
and nonresidential use.
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TABLE 5-8
Regional Transit Increased Density Residential Holding Capacity Potential
of Vacant Land in Growing Communities
Potential Dwelling Units

COMMUNITY
PLAN AREA

VACANT
GROSS
ACRES

VACANT
NET
ACRES

1,093

Minimum Potential

Additional Units
at Light Rail

Total Units

SF

MF

Total

SF

MF

Total

SF

MF

Total

824

3,827

1,297

5,124

1,686

663

2,349

5,513

1,960

7,473

'1,526

1,191

5,092

2,134

7,226

219

109

328

5,311

2,243

7,554

Pocket

282

216

945

736

1,681

67

7

74

1,012

743

1,755

South
Natomas

618

496

2,181

899

3,080

119

69

188

2,300

968

3,268

1,011

790

3,843

3,135

6,978

699

284

983

4,542

3,419

7,961

4,530.00

3,517.00

15,888.00

8,201.00

24,089.00

2,790.00

1,132.00

3,922.00

18,678.00

9,333.00

28,011.00

Airport
Meadowview
North

Sacramento

South

Sacramento
TOTAL

ource: City Vacant Land Use Inventory, City Planning Division Staff, 1991.

04-00 Revised Public Review Draft - City
of Sacramento Housing Element

3.5-23

5.8

SUMMARY OF RESIDENTIAL LAND POTENTIAL

Overall the City is making an effort to balance the supply of residentially zoned land with logical
economic development growth typical of a major regional office and commercial center. The City
has made an assessment of the impact of changes in potential housing supply in pending or
adopted plans. Table 5-8 below summarizes these findings:

Table 5-9
Potential Housing Supply Change
From Pending/Adopted Plans
Remaining Existing Zoning Capacity:
Vacant Residential Zoned Lands

28,534 units

Lands Designated (General/Community
Plan) for residential but not yet rezoned

19,230

TOTAL:
Potential Increases:

47,764

North Natomas
Sphere of Influence
Central City Rezonings
Infil! Housing
LRT Stations

+3,359 units
+ 900 units
+4,000 units
+3,922

As can be seen, the City has also substantially increased the potential amount of residential land
available through adoption of mixed use plans in redevelopment areas. This coupled with the
existing land vacant residential land inventory should be adequate to meet both current and future
housing goals.
5.9 DETERMINING ADEQUATE SITES VS. INCOME GROUPS SERVED
To determine if the City has adequate sites to meet projected need, the remaining new construction
need by income categories (Table 4-9) is compared with the development potential of vacant
residential zoned parcels (Table 5-2). Table 4-9 indicates the remaining need for the housing
element period is 7955 units. Of the total estimated units, 1794 should be constructed for
households of very low income, 2076 for households of low income and 4135 for households of
above moderate income.
The residential zoned vacant land supply has a development potential (Table 5-2) for 28,534 total
units, including 10,248 units that can be developed for multi family use and 18,284 units that could
be developed for single family use. The following analysis relates the residentially zoned vacant
land supply to market data previously discussed in Chapter 4 on the Affordability of new single
family and multi family development to determine if the city has an appropriate mix of zoning to
meet projected needs by income group.
Table 5-12 provides a comparison of potential sales prices and rent levels of recent and newly
constructed units with the zoning, density and economic groups served. Residential projects built
at densities below R-IA (12 units/net acre) provides adequate opportunities for housing to meet
the needs of the above moderate and moderate income household. The housing -types serving
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these income groups range from larger lot custom homes to more traditional single family detached
homes, patio homes or zero lot line developments. The sales prices of new homes in the Natomas
area are anticipated to range from approximately the low $130,000's to $ 350,000.
This compares with the county median sales price of $125,000. However, given current low
interest rates and available homeowner assistance programs the lower priced homes are affordable
to moderate income households.
Projects constructed at densities below R-2A (17 units per acre) provide housing opportunities for
moderate and low income households. The housing types serving these income groups include
duplexes and halfplexes.
Multi family market rate and publically assisted residential projects have been historically
constructed at densities greater than R-2A (1 7units/net acre) to provide housing opportunities for
low and very low income households. The housing types serving these income groups include
garden and traditional apartments and condominiums. Much of the existing multi family housing
offers rents generally affordable to low income households. However, new North Natomas rental
rates may not be affordable to low income households. Housing for very low income must be
provided with a public subsidy.
Table 5-13 surveys the characteristics of affordable housing projects (publicly assisted) constructed
or approved within the City of Sacramento since 1990. The survey indicates that the city has
approved mixed income affordable housing projects in several different communities (Central City,
Land Park, South Sacramento and South Natomas) to distribute affordable housing opportunities
throughout Sacramento. The survey also indicates that a variety of infill and larger sites have been
developed for affordable housing. The zoning for these sites also is varied and includes both
residential (R-2A, R-2B, R3-A and R-5 zoned sites) as well as commercial sites (C-2 and C-4). The
survey suggests that residential and commercial zoned infill sites (smallerthan two acres), although
not included in the development potential estimate, should also be considered suitable for
affordable housing.
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Table 5.12
Comparison of Residential Zoning, Density Prices and
Economic Groua Served
Zone/District

Maximum Density

Potential Sales Prices/Rents

Economic Group Served3

Single Family
RE Rural Estates

2 du/na

R-1 Single Family

12 du/na

$130,000-$180,000's (3bdrm)2
$150,000-$350,000(4bdrm)2

Above Moderate Income

R-1 A Single Family Alternative

12 du/na

$130,000-$350,000(3/4bdrm)2

Moderate Income

R-1 B Single Family or Two Family

15 du/na

Moderate Income

Multi-Family
R-2 Two Family

17 du/na

Moderate Income

R-2A Multi-Family

17 du/na

Moderate, Low, Very Low Income

R-2B Multi-Family

22 du/na

1 bdrm' $627-$8002
2 bdrm' $695-$11002
3 bdrm' $899412002

R-3 Multi-Family

29 du/na

$600-$1200

R-3A Multi-Family

29 du/na

$600-$1200

Moderate, Low, Very Low Income

R-4 Multi-Family

58 du/na -

$600-$1200

Moderate, Low, Very Low Income

R-4A Multi-Family

58 du/na

$600-$1200

Moderate, Low, Very Low Income

R-5 Multi-Family

17 du/na

$600-$1200

Moderate, Low, Very Low Income

R-O Residential Office

36 du/na

$600-$1200

Moderate, Low, Very Low Income

RMX Residential Mixed Use

36 du/na

$800-$1200

Moderate, Low, Very Low Income

EC Employment Center

36 du/na

$800-$1200

Moderate, Low, Very Low Income

.

Moderate, Low, Very Low Income

.

Moderate, Low, Very Low Income

Mixed Use

gJ

^0 Source: 'Based on 1998 Type A rents. z Based on potential North Natomas sales prices and rents. 3 Based on Table 4-4 Type A Rents and Affordability Comparison. 4 Based on current
'Q.% industry norms of a 7% interest rates, 5% down payment and household size assumptions of 1.5 person's per bedroom.
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Table 5.13
Characteristics of Affordable Housing Projects
Citv of Sacramento 1990-1999
Project Name

Project Address

Community

Zone

Net
Acres

Total #
Units

Project
Density

# Affordable
Units

Status

Riverview Plaza

600 I St.

Central City

C-3

.59

124

124 du

124 very low

Occupied 1989

Woodhaven Seniors

Rio Linda Blvd.

North
Sacramento

194 du

70 very low
34 low

Occupied 1990

Norwood Estates

Norwood Ave

North
Sacramento

44

9 very low
35 low

Occupied 1993

Village Park

Norwood/Morey

North
Sacramento

50

33 very low
16 low

Occupied 1993

Taylor Terrace

Taylor St.

North
Sacramento

168

168 very low

Occupied 1994

St. Francis Manor

25`h & L

Central City

R-3A

1.33

48

32 very low 16
low

Occupied 1994

The Terraces

1607 0 St.

Central City

R-5

.57

60

60 very low

Occupied 1995

Pensione K

17`h & K

Central City

C-2

.74

137

129 very low 8
low/mod

Occupied 1995

R-3

4.03
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36 du/na

185 du/na

Table 5.13 continued
Quinn Cottages

Central City

C-4

River City Col-lousing

5`h & T Sts

Central City

25

5 very low
20 low/mod

Occupied 1996

Russell Manor

Bruceville Rd.

South
Sacramento

66

66 very low

Occupied 1997

26/27`" & I

Central City

R-5

2.28

45

22 du/na

45 low/mod
;.

Occupied 1998

CADA Warehousej

11`h & R

Central City

RMX

1.2

87

74 du/na

13 very low
22 low/mod

Pending 1999

Meadowview Apartments

Meadowview Rd. &
24`h Street

South
Sacramento

R-2B-R

12.4

170

15 du/na

TBD

Approved 1999

18`h & L Street

18`h & L

Central City

R-5/C-2

2.37

180

76 du/na

27 low

Approved 1999

Fremont Building

16`h & O/P

Central City

R-5

.88

69

9 very low

Construction 1999

Capitol Terrace

215' & L

Central City

C-2

.59

65

10 low

Pending 1999

Metro Square

2.65

60

,

Total/Average

1,286
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.

60 very
low

. 78 du/na

120 du/na

Occupied 1995

66 very low
138 low
95 low/mod

6. GOVERNMENTAL AND NONGOVERNMENTAL CONSTRAINTS
GOVERNMENTAL CONSTRAINTS
Analysis of potential and actual governmental constraints should identify barriers to the
maintenance, improvement and development of housing for all income levels. Those constraints
include land use policies and controls, site improvement requirements, building codes and their
enforcement, city processing and permit procedures, fees and exactions. The following analysis
indicates that the permit procedures, development standards and fees provide some potential
governmental constraints to the provision of adequate housing opportunities.

6.1

LAND USE CONTROLS

The City of Sacramento exercises discretionary authority over the residential land use entitlement
process. This is accomplished through implementation of the General Plan, Community Plans and
the Zoning and Subdivision Ordinances.
The General Plan establishes the framework for residential development in the City through policies
of the Land Use Element, Housing Element, Circulation Element, Conservation and Open Space
Element, Public Facilities and Services Element, Health and Safety Element, and the Land Use
Map. During the project approval process, the various elements of the General Plan are designed
to work in concert with each other. The General Plan facilitates the adequate provision of housing,
while attaining many other important public objectives.
The City has also adopted Community Plans which establish a permitted minimum and maximum
density range (expressed in dwelling units per net acre). In North and South Natomas a target
density, which is the average plan density, is also established for each residential category. These
community plan land use designations are interpreted with the applicable zoning designation to
determine the allowed density and housing type for a particular type. Proposed project densities
that fall above or below the density range require a plan amendment.
Because there are several major noise sources that impact the City, including five freeways, two
major railroads, and four commercial and military airports, residential development must mitigate
noise impacts if the site is located in an area where the noise is expected to exceed the 60dB
threshold for the exterior yard area to conform to the General Plan standards. For exterior noise
levels greater than 60dB Ldn, the interior limit level of 45 dB Ldn applies. This may be
accomplished through the completion of acoustical studies, construction of sound barriers, and the
implementation of various soundproofing constructiontechniques. The costs associated with these
noise mitigation requirements, have a limited impact on housing feasibility and improve residential
quality. Although certain areas have been exempted from General Plan Noise Element standards,
the majority of potential residential development sites must conform. In the interest of public
health, safety and welfare, it is not deemed appropriate to modify or eliminate these
standards. However, the City has standardized noise mitigation measures to assist
applicants to comply with the environmental review process. In the Residential Mixed Use
Zone (RMX), compliance with the construction standards to reduce interior noise levels and
other development standards allow development approvals as a matter of right.
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Zoning and Subdivision Ordinances:
The City of Sacramento exercises discretionary authority over residential developments through
the zoning and subdivision ordinances. These ordinances establish development standards to
regulate all residential development within the City. The City's Zoning Ordinance provides for
thirteen residential zones, several non-residential, overlay and special planning district zones
which permit or conditionally permit a variety of residential uses (See Table 6-1).
Residential Zones: The following residential zoning districts permit various types of residential uses.
See Table 6.1a for the types of residential uses allowed within each zone and the level of
discretionary approval required.
RE

Rural Estates Zone: This is a very low density residential zone. It is intended to be applied
primarily-to areas impacted by high noise levels, within designated approach or clear zones
around airports, within identified floodway and floodway fringe areas, and otherareas where
physical and/or safety considerations necessitate very low density residential use. This
zoning district shall be designated as "RE" with the maximum permitted units per acre as
a suffix (i.e., RE-1/4, RE-1/2, RE-1/1, RE-1/.5).

R-1

Standard Single Family Zone: This is a low density residential zone composed of single
family detached residences on lots a minimum of 52 feet by 100 feet in size. A duplex or
halfplex is allowed on a corner lot subject to compliance with specific restrictions. This zone
may also include recreational, religious and educational facilities as the basic elements of
a balanced neighborhood. Such areas should be clearly defined and without encroachment
by uses not performing a neighborhood function. Minimum lot dimensions are 52 feet by
100 feet interior, 62 feet by 100 feet corner. Approximate density for the R-1 zone is 6 to
8 dwelling units per acre.

R-1A Single Family Alternative Zone: This is a low to medium density residential zone intended
to permit the establishment of single family, individually owned, attached or detached
residences where lot sizes, height, area and/or setback requirements vary from Standard
Single Family. This zone is intended to accommodate alternative single family designs
which are determined to be compatible with Standard Single Family areas and which might
include single family attached or detached units, townhouses, cluster housing,
condominiums, cooperatives or other similar projects. Approximate density for the R-1A
zone is 10 dwelling units per acre. Maximum density in this zone is 15 dwelling units per
net acre.
R-1 B

Single Family or Two Family Zone: This is a residential zone generally located inside the
Central City and in North Natomas which allows single family units by right and two family
units subject to Special Permit approval. The lots are generally existing so there is no
minimum lot size or density. However, lots smaller than 40 feet by 80 feet generally
present design restrictions. Approximate density for the R-1 B zone is up to 12 dwelling
units per acre.
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R-2

Two-Family Zone: This is a residential zone allowing two single family attached or
detached units under one ownership. This zone is intended to provide a low density buffer
between single family and more intense land uses. Minimum land area per unit is 2,600
square feet per unit for an interior lot and 3,100 square feet per unit for a corner lot.
Maximum density for the R-2 zone is 14 to 16 dwelling units per acre.

R-2A

Multi-Family Zone: This is a multi-family residential zone designated to provide for garden
apartments and cluster housing. This zone is regulated so that the structures cover a
minimum of ground area and a maximum of open space is provided. Units can be
individually owned through compliance with the condominium regulations in Chapter 6
Section 3..Minimum land area per unit is 2,500 square feet. Maximum density for the R-2A
zone is 17 dwelling units per acre.

R-2B

Multi-Family Zone: This is a multi-family residential zone. This zone offers broader density
flexibility as a transition from the garden apartment setting to a more traditional apartment
setting. Units can be individually owned through compliance with the condominium
regulations in Chapter 6 Section 3. Minimum land area per unit is 2,000 square feet.
Maximum density for the R-2B zone is 21 dwelling units per acre.

R-3

Multi-Family Zone: This is a multi-family residential zone intended for more traditional types
of apartments. This zone is located outside the Central City serving as a buffer along major
streets and shopping centers. Minimum land area per unit is 1,500 square feet. Maximum
density for the R-3 zone is 29 dwelling units per acre.

R-3A

Multi-Family Zone: This is a multi-family residential zone located in the Central City and
certain areas adjacent thereto. It is designed to provide development regulations that are
consistent with goals for various residential areas in the Central City. Minimum land area
per unit is 1,200 square feet. Maximum density for the R-3A zone is 36 dwelling units per
acre.

R-4

Multi-Family Zone: This is a multi-family residential zone located generally adjacent to R-5
zoning. Minimum land area per unit is 750 square feet. Maximum density for the R-4 zone
is 58 dwelling units per acre.

R-5

Multi-Family Zone: This is a multi-family residential zone bordering the Central Business
District. This is not entirely a residential zone and may include institutional, office and
commercial uses subject to special permit review. The minimum land area per unit
depends upon the percentage of lot coverage. Maximum density in the R-5 zone ranges
from 70 to 150 dwelling units per acre.

RMX Residential Mixed Use Zone: This is a mixed use zone. The zone permits multiple family
residential, office and limited commercial uses in a mixture established for the area through
a special planning district or adopted locational standards. Maximum density in the RMX
zone is 36 dwelling units per acre.
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RO

Residential-Office Zone: This is a medium density multiple family zone, generally located
The zone permits
inside the Central City and in certain areas adjacent thereto.
development of office uses subject to the granting of a Special Permit by the Planning
Commission. The Special Permit allows City review of the project to ensure that the
proposed office use is compatible with adjacent residential uses. Maximum density in the
RO zone is 36 dwelling units per acre.

Non Residential Zones: The following non residential zoning districts conditionally permit various
types of residential uses subject to approval of a discretionary entitlement (see Table 6.2):
EC

Employment Center Zone: This zone is a flexible zone for primarily employment generating
uses in a pedestrian friendly setting with ample private and/or public open space. The EC
zone also provides the opportunity for a variety and mix of supporting uses, including
support retail, residential, and light industrial. The EC zone has several categories of
permitted intensity ranging from 30 employees per net acre (EC30) to 80 employees per
net acre (EC80).

C-1

Limited Commercial Zone: This is a limited commercial zone which allows certain office,
retail stores, and commercial service establishments which are compatible with residential
developments. This zone is intended to be applied to small parcels which are surrounded
by a residential neighborhood.

C-2

General Commercial Zone: This is a general commercial zone which provides for the sale
of commodities, or performance of services, including repair facilities, offices, small
wholesale stores or distributors, and limited processing and packaging.

C-3

Central Business District Zone-Special Planning District: The Central Business District
(CBD or C-3 zone) applies to--an approximately 70 block portion of the Central City. The
CBD or C-3 zone is that area so designated on the map in Chapter 5 Section 1.1. The area
is sometimes referred to in this section as the C-3 or CBD zone. The CBD or C-3 zone is
intended for the most intense retail, commercial and office developments in the City.
Residential uses are permitted by special permit. See Chapter 5 Section 1.1 for more
details.

SC

Shopping Center Zone: This is a general shopping center zone which provides a wide
range of goods and services to the community. This zone, however, prohibits general
commercial uses which are not compatible with a retail shopping center.

C-4

Heavy Commercial Zone: This is a commercial zone designed primarily for warehousing,
distribution types of activity, and those commercial uses having a minimum of undesirable
impact upon nearby residential areas. A minimum of light manufacturing and processing
is permitted.

Overlay Zones: Overlay zones are districts that encompass one or more underlying zones and
establish additional regulatory incentives and development standards for residential uses in
commercial and mixed use zones:
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NC

Neighborhood Corridor Overlay Zone: Encourages the development of new housing in
specified general commercial zoned corridors located within low to medium density
neighborhoods.

UN

Urban Neighborhood Overlay Zone: Encourages the development of new housing and
mixed use development in specified C-2 and Residential Mixed Use zoned areas near
in Central City neighborhoods.

MC

Midtown Commercial Overlay Zone:
including residential uses.

BC

Building Conservation Overlay Zone: Encourages the retention of residential uses and
historically and architecturally significant structures in specific areas zoned Residential
Office (R-O).

Encourages pedestrian uses along J Street

Special Planning Districts (SPD's): SPD's establish special processing procedures, flexible
development standards and incentives to regulate properties under multiple ownership. Examples
include the Central Business District, Del Paso Boulevard, Railyards, Richards Boulevard, R Street
Corridor and Alhambra Corridor.
Planned Unit Developments (PUD's): The purpose of the PUD is to provide for greater flexibility
in the design of integrated developments than otherwise possible through strict application of
zoning regulations. The PUD regulations generally apply to large scale developments (over 100
acres) and encourage the design of well-planned facilities which offer a variety of housing or other
land uses through creative and imaginative planning for various types of developments.
Residential subdivision developments which may include a variety of housing types and site plans,
accessible open "green spaces", or common recreational areas, an attractive and well-oriented
community meeting place or recreational facility, and other features of substantial benefit to a
viable and balanced community. Mixed residential-business developments combining apartments,
convenience shopping facilities, motel-hotel combinations, offices, commercial recreation facilities,
or other compatible uses can be grouped in a well-designed and coordinated site development.
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Table 6-1
Zoning Districts Permitting Residential Uses

Type Residential Use

R
E

R
1

R

R

R

R

R

R

1
A

1
B.

R
2

2
A

2
B

R
3

3
A

R
4

R
5

M
X

R
0

3/6

3/6

3/6

3/0

3/6

3/6

3/6

3/6

3/6

3/6

3/6

5/8

5/8

5/8

5/8

5/8

5/8

1

5/8

0
B

Alternative Ownership Housing
Types ( townhouse, row house,
cluster housing, patio dev't,

condo and non-condo housing)
Apartments*
Artist's Live/Work"

1

1

1

Condominiums, Conversion to*
Deep Lot Development

1

Dormitory*

7

Duplex ( attached or detached)

1

Family Care Facility

1

1

1/3

1/3

1/3

1/3

1 /3

1/3

1/3

2/3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

4

7

7

7

7

7

7

7

7

7

7

1

1/4

1

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

6

1

5

Family Day Care Facility*

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

6

1

5

Fraternity-Sorority"

7

7

7

7

7

7

7

1/7

1/7

7

7

Guest House*

4

Halfplexes'

4

4

4

6

6

6

6

6

6

6

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

3

3

3

3

3

1

3

'

Home Occupation*

1

1

1

Mobile Home/Manufactured
Home*
Used as a Single Family Dwelling

1

1

6/2

Mobile Home Park"

7

7

7

7

7

7

7

7

7

7

7

7

7

7

Families*

6

6

6

6

6

6

6

6

6

6

6

6

6

Residential Care Facility*

6

6

6

6

6

6

6

6

6

6

6

6

7

7

7

Non-Profit Organization
Temporary Residential Shelters

and Related Services for
Homeless Individuals and

.

Residential Hotel-SRO *

Rooming and Boarding House*

1

Second Residential Unit"

4

Single Family Dwelling*

1

1

1

1

1

6

6

6

6

3

3

6

3

2/6

1

1

3

3

3

3

3

6

1

3

Level of Discretionary Approval:
Use permitted by right subject to compliance with development standards.
1.
Planning Director's approval subject to compliance with development standards.
2.
Special Permit or Plan Review approval by Zoning Administrator.
3.
Special Permit approval by Zoning Administrator subject to compliance with development standards.
4.
Site Plan review approval by Planning Commission.
5.
6.
Special Permit approval by Planning Commission.
Special Permit approval by Planning Commission subject to compliance with development standards.
7.
8. Use permitted by right but subject to design review if located within a Design Review Area or a PUD
9. Use not permitted outside the Central City
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Table 6-2
Non-Residential Zoning Districts Permitting Residential Uses
E
C

H
C

S
C

C
1

C
3

C
2

M
1

C
4

Type Residential Use

M
1
(S)

M
2

3/6

3/6

3/6

3/6

3/6

5

1/5

1/5

1/5

3/9

3/9

3/9

3/9

3/9

5

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

7

7

7

7

Dormitory*

6

6

6

6

Duplex*

6

1/6

1/6

1/6

3/9

3/9

3/9

3/9

3/9

1

1

1

1

3/9

3/9

3/9

3/9

3/9
1

Alt Ownership Housing
Apartments*

6

Artist's Live/Work*

6

5

Condo, Conversion*

M
I
P

M
2
(S)

M
R
D

H

S
P
X

T
C

A

A
O
S

F

58

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

1

1

1

4

4

Deep Lot Development

Family Care Facility*

5

5

1

1

1

Family Day Care Home*

5

5

1

1

1

7

7

7

7

Fraternity-Sorority*

1

Guest House*
Halfplexes*
Home Occupation*

1.

Mobile/Manuf. Home*
Used as SF Dwelling

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

7

6

6

6

3/9

3/9

3/9

3/9

Mobile Home Park*

7

7

7

7

7

7

7

7

7

Non-Profit Organization
Temp Res Shelters
& Related Svcs for
Homeless*

6

6

6

6

6

6

6

6

6

Res Care Facility*

6

6

6

6

6

6

6

6

6

6

7

7

7

7

7

7

7

7.

3

3

3

6

1/6

1/6

1/6

3/9

3/9

3/9

3/9

3/9

Room & Boarding House

1

1

1

1

3/9

Residential Hotel-SRO*

7

-

7

7

7

7

6

6

6

6

6

6
6

Second Residential Unit*
Single Family Dwelling*

Level of Discretionary Approval:
Use permitted by right subject to compliance with development standards.
1.
Planning Director's approval subject to compliance with development standards.
2.
Special Permit or Plan Review approval by Zoning Administrator.
3.
Special Permit approval by Zoning Administrator subject to compliance with development standards.
4.
Site Plan review approval by Planning Commission.
5.
6.
Special Permit approval by Planning Commission.
Special Permit approval by Planning Commission subject to compliance with development standards.
7.
8. Use permitted by right but subject to design review if located within a Design Review Area or a PUD.
9. Use not permitted outside the Central City.
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Table 6.2 identifies for each zone district the level of approval required for the different types of
residential uses (e.g. permitted by right or subject to discretionary approval by the Planning
Director, Zoning Administrator or Planning Commission. Staff level reviews (Planning Director or
Zoning Administrator Special Permit) take approximately two months to complete and are less
expensive while Planning Commission approvals can take-six months or more to complete and
include higher fees. Single family dwellings, manufactured housing and artist's live/works are
permitted by right in all residential zones and some commercial zones subject to compliance with
development standards. For some uses special permit approval is required at the staff level (e.g.
Planning Director) to determine compliance with development standards. Discretionary special
permit approval is required by the Zoning Administrator or Planning Commission to establish
various types of residential uses including alterative ownership housing types (e.g. townhouses,
cluster or patio homes), duplexes, halfplexes and rooming and boarding houses in muti-family
In some cases the zoning
zones, residential care facilities, and single room occupancy hotels.
ordinance doesn't specify development standards for reiview of certain types of residential uses.
Second units are conditionally allowed only in the R-1 zone. Additionally, the City does not support
the construction of any new or additional temporary or permanent homeless shelter until such time
as the number of units in the unincorporated areas of the County meets or exceeds the number
of units in the City (Reso 94-057).
Plan Review (R Review) approval is required by the Planning Commission for all multi family
developments, with the exception of residential projects located within a Design Review District if
the project is reviewed by the Design Review Board or is within a Planned Unit Development (Ord.
98-050). Plan Review is limited to a consideration of the site layout, orientation of building& and
other features as they relate to the physical characteristics of the site and it's surrounding (not land
use). Second units and alterative ownership housing types should be permitted in the R-1 and R1A zones to provide a mix of affordable housing opportunities in residential neighborhoods.
Mobile Homes/Mobile Home Parks
In keeping with State law, the Zoning Ordinance permits mobile homes on permanent foundations
in the same residential zones as single family dwellings. Those mobile homes are required to
follow the same development standards that apply to single family dwellings. The land inventory
category for single family housing includes potential mobile homes and mobile home parks.
Sacramento allows mobile home parks in most residential and nonresidential zoning districts
subject to the granting of a special permit by the Planning Commission. In addition, the Zoning
Ordinance currently regulates the development and maintenance of mobile home parks. The
regulations restrict mobile home parks to a minimum five-acre site and a maximum density of ten
mobile home spaces per acre. The only zone in which mobile home parks development cannot
occur is the R-1 B zone, a Central City zone for single or two-family units.
Residential Development Standards: Table 6.3 provides a summary of the City's residential
development standards for each residential zoning district.
Each zone district establishes
maximum densities, heights, setbacks, maximum lot coverage and minimum lot size. The City
adopted these standards to ensure that minimum levels of design and construction quality are
maintained and adequate levels of street and community facility improvements are provided. The
City may also approve variances from these development standards for affordable housing or infill
development projects based on findings of that the project will not be injurious to the public welfare
and will not adversely affect General Plan or Community Plan policies. The administration of the
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Zoning Ordinance setback and parking requirements are often difficult to apply to infill projects
without requiring variances. This is especially applicable in the Central City and other older
neighborhoods with smaller lots. This negative effect can take the form of a financial burden
caused by the cost of entitlements. In many ways, the City has taken actions to streamline the
process through the establishment of the Zoning Administrator function which allows for an
administrative approval of many smaller projects and variances. Residential development
requirements could also result in a decrease in the development potential of a parcel or parcels,
thereby indirectly affecting the economic feasibility of a project. Finally, the need for entitlements
often subjects small projects to the public hearing process, which can result in increased costs and
potential denial on the basis of neighborhood opposition.
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Table 6.3
Residential Development Standards Continued

ZONE

LOCATION

MAXIMUM
NO. UNITS
(NET
ACRE)

MAX LOT
COVERAGE
BLDG SIZE

MINIMUM
LOT AREA
PER DU IN
SQ. FT.`

MINIMUM YARD REQUIREMENTS
TYPE OF
USE

FRONT

REAR

INTERIOR
SIDE

STREE
T SIDE

REQUIRE
D
MINIMUM
COURT

MAXIMUM
HEIGHT
(FT.)

1. RE

General

1 unit

single family

35 ft.

(1) 25 ft.

15 ft.

5 ft.

12'/z ft.

NA

(4)

(4)

2. R-1

General

8 units

single family

35 ft.

(1) 25 ft.

(2) 15 ft.

5 ft.

12'/2 ft.

NA

40%

5,200(1)/
6,200(C)

3. R-1A

General

15 units

single family
duplex

35 ft.

(5)

(5)

(5)

(5)

NA

(5)

(5)

4. R1-B

General

12 units

single family
duplex

35 ft.

(1) 25 ft.

(2) 15 ft.

(3) 3 ft.

(3) 3 ft.

NA

60%

NR

5. R-2

General

14 units

single family
duplex

35 ft.

(1) 25 ft.

(2) 15 ft.

(3) 3 ft.

12'/z ft.

NA

40%

2,600(1)/
3,100(C)

6. R-2A

General

17 units

single family
duplex
multi-family

35 ft.

(1) 25 ft.

(2) 15 ft.

(3) 3 ft.

25 ft.

(25)

50%

2,500

7. R-2B

General

21 units

single family
duplex
multi-family

35 ft.

(2) 25 ft.

(2) 15 ft.

(3) 3 ft.

25 ft.

(25)

50%

2,000
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Table 6.3
Residential Development Standards Continued

ZONE

LOCATION

MINIMUM YARD REQUIREMENTS

MAXIMUM
NO. UNITS
(NET
ACRE)

TYPE OF
USE

MAXIMUM
HEIGHT
(FT.)
FRONT

REAR

Footnotes:
(1) - 25' or 10' avg two nearest buildings
(2) - 5' if abuts alley
(3) - 3'; 5' for 3 story building

.

I - Interior
C - Corner Lot

(4) - 5-20%/.5-4 acres

(5) - may vary with special permit
(6) - 45-70%; 250-500
(7)-60%
(23) - maximum of 25 % of PUD net acreage shall be designated for residential use
(25) - 10' between bldgs; 20' where main entrances are located on two or more sides of a corner
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INTERIOR
SIDE

STREE
T SIDE

REQUIRE
D
MINIMUM
COURT

MAX LOT
COVERAGE
BLDG SIZE

MINIMUM
LOT AREA
PER DU IN
SQ. FT.*

Table 6.3
Residential Development Standards Continued

ZONE

LOCATION

MAXIMUM
NO. UNITS
(NET
ACRE)

MAX LOT
COVERAGE
BLDG SIZE

MINIMUM
LOT AREA
PER DU IN
SQ. FT.*

MINIMUM YARD REQUIREMENTS
TYPE OF
USE

FRONT

REAR

INTERIOR
SIDE

STREE
T SIDE

REQUIRE
D
MINIMUM
COURT

MAXIMUM
HEIGHT
(FT.)

General.

29 units

single family
duplex
multi-family

35 ft..

(1) 25 ft.

(2) 15 ft.

(3) 3 ft.

25 ft.

(25)

50%

1,500

9. R-3A

General
Central City

36 units

single family
duplex
multi-family

35 ft.
(5)

(1) 25 ft.
(1) 25 ft.

(2) 15 ft.
(2) 15 ft.

(3) 3 ft.
(3) 3 ft.

25 ft.
(3)

(25)
(25)

50%
60%

1,200
1,200

10. R-4

General
Central City

58 units

single family
duplex
multi-family

25 ft.
(5)

25 ft.
10 ft.

(2) 15 ft.
(2) 15 ft.

(3) 3 ft.
(3) 3 ft.

(3) 3 ft.
(3)

(25)
(25)

60%

750
750

11. R-5

Central City

174 units

single family
duplex
multi-family

45 ft.
(5)

10 ft.

(2) 15 ft.

(3) 3 ft.

(3) 3 ft.

(25)

(6)

(6)

12. RMX

General
Central City

36 units

single family
duplex
multi-family

35 ft.(5)

25 ft.(1)
0'

(2) 15 ft.
(2) 15 ft.

(3) 3 ft.
(3) 3 ft.

(3) 3 ft.
(3) 3.ft.

(25)
(25)

70%
70%

1,200
1,200

13. R-O

General
Central City

36 units

single family
duplex
multi-family

35 ft.
35 ft.

25 ft. (1)
10 ft.

(2) 15 ft.
(2) 15 ft.

(3) 3 ft.
(3) 3 ft.

12'/: ft.
(3) 3 ft.

(25)
(25)

(7)
70%

1,200
1,200

14. EC

General

(23)

multi-family

(5)
2-8 stories

(5)

(5)

(5)

(5)

(5)

(5)

(5)

8. R-3

Footnotes:
I - Interior
(1) - 25' or 10' avg two nearest buildings
C - Corner Lot
(2) - 5' if abuts alley
(3) - 3'; 5' for 3 story building
(4)-5-20%
(5) - may vary with special permit
(6) - 45-70%; 250-500ft.
(7)-60%
(23) - maximum of 25 % of PUD net acreage shall be designated for residential use
(25) - 10' between bldgs, 20' where main entrances are located on two or more sides of a corner
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A potential constraint to the development of manufactured/mobile home parks are standards
requiring a net density of ten dwelling units and a minimum site requirement of five acres. Given
the limited size and supply of available land in Sacramento, smaller sites may be more appropriate
for mobile home parks.
In an attempt to overcome constraints inherent to conventional development standards, the City
is currently implementing the following regulations or taking the following. actions:
Provision of alternative development standards within the R1-A (Single-Family Alternative)
Zone. This promotes higher density and more innovative design for single family projects.
• Duplex development on corner lots to promote rental housing opportunities.

•

• Implementation of the Zoning Administrator process to streamline the project review process.
The cost and time for review and approval of smaller projects.
•

Streamlining the map process through amendment of the Subdivision Ordinance.

• The Planning Director may waive or reduce fees for publically assisted housing projects
intended for occupancy by low and moderate income households or additional fees if the project
includes a unique or innovative design feature and that the time spent evaluating the project will
benefit staff processing of future projects.
• The City will update its Zoning Ordinance to reflect classic development standards, streamline
permit processing as necessary and clarify the planning process and zoning requirements.
•Development of Multi-Family Design Guidelines to establish design principles for approval of
projects 3 units or greater
•

6.2

Establishment of a Permit Assistance Counter to provide a single point of contact for all city
departments to provide public information and staff for review of development proposals

INFRASTRUCTURE STANDARDS

The Department of Public Works implements on- and off-site improvement requirements, including
standards for street construction, sidewalk, curb, gutter and, in some instances, parking and/or
bicycle lanes. Residential development may also necessitate the construction of water, sewer and
drainage improvements. All improvements are generally completed as conditions of tentative map
approval and are developer financed. The compliance with certain infrastructure improvements
may be perceived as a constraint to the provision of housing for all income levels.
For infill projects, the city code requires the repair of defective sidewalks, minimum driveway
lengths and maneuvering areas that can be difficult to meet on smaller infill sites. The code also
requires dedication and improvement of full street or alley frontages, although exceptions have
been granted for existing infill lots used exclusively for residential purposes. Furthermore, the
Planning Commission may approve variances from city standards based on hardship
considerations.
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The Public Works Department has recently adopted narrow local street standards that facilitate
pedestrian activity, parking, landscaping and street trees. Amendment of certain infrastructure
standards might facilitate housing development. For instance, residential infrastructure costs could
be measurably reduced by reducing requirements for street widths, curb, gutter and side walk
widths, as well as requiring sidewalks on only one side of the street. A reduction in street widths
and sidewalks could result in an increase in the number of units which could be accommodated on
any given parcel of land. This however, must be balanced with fire safety standards to provide
adequate emergency access forfire response vehicles. Nonetheless, increased flexibility in street
standards would allow greater land area and increased density which would result in a per-lot cost
reduction. This savings could ultimately be reflected in the price of housing to the residential
consumer.

6.3

BUILDING CODES

The City Building Division has recently streamlined procedures in the interest of reducing approval
time frames. The current building permit process incorporates "master plan" review, plan checking
prior to actual planning entitlement approval (although no permits are issued without approved
entitlements), waiver of issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy for single family housing, and no
review of manufactured homes within mobile home parks.
Certain housing rehabilitation projects sponsored by the Sacramento Housing and Redevelopment
Agency (SHRA) are exempt from building permit fees. These projects are reviewed pursuant to
Chapter 49 of the City Housing Code, which has less restrictive standards than the standard 1991
Uniform Building Code(s) (UBC). General residential construction is required to conform to the
current UBC and related Codes, as amended by Chapter 9 of the City Housing Code which'
addresses regional, climatic or localized site concerns. Aside from rehabilitation projects, the City
does not currently have procedures to waive building fees for low income construction projects.
The Historic Building Code and Secretary of Interior Standards are also utilized by the City to
facilitate the rehabilitation of properties on the City's Official Register of Listed Structures and within
Preservation Areas with Architectural of Historical Significance. This allows significant flexibility in
the interpretation of the building code to promote historic renovations.
City enforcement of the building code to remove hazardous and dangerous buildings has resulted
in the demolition of some affordable housing. The City could better coordinate it's code
enforcement activities with agency financing programs to assure to the extent feasible that
rehabilitation opportunities are fully explored with the owner before demolition.

6.4

PROCESSING AND PERMIT PROCEDURES

The intent of the City's housing policy is to encourage and facilitate the development of affordable
housing. Facilitation is important in the development process where time is money. One means
toward this end is the reduction of development costs through the streamlining of the entitlement
process. Three streamlining methods which the City employs are staff level approvals (e.g
Planning Director or Zoning Administrator), concurrent processing of residential entitlement
applications and one-stop permit approval at the permit assistance counter.
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Under the first streamlining measure, a developer/applicant may submit an application for various
related entitlements at one time. The Department of Planning and Development concurrently
processes all related land use entitlement requests in order to expedite the application. All facets
of a proposal are scheduled for one public hearing before the Planning Commission. A project, in
total, may also be noticed and scheduled for public hearing before the City Council. As an
example; an applicant requesting a General Plan Amendment (GPA), Community Plan Amendment
(CPA), rezoning (RZ), Tentative Map (TM), Subdivision modifications (Sub-Mod) and related
variances may submit one, all-encompassing application.
The City completed an analysis of processing times for various types of residential entitlements
since 1990 (Table 6.4). City processing times are comparable to those in Sacramento County.
Staff level approvals generally average 1-2 months while Planning Commission approvals average
four months. Rezonings and plan amendments averaged six and sixteen months, respectively
while EIR/annexations took considerably more time to complete.
MIXED INCOME HOUSING IMPACTS
Based on a preliminary analysis of North Natomas development costs,>a mixed- income
program can be designed for new growth areas that causes minimal negative impacts to the
development economics of both single family and multi family development. The.mixed
income policy can be accomplished if developers take advantage of available subsidies,
implement the mixed housing type and target-average densities inthe existing Community
Plan, and are permitted certain modifications in the development of affordable units /and
have access to sufficient offset provisions to enable developers to.build the affordable units
at a profit, or at least at cost.
For example, North Natomas development costs for a
moderate density subdivision (e.g. target average density of 12 units per net acre; includes
a mix of patio homes, halfplexes; duplexes, bungalows, second units or courtyard
apartments) with smaller unit sizes can provide reduced development costs and
affordabilty.
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Table 6.4
Estimated Completion Time
1990-1999 Residential Entitlements
0 NTH S
3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 12 14 16 18 20 22 24 26 28 30 32 34 36 38 40 42 44

REQUEST TYPE
Special Permit
(Zoning Administrator)
Special Permit
(Planning Director)
Special Permit/Tentative Map
(Planning Commission)

I

Rezone/
Planned Unit Development
Community Plan Amendment
/General Plan Amendment
EIR/Annexation
I

1

I

Estimated Average Time
IMMEstimated Time Range
Source: City of Sacramento Planning

04-00 Revised Public Review Draft - City
of Sacramento Housing Element

3.6-16

3 o,?

The Building Division averages 4-6 weeks to approve residential building permits once subdivision
maps are approved.
Projects located within a design review district or PUD also must obtain approval from the design
review staff or Board. Design review approval typically takes 1-2 months. The purpose of the
review is to determine compliance with adopted design guidelines which are intended to enhance
the appearance and value of property and the livability of neighborhoods. Staff is working on
amendments to Section 16 of the Zoning Ordinance to streamline the approval process.

6.5

LOCAL GOVERNMENT FINANCING LIMITATIONS

Over the past decade, local governments have had increasing-difficulty in financing infrastructure
improvements and providing essential services to new and existing neighborhoods. The following
is a brief summary of the existing constraints to local government financing and the response of
local governments to this challenge.
First of all, California's population increased almost 25% from 1980 to 1990. At the same time that
this increase was occurring, both the federal and state governments began pulling back on their
financial aid for infrastructure maintenance and improvements. For example, according to
Californians for Better Transportation, the level of state and federal funding declined 56% from
1969 to 1987. As a result of the state and federal pullout, the responsibility for infrastructure
maintenance and improvements fell to local governments.
Secondly, realizing they cannot "go it alone"; local governments have begun to approach
infrastructure problem-solving on a multi-jurisdictional basis. While this is a more efficient and
effective way of dealing with infrastructure and service provision problems, local jurisdictions still
face the challenge of raising necessary funds in light of decreased real property tax revenues and
state and federal cutbacks. The City of Sacramento has attempted to meet this challenge through
the use of several funding mechanisms, including general obligation bonds, benefit assessment
and Mello-Roos assessment districts, increased development fees and increased sales taxes.
Development fees, one of the easiest ways for local governments to finance infrastructure
improvements, are levied on developers as a condition of project approval and do not require voter
approval (as do bonds), nor do they count toward a locality's Gann limit. Fees can guarantee a
locality that funds will be available to provide adequate services required as a result of
development.
The use of development fees has become widespread as localities have realized that fees could
fund a wide range of services related to a given development. However, the strong impact that
fees have had on the cost of housing prompted the state legislature to act to curb their seemingly
unbridled use. Assembly Bill 600 (Cortese) requires localities to establish a reasonable relationship
between a development project, the fee amount, and the facility or service for which the fees are
intended.

6.6

DEVELOPMENT FEES AND EXACTIONS

Many variables affect the total amount of development fees charged by the City for a particular
housing project. Some of these variables include the following: the total size of the project, lot
sizes, sizes of the individual units, the necessity of housing planning entitlements, capital
improvements and assessment districts, engineering services, and housing type.
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Development permit fees fall into three categories:
1.
2.
3.

Processing fees charged to cover direct City services.
Development impact fees, special taxes and charged to finance the cost of capital
improvements or mitigate project impacts.
Fees collected by the City for other governmental agencies.

Standard exactions related to housing development may include park land dedication, as a result
of the Quimby Act, or school site dedication.
To illustrate the potential fees charged for residential development located outside the North
Natomas Community Plan area (which has special assessments to finance infrastructure and
mitigation programs), two hypothetical scenarios have been developed. The first is for a 100-lot
single family project (1300 s.f. 3 bedroom, 2 bath home) and the second is for a five acre, 100-unit
multi-family project (875 s.f. units). These are shown in Tables 6.5 and 6.6. Based on the City's
current 1999 fee schedule, total planning, engineering and building fees were estimated at
approximately $11,171 per single family unit, and $5292 per multi-family unit. Overall fees have
increased steadily since 1992 when the first fee sample was prepared.
A comparison of current (1999) residential entitlement fees between the City and the County of
Sacramento is shown in Table 6-7. While there are similarities between the jurisdiction's planning
processes, the environmental review and public works' roles vary considerably and are not noted.
The table compares the fees charged by the City, and County Planning Departments for typical
entitlements required for residential development. Increases in the City's planning fees over the
past few years have brought its fees closer to those of the County than they had been historically.
1999 fee comparisons were developed by Economic Planning Systems for single family and multifamily developments in the City of Sacramento and other areas in the Sacramento region. Caution
should be exercised in using these comparisons because the infrastructure items paid for by fees
and special taxes versus private capital which may be different for the various projects. The costs
represent estimates only meant to be used for general planning and comparison purposes.
Table 6-9 also Figure 6-10 provides a summary of fees and bond debt comparisons for single
family development in selected areas, including North Natomas. Based on this analysis, the city's
processing fees, development impact fees, school mitigation fees, special taxes and assessments
range from approximately $7100 per unit (no finance district) to approximately $28,000 per unit for
a North Natomas 1800 s.f. single family home average. These development costs are within the
range of fees charged for comparable similar development in new growth areas in Sacramento and
Placer County, which range from a low of $24,600 (Willowcreek) to a high of $40,043 (North
Roseville).
Table 6-10 also Figure 6-2 provides a comparison for multiple family development in selected
areas, including North Natomas. Based on the EPS analysis, the city's processing fees,
development impact fees, school mitigation fees, special taxes and assessments average
approximately $14,300 for a 850 s.f. rental unit. These development costs are within the range of
fees charged for comparable development in new growth areas, which range from a low of $7,100
in the City of Sacramento (without finance district) to a high of $16,000 in Rocklin.
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A project applicant in the City of.Sacramento could request a 25% reduction of Planning fees for
projects promoting infill development. Any other proposal to waive or reduce fees must take into
account the impacts associated with these actions. Waiver or reduction of fees necessary to cover
direct departmental expenses would likely result in a reduction of staff and an increase in
processing time for permits and entitlements. Reduction of other fees would likely result in a
decrease in the level of capital improvements, a decrease in the ability to provide essential property
related services, or an inability to mitigate significant project impacts. Under the City's Zoning
Ordinance, the Planning Director may waive planning fees for projects serving low income
households.

NONGOVERNMENTAL CONSTRAINTS
While potential governmental constraints can affect the availability and cost of housing, land and
financing costs more directly affect housing development costs. These nongovernmental or market
constraints are analyzed in the following sections.

6.7

LAND COSTS

Developers often cite the rising cost of land suitable for residential development as the fastest rising
cost component in Sacramento County. There is little the City can directly do to influence the
market price of land. However, the City does impact the housing supply through the administration
of land use policies. As discussed elsewhere in the Element, it is the City's responsibility to do
everything in its power to remove zoning constraints to the development of affordable housing.
Land costs vary widely within the City depending on many factors, including desirability of location, .
parcel size and level of existing improvements. Infill lots in desirable locations sell for as much as
$200,000 for 1/3 acre.

6.8

CONSTRUCTION COSTS

A number of - Building Design and Construction innovations may serve to reduce
construction costs. These include:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Use of Optimum Value Engineered (OVE) family design, which has been shown to
reduce lumber requirements significantly.
Mixing unit sizes and types.
Decreasing dwelling unit sizes without negative effects by careful design of circulation
patterns and use of open spaces.
Use of dual master bedroom units to accommodate joint unit ownership by unrelated
single adults.
Use of all-weather wood foundations.
Use of thinner floor slabs where possible.
Elimination of wall sheeting.
Prefabricated component construction.
Use of polybutylene water supply piping
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6.9

AVAILABILITY OF FINANCING

Nongovernmental or market constraints include the availability of financing, as well as land and
construction costs. These cost components are reviewed in this section.
Financing of land acquisition, land development and housing construction has become difficult in
the last several years. Representatives of the Building Industry Association of Superior California,
as well several local non-profit and for-profit developers consulted in Housing Element focus group
meetings, share this view. A special report from the Urban Land Institute's Real Estate Credit Task
Force concurs with this opinion. Although the report indicates that, at the time of its writing, market
conditions in California and the Northwest were stronger than the nation as a whole, this no longer
holds true for California as of December 1992. As a result of the savings and loan crisis, federal
regulators are making it extremely difficult for financial institutions to lend money, even for worthy
projects. When they do lend, it is in smaller amounts and with the requirement of a higher level of
cash equity on the part of the builder, regardless of credit performance. This situation makes it
particularly hard to obtain financing for innovative projects, multi-family projects, or, in fact, anything
but standard single family projects. Lenders are shying away from any project which does not have
"proven marketability"; as they do not want to invite the scrutiny of federal regulatory agencies.
Over the past several years, fixed rate mortgages have varied from just over 7% to 11-1/2%.
Adjustable rate mortgages overthe same period have varied from 4.5% to 9.5%. As of this writing,
fixed rate mortgages with one "point" are averaging about 8.25%, with adjustable rate mortgages
averaging about 4.75%. Assuming 8% interest rate, as well as a 20% down payment, a family
earning the median income of $39,700 per year could qualify for loan for a home priced at
approximately $152,000. With a 5% down payment the family could afford a home priced at
approximately $128,000. With a 1°/o increase in the interest rate, this same family could afford a
$140,000 purchase price at 20% down, and $118,000 at 5% down.
Interest rates also affect the cost to builders and developers of financing single family and multifamily projects, thereby effectively increasing (or decreasing) the sales prices or rental rates for
units in the given projects. Raising investment capital for multi-family projects can be difficult under
any circumstances. It is even more difficult for low income housing and even more difficult for nonprofit organizations and smaller developers; this is due, in part, to increasing equity requirements.
The federal 1986 Tax Act took away most of the tax advantages that made investment in low
income housing attractive in the early 80's. The Tax Act treatment of corporations, however, is
significantly different from that of individual investors. In general, corporations are not subject to
the passive loss limitations and are allowed virtually limitless tax credits. Corporations therefore,
are potentially the principle source of equity capital for low income housing development.
Debt financing for housing is available through the Redevelopment Agency or Housing authority
of the City, which issue mortgage revenue bonds. In addition, SHRA provides debt financing with
federal Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) and Home Investment Partnership Program
(HOME) funds, and with local tax increment and Housing Trust Funds. The California Housing
Finance Agency (CHFA) is another important public provider of single family and multifamily debt
financing through mortgage revenue bonds. The bulk of debt financing, however, must be made
available through private lending sources. It is therefore vital that the City actively encourage
private lender participation in low income housing projects. This can be accomplished partially
through careful monitoring of the Community Reinvestment Act performance of local lenders.
The increasing importance of local participation in the funding of housing assistance programs
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comes in light of the ever decreasing level of federal and state funding for these programs. CDBG
funds, the main source of federal funding for these programs, was reduced by 43% from 1980 to
1987.
The most effective use of the various funding sources would probably be the formation of a
public/private partnership which could develop a "one-stop financing shopping center" where the
unique financing of individual projects could be drafted as a package. "SHRA currently provides a
'one stop' shop for many federal and local funding sources, and has organized a regional loan pool
for construction lending through a consortia of lending institutions called the Northern California
Reinvestment Consortium."

6.10 Fair Housing Impediments
SHRA conducted an analysis of impediments to fair housing (February 6, 1999 report). The
following is a summary of the impediments identified:
Some areas within the city and county have an over concentration of certain housing types
There are existing and new single family units that are not handicapped accessible
The results of a 1993 analysis of Home Mortgage Disclosure Act data reveals a pattern of lending
which disproportionately excludes applicants from low income/and/or predominantly minority
communities
Sacramento lacks an effective systematic method for information collection on issues such as racial
steering and housing discrimination complaints.
The Study also identified recommendations to address each of these impediments including:
Sacramento should continue to promote and expand a variety of housing types and price ranges
throughout the City and County
SHRA recommends additional analysis of HMDA data in order to accurately predict the extent of
discrimination in lending and to develop an effective course of action
Work with the Human Rights and Fair Housing Commission to develop a more complete strategy
to eliminate discrimination
Encourage the adoption of a mixed income approach to private development
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Table 6-5
1998 Government Fees Collected for a Single Family Development
(100 unit subdivision)
Fee Type

Total Fee Amounts

Planning Fees

( In Dollars)

Negative Declaration
Tentative Map
Design Review
Public Works Review

$

3,700
5,000'
1,080
950
$ 10,800

Engineering
Final Map Charge
Tree Planting 100/Lot +200 corner lots (est 10)
Survey Monumentation
Water Development ($1,835 per unit)
Quimby Fees .0149*#Lots*Value Land/Acre *1.2
Plan Check/Inspection8
Material Testing9
Streetlight Design Full Cost (about $2,500)

3,250
11,000
No Fee
186,700
178,800
42,025
7,750
No I Fee
12,601
22,200
$466 , 826

Sewer Development Fee (126.01/DU)
1" Water Service w/Meter (159 per DU)

16,200
98,100
69,500
869
224,100
3,475
184,000
5,216
38,500
$639,485
$1,117,111
$11,179

Building
Plan Check
Building Permit
Major Street Construction Tax
Seismic Motion Instrumentation
Regional Sewer Fee (2241/DU)
Business License
School Impact
Technology
Residential Construction Tax
Grand Total
Per Unit

Assumptions:
1. 1300 sq. ft. homes, 6000 ft. lots, 7du/na
2. 75% 3 Bedroom, 25% 4 Bedroom, attached 2-Car garages
3. $100,000 acre land value
Notes:
1. Base fee, staff fee @ $95hourly as needed may be added.
2. Fee varies from $1.72 to $ 4.15, contingent upon which of seven school districts serve
the project.
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Table 6-6
1998 Government Fees Collected
For a Multi-family Development
Total for Development
(Dollar amount)

Fee Type
Planning Fees
Negative Declaration
R-Review
Design Review

1,400
3,0001
1,1002
$5,500 .

Engineering
Tree Planting3
Street Name Signs4
Water Development5
Sewer Development6
Quimby fees
Engineering'
Water Tap & Meter Fee

0
0
46,669
75,200
88,000
1,000
4.125
$214,994

Plan Check
Building Permit
Major Street Construction Tax
Seismic Motion Instrumentation
Business License
School Impact'
Residential Construction Tax
Technology
Residential Construction Tax
Water Development Fee
Water Tap and Meter (4" service)

21,809
44,428
46,127
1,315
2,506
161,000
28,250
3,231
0
0
0
$308,666

Grand Total
Per Unit

$529,160
$5,292

Building

Assumptions
5.0 acre site
1.
Units average 875 GSF
2.
Unit mix 50%, 1 bedroom, 50%, 2 bedroom
3.
Five twenty unit buildings, One-hundred units total.
4.
Building Valuation $ 6,265,875. Land Value $100,000/acre
5.
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Notes
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

Site is zoned to allow Multi-family development. "R" Review addresses onsite planning issues.
Base fee, staff fee @ $95 hourly as needed may be added for projects in
PUD's or Design Review areas (not paid if project located in R Review Area).
re: on-site
Tree planting is addressed under general landscaping
development criteria.
Ibid.
Assumes the street frontage improvements are in place. Service provided
via 4" infrastructure.
Total reflects capital investment equalization fee @ $752 per unit.
Fee varies from $1.72 to $4.15, contingent upon which of seven school
districts serve the project.
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Table 6-7
SELECTED RESIDENTIAL PLANNING APPLICATION FEE COMPARISON 1998
County of Sacramento
City of Sacramento
Review & Entitlement Processing Fees Planning & Hearing Fees

Entitlement
General Plan Amendment
Additional Fees:
Res to Comm. Ind.
Ag. to Urban
200-500 ac.
500 + ac.

8500

$8932

-

1478
3644
2021
6933

.

Community Plan Amendment
Rezone
Variance (P.D/ZA)
Variance (P.C./BS)
Variance (Fence ZA),

7,000
8,000 (+10/parcel)
500-1600
1,600
-

6961
7094
2742-3455
0
0

Development Plan Review
Early Preliminary Review
/Dev Plan Review
PC,CC/BS " R" Review

1,600
2,400

2148
2148

Special Permits
PD/ZA
CPC/Project
Condominium Conversion
Time Extension CC

1,600
3,300
7,800
2,000

2704
4288
5600
3112

Tentative Map CPC/CC-PC/BS

5,000

7612

Appeal to Legislative Body
Post Subdivision Modification/
Subdivision Resubmission
Lot/Boundary Line Adjustment
Cert. of Nonconforming Use
Development Agreement
Dev..Agreement Annual Review

$250-1000

$2418

2,000($10/parcel)
500
259
7,700+ Direct Cost
N/A

3146
747
347
6591
441

Notes: 1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

City entitlement designations are listed first.
City fees do not include miscellaneous related environmental or Public Works fees.
County fees do not include miscellaneous related environmental, Public Works, or Regional
Transportation fees.
The following land use designation abbreviations are used:
Ind.-Industrial
Ag.-Agricultural
Res.-Residential Comm.-Commercial
The following abbreviations refer to the appropriate hearing bodies:
Z.A. - County Zoning Administrator
P.D. - City Planning Director
P.C. - City Planning Commission C.C. - City Council

B.S. - County Board of Supervisors
6.

Where specific entitlements are not available, the most similar entitlements and processes are
compared.

HE-5//GOVT
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Table 6-9
Comparison of Single Family Development Fees
City of Sacramento and Outlying Jurisdictions.

SingleFamily

Roseville:
North
Roseville

City of.Sac.:
North
Natomas
Q2B3

$8,061
$5,588
$3,474
$7,476

$8,061
$2,742
$8,226
$9,141

$8,061
$7,942
$8,226
$2,875

$10,153 $13,047 $15,109 $15,817
$3,423
$0
$0 $2,292
$7,152 $6,066 $10,355 $10,564
$10,751 $9,826 $11,155 $12,442

$17,020
$0
$8,844
$4,776

$24,599

$28,171

$27,105

$28,057 $31,231 $40,043 $38,823

$30,640

Table 6-5
Comparison of Multiple Family Development Fees
City of Sacramento and Outlying Jurisdictions
City of Sac.:
Folsom: Laguna Roseville Rocklin:
City of
City of
Generic with Sac.: North Sac.: North Broadston West
: North Stanford
Central Ranch
No Fin.
Natomas
Natomas
e Unit 2
District
Q1135
Q4B8
Multi-Family

City/County Fees
Plan Area Fees
School Mitigation
Infrastructure
Bond Debt
Total

Rocklin: Stanford
Ranch

City of Sac.:
North
Natomas
Q2B1

City/County Fees
Plan Area Fees
School Mitigation
Infrastructure
Bond Debt
Total

Laguna
West

Folsom: Roseville:
Broadsto
North
Central
ne Unit 2 .
%

City of Sac.:
Willowcreek,

$5,513.00
$0.00
$1,641.00
$0.00

$5,646
$1,328
$3,885
$3,482

$5,646
$2,786
$3,885
$737

$7,154.00

$14,340

$13,053
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$9,607
$576
$3,239
$2,047

$5,801 $10,816
$0
$0
$2,149
$3,539
$2,284
$2,433

$9,468
$0
$4,468
$2,207

$15,468 $11,624 $15,397 $16,143

Figure 6-1
Comparison of Single Family Fees

$45,000

$40,000

$35,000

$30,000
E] City/ Courity Fees

$25,000

Plan Area Fees
M School Mitigation

plnfrastructure Bond Debt

$20,000

oTotal
$15,000

$10,000

$5,000

$0
City ofSac.:
Willowcreek

City ofSac.:
North
Natomas
Q2B1

City ofSac.:
North
Natomas
Q2B3
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Roseville:
North
Roseville

Rocklin:
Stan ford
Ranch

Figure 6-2
Comparison of Multiple Family Fees
$18,000

$16,000

$14,000

$12,000
^C'ityiC'oni^t} Fees

^

Plan Area Fets

$10,000

F-1 School %,l it i^tion

In frastRiCt Lire Bond Debt
$8,000

OTotal

$6,000

$4,000
$2,000
$o
City of Sac.:

City of Sac.:

Generic with No North Natornas
Fin. District

Q 1 B5
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Roseville: North
Central •

Rocklin:
Stanford Ranch

7. ENERGY CONSERVATION OPPORTUNITIES
FOR HOUSING MAINTENANCE AND AFFORDABILITY

7.1

INTRODUCTION

The relationship between energy conservation programs and affordable housing programs, which
are not often linked, merits strengthening. In addition to being environmentally responsible and
economically efficient, energy efficient building design and other energy conservation measures
often result in lower monthly housing costs for residents (at no additional cost to the builder) and
contribute towards overall housing affordability. Furthermore, design, lot orientation and site
planning could help conserve energy.
The following guidelines representsound:principlesfordesigning and constructing housing
that is energy efficient and.affordable:
1. Make the living units energy efficient by first lowering.the requirement for heating
and cooling. T:his : includes.-good site -orientation; good -solar, design, efficient
framing, weatherstripping, insulation, shading and-high quality windows.
2. Downsize the heating and cooling systems :and make them more efficient.
Increase the SEER of the A/C:units and ensure the ductwork is tight.
3. Install energy efficient lighting. This includes the kitchen area, bathroom vanity,
hallways, bedrooms, living-rooms and porch lights. Use fluorescent torchieres in
rooms without ceiling fixtures.
4. Use energy efficient appliances. Install a super efficient, Energy. Star refrigerator.
Install a microwave oven. Install a water heater with an energy factor of .60 or more.
5. Look for energy efficiency in common. areas. Energy efficient lighting (indoor and
outdoor), washers, dryers and pool equipment design.
6. Install heat island mitigation measures like white roofs, strategic shade trees,
shaded pavement and grass pavement applications.
7. Include renewable measures like PV roofs and ground :source heat pumps.
Improve recycling opportunities for construction material, refuse-and wastewater.
Specify recycled, and sustainable building materials.
The City of Sacramento implements several programs and regulations that reduce energy costs
and reinforce the affordability of housing.
7.2

ENERGY GONSERVATION EFFICIENCY PROGRAMS

The Sacramento Municipal Utility District provides technical assistance and financial for design and
construction of new housing and remodeling of existing facilities. For new construction, SMUD
offers design and technical assistance for incorporating efficiency features in projects. Incentives
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may be available for upgrading air conditioning, lighting, and appliances to more efficient systems.
Free shade trees may be available. SMUD also programs to incorporate advanced systems like
photovoltaic roof panels and ground source heat pumps into new projects. Design assistance is
also available for retrofit projects. SMUD also offers programs to lower the utility bills for occupants
of low-income housing.

High Efficieney Heat

*
*

Whole House Fan

Shade Ser.

Buy back Of PFe 1980 409t fFee FefFigeffltff

V GO

FlUffeseent Lighting
I...ieFiff Ci.,F^
$20ifiITCfe
3TVTfi7CCQTC

ba l l ast
Exterior fiXttFf
•

$1 G/fHftttf6

....1 T:ll.. 24 ..t.....d..r..1..
Must ._

Source: SMUD.

as Fnueh as $50 in fnenthly savings could be expected undeF eeFtsin eiMUffistaigees.
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7.3

POLICIES PROMOTING ENERGY GONGERVATIGN EFFICIENCY

Several current residential development regulations and policies promote energy conservation and
efficiency of use. For instance, the City has actively encouraged the development of vacant sites
throughout Sacramento. Infill development takes advantage of existing infrastructure.
Programs and policies supporting residential energy consewation efficiency are:
(1)

Infill Program
The City offers incentives to develop vacant parcels within older neighborhoods, thereby
taking advantage of existing infrastructure and other services.

(2)

SHRA Rehabilitation Programs
As part of SHRA's housing rehabilitation loan program, weatherization and certain energy
efficient improvements can be financed. Sim.ilarto SMUD/PG&E conservation programs,
this program helps reduce operating costs of existing housing and can help reduce ongoing costs of affordable housing.

(3)

Tree Planting Program
SHRA has implemented a tree planting program in consultation with the Sacramento Tree
Foundation and SMUD as a form of energy assistance, to provide shade and to help with
neighborhood revitalization.

(4)

Subdivision Ordinance Regulations
Lot orientation regulations in the ordinance promote natural solar power and energy
conservation.

(5)

Multi-Family Parking Lot Tree Shading Ordinance

(6)

Residential Water-Metering Requirement
Water meters are required to be installed in all new residential construction.

(7)

Implementation of Title 24

(8)

Transit Oriented Development. Programs which encourage new residential development
(including density increases) along transit lines are included in the programs.

(9)

Promote Energy Conservation in New Development. The City will strive to improve energy
conservation in new and existing housing by working with SMUD, PG&E and other agencies
whenever it is practical and advantageous to do so.
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8. PRESERVATION OF ASSISTED UNITS

8.1

INTRODUCTION

The City of Sacramento contains over 2,700 affordable apartment units with federal government
assistance that is expiring. These multifamily complexes have "project-based assistance,"
meaning that the subsidy is attached to the complex; in consideration of the government
assistance, the owner makes rent-restricted units available to very low- and low-income
households. When the term of regulatory agreements governing the units' affordability expires,
the owners are free to renew or discontinue the contracts that provided rent subsidies and/or'
below market interest rates. They are also free to prepay their mortgages, sell the
developments, and charge market rents.
To avoid the immediate loss of affordable housing, Congress replaced project-based assistance
with tenant-based vouchers (now merged with Section 8 certificates) so that tenants would
receive the same subsidy - payment of 30 percent of their income for rent with the government
contributing the difference between the tenant's payment and a fair market rent. Owners could
continue to rent to the same tenants, now with Sec. 8 certificates, or could refuse to participate in
the Section 8 program. In the latter case, the tenants would be displaced and would have to- look
for housing elsewhere where the owner would agree to participate in the Section 8 program.
The terms describing this situation -'the right of the owners to terminate government assistance are "opt-outs," "prepayments," and "expiring use projects." Prior to 1996, Congress established a
process through the Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) where owners could
prepay if they negotiated a sale through priority or qualified purchasers, generally nonprofit
housing corporations. During the time that the Low Income Housing Preservation Program and
Resident Homeownership Act (LIHPRHA) was in effect, the Sacramento Housing and
Redevelopment Agency established a Preservation Grant and Loan Program which funded
technical assistance and education programs, predevelopment loans, and equity contributions to
help nonprofits obtain the housing subject to the termination of federal government assistance.
Five apartment complexes in the County were sold to nonprofit corporations during this time,
preserving the units' affordability. Many more projects, including four in the City, were not sold
to qualified nonprofit purchasers because of HUD's difficulties in processing the complicated
transactions prior to Congress' ending the program.
The 1996 change in the federal government's treatment of the prepayment and expiring use
housing problem vastly altered the ability of local government to maintain the complexes as
assisted housing. Attention is now directed toward ensuring that a sufficient number of
apartment owners participate in the Section 8 program so that displaced tenants find suitable
alternatives where their new Section 8 certificates can be used. In addition, Congress' renewal
of the new tenant-based certificates is critical for maintaining the same number of affordable
units in the private market.
In 1997, Congress adopted the Multifamily Assisted Housing Reform and Affordability Act
(MAHRAA), which released owners from any obligation to accept Section . 8 contract
renewals. To provide incentives to stay in the program, it authorized funding forthose
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projects with Section 8 rents significantly above the market to renew their contracts at.
lower rents, restructure the remaining debt to prevent foreclosures, and allow for
necessary operational costs and reserves. Called "Mark-to-Market," this new program
only affected five Sacramento projects, all of which were senior housing. Because of tax
complications and different considerations given to senior housing, the senior
developments have renewed their Section 8 contracts without restructuring.
For fiscal year 2000, Congress offered incentives for owners of projects with Section 8
rents below comparable market rents to renew their contracts. Called "Mark-up-toMarket," the new incentives have just become operational (January 2000) and have
attracted owners' attention in Sacramento. In the unincorporated County of Sacramento,
at least two owners who had issued their Notice of Intent to Sell are considering reversing
that action to take advantage of the new incentives.
8.2

INVENTORY OF UNITS AT RISK OF LOSING THEIR AFFORDABILITY

Project-Based Section 8 and Federal Housing Administration Insured Loans
Three different: groups of multifamily housing developments-are pertinent to this
discussion
: 1) developments with project-based
Section 8 contracts that are expiring; 2) projects insured by FHA; and 3). tax-exempt
mortgage revenue bonds. The first two are closely related. Bond projects, on the other
hand, while they do. not have the same HUD requirements, are related to the opt-out and
prepayment issues through some of the same tools to preserve affordability.
For projects with Section 8 contracts that are expiring, federal law allows the owners to optout (not renew) the contracts,.or they may renew generally one year at a time. Notice of the
owner's intent to let the Section 8 contract expire must be given at least one year in advance to
the tenants, HUD, and the State Department of Housing and Community Development. HUD
notifies SHRA, which begins the process of holding tenant meetings to explain the replacement
Section 8 vouchers, determining eligibility, and issuing the vouchers. Table 8-2 lists the projects
with expiring Section 8 contracts.

RdR~RI laHslige n.l`r911919t`^

As stated previously, multifamily property owners with Section 8 contracts have a variety of
FHA-insured loans. These include: Section 202 - Elderly and Disabled Housing with Section 8
assistance; Section 213 - Cooperative housing; Section 221(d)(3) - Low/Moderate Income
Housing with limited distributions and below-market interest rates; Section 221(d)(4) - Moderate
Income Housing (usually for-profit owners); Section 223 - various refinancing programs; Section
231 - Elderly Housing; and Section 236 - Interest Reduction Program.
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One City of Sacramento project with an FHA-insured loan without a Section 8 contract has
prepaid: College Gardens 11. College Gardens prepaid its mortgage in 1992, and eligible
tenants received preservation vouchers (Table 8-3). In 1999, the new owner sold the
complex to a nonprofit housing corporation that-received 501©(3) bonds, which restricts
at least 20 percent of the units to households below.50.percent of area median income. A
second FHA-insured project without Section 8 - Cosumnes.River Apartments - extended
its regulatory agreement ten years, to 2014. (The 1989 Housing-Element incorrectly
identified three C Street properties as FHA-assisted only; the owners had Section 8
contracts and renewed them (Table 8-12.
The vast majority of FHA=insured multifamily projects have Section 8 contracts. As Table
8.2 demonstrates, the most prevalent programs that provided low-interest financing or
mortgage insurance are the Section 236 and Section 221(d)(3) Below-Market Interest Rate
(BMIR) programs, resulting in loans ranging from 1 percent to 3 percent interest. Tenants
in these projects benefited from the interest rate subsidies that provided lower rents,
based on the owner's operations"costs and debt service. In many instances, HUD added
Section 8 subsidies to provide deeper subsidies and increase the project's income to
remedy operating shortfalls. A few Sec. 236 and 221(d)(3) projects in Sacramento received
"Flexible Subsidy" funds for rehabilitation; restrictions on prepayment were more
significant in these cases, although possible if the new owner continued.deep
affordability restrictions after the mortgage prepayment, as was the case of Kennedy
Estates, Which is described below..
HUD also provided project-based Section 8 assistance to many private owners through
the FHA Section 221(d)(4) mortgage insurance program, which unlike the insurance
programs mentioned above, did not carry below market interest rates. The balance of
project-based Section 8 assistance was provided through state housing finance agencies.
An owner's decision to prepay an FHA-insured mortgage is independent of his decision to
terminate the Section 8 contract, and HUD treats them as separate issues. However, most
of owners' decisions are made: together - to prepay the mortgage.and opt out of the
Section 8 contract. The owner may also decide to continue renting to Section 8 tenants,
or may refuse to..participate in the Section 8 program.
Risk Assessment Analysis
In order to forecast which assisted housing developments are the most likely to
discontinue their affordability agreements, it is helpful to review recent conversion
activity. (There were no ELIHPA or LIHPRHA preservation projects in the City.)
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American River Village (HUD foreclosure) originally contained 25 Section 8-assisted units
in the 124-unit project, although at the time of sale many units were vacant and some were
not habitable. A nonprofit housing development corporation, the Sacramento Mutual
Housing Association, purchased the property, substantially rehabilitated it, and preserved
its affordability for 55 years through the Low Income.Housing Tax Credit program and
SHRA loans. The total development cost was $9.2 million, with $980,000 in SHRA
assistance. The development accepts Section 8.tenants.
Ping Yuen Center, owned by the City Housing Authority but not part of the conventionalpublic housing program, had also been purchased out of a HUD foreclosure. Its Sec. 236
loan had been combined with Section .8 on all 72 units. Because of building structural
flaws, the tenants were relocated and allocated Section ,8 vouchers, and the buildings will
be demolished. Replacement units have been provided through public housing
production in the City.
Sun Garden was a 150-unit Section 8-assisted, Section:236 insured development. A forprofit developer with a nonprofit: managing general partner rehabilitated the units,
discontinued Section 8 project=based subsidies, but accepted the tenant-based vouchers
issued to the tenants. The project was financed with tax-exempt mortgage revenue bonds
and 4 percent Low Income Housing Tax Credits. The affordability period is 30 years.
Discovery Park I, lI, and III prepaid.Sec. 221(d)(4) mortgages; .1.36:Section:8 units had been
distributed among the property's 566 units. (Discovery Park IV has stayed in the program
with 36 Section 8-assisted units out of 128). Although the owner had proceeded with a
tax-exempt bond inducement, bond financing was not completed.. Section 8 is. no longer
accepted in phases l, II, and Ill.
Washington Park I and II is comprised of 103 units, all Section 8-assisted and Sec. 236insured. Both mortgage prepayment and nonrenewal of the Section 8.contract'have taken
place, although the tenants are staying in place with their Section 8 vouchers.
Ralph Kennedy Estates had also been purchased bythe City Housing Authority out of a
HUD foreclosure in 1978 and subsequently received a Flexible Subsidy grant for
rehabilitation. Its loan was:a Section 236. In 1996, the project-was sold to Rural California
Housing Corporation, _a nonprofit housing corporation with the condition that it perform
substantial rehabilitation on.the failing building systems. The. project is maintaining very
low rents for 55 years as a result of financing through the Low Income Housing Tax Credit
program and SHRA assistance. The total development cost was $616 million, with $1.25 million in SHRAassistance. The development accepts Section 8 tenants.
More "conventional" opt outs and prepayments have occurred with 1708'V Street and
Piedmont Arms. Their mortgages were insured under Section:221(d)(4) and Section 236,
respectively. Piedmont's rents were 46 percent of the Fair Market Rent, the others at 70
percent FMR. (Using 1998 HUD data, FMRs for 1- and 2-bedroom units were $481 and
$595; market rents were $499 and $574.) These transactions were between for-profit
entities. In January 2000, Whispering Pines (AKA MeadowviewRiviera), a 96-unit, 100
percent Section 8/236, signed a purchase agreement with a nonprofit entity. Long term
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funding was being sought through SHRA, the State Department of Housing and
Community Development, and Low Income Housing Tax Credits to preserve affordability
for 55 years. The current rents are 86 percent of the FMR.
This recent conversion experience gives some indication of predictors, if the initial HUDforeclosed properties are not considered. The balance of the projects ( Discovery Park,
Washington Square, 1701 V, and Piedmont Arms) had contract rents below FMRs
(market), they were owned by for-profit firms, and their Section 8 contract terms were
expiring in less than 5 years. All but Piedmont were located in downtown Sacramento,
where rents are accelerating and vacancies low.
Given these factors, projects at high risk of conversion are projected to be:
•
•
•
•
•

Contract rent.below 100 percent of FMR
For-profit owners
Section 8 contract expiring in less than 5 years
Location in high demand area (downtown Sacramento,:'South_Natomas;
Greenhaven, East Sacramento)
It is assumed that these developments would have more to gain from market
appreciation on unregulated units than.theywould under HUD's new Mark-up-toMarket incentives to-remain with the Section 8 program and.receive'true market_or
above-market rents.

Low risk developments would be characterized by:
•
•
•
•

Contract rents above 120 percentFMR
Section 8 contracts expiring in more than 5 years
Nonprofit ownership, coupled with senior housing
It is assumed that there would be difficulty to obtain above-market rents without
Section 8 and :subsidized debt on these 20+: year old properties;.developments with
nonprofit owners. could be challenged as to their mission and-disposition of
proceeds; and displacing low-,and very low senior citizens, even with Section'8
vouchers,. would be highly unpopular.

Developments at moderate risk:of prepayment and. Section 8.termination would by
definition fall between these two.assessments,.and are the most difficultto predict.
Congress' increasing -the incentives to renew Section 8 contracts may have a powerful
effect on the decisions of this "moderate risk" group .of owners, as would the extended
economic recovery1hat has produced rent increases in many,Sacramento neighborhoods.
With these disclaimers, the moderate risk developments maybe characterized by:
•
•
•
•

Contract rents under 120 percent FMR
For profit owners
Section 8 contracts expiring in less than 5 years
Location outside of existing high demand areas (where trends toward higher rents
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•

and lower vacancies have already taken place)
Condition of property

Table 8-2 lists the HUD inventory of potential expiring use projects with high and low risk
projects identified. (The Fair Market Rent figures provided by HUD are based on 2000
FMR's out levels.) In December 1999 the California Housing Partnership, a statewide
organization concentrating on opt out and prepayment issues, published a risk
assessment of HUD-assisted housing, "Preserving California's Housing Stock: A Risk
Assessment of the Potential Loss of HUD-Assisted Multifamily Housing in California,"
which was an important source of information on which the Sacramento risk assessment
was based. The California Housing Partnership listed high risk projects in Sacramento as
17th and V Street Apartments, Broadway Garden Duplexes,.Grand Avenue Villa,
Meadowview Riviera, Sherwood Court, Townhouse Villas, and Washington Square. (The
first and last of these projects had already opted out in private transactions, and
Meadowview Riviera is being sold to.a. nonprofit housing corporation for continued
affordability.)
Tax-Exempt Mortgage Revenue Bonds
Tax-exempt mortgage revenue bonds for multifamily housing were a popular vehicle for
financing mixed-income and affordable housing developments in the 1980s. Their regulatory
extended for 10 or
agreements
15 years, fewer years than the longest bond maturity. Issued by the housing authority, the bonds
the interest on the bonds is not subject
to federal or state taxation; the consequent. below market cost of funds creates belowmarket interest rate mortgages. In consideration of that subsidy, a minimum of 20 percent of
the units are set aside for rental to households at 50 percent of the median income. (IRS allows
either the 20 percent set aside or 40 percent of the units to be rented to and occupied by persons
..earning 60 percent of the area median income, but Sacramento has chosen the deeper
affordability choice.)
(In the mid-1990s, developers began using mortgage revenue bonds with the four percent Low.
Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC) program, generally restricting 100 percent of their units to 50
and 60 percent of area median income. These combined financing tools were used to purchase
HUD opt out projects, rehabilitating the projects and maintaining their affordability through other
subsidies than project-based Section 8. Tenants in these opt-out projects were given Section 8
certificates which they could
continue to use at the site or elsewhere. Sun Garden and Kennedy Estates are examples of the
use of this financing for Section 8 expiring use projects.)
As shown in Table 8-4, eight of the thirteen mortgage revenue bond projects in the City of
Sacramento have had expiring regulatory agreements and were refunded to preserve
affordability. Four obtained technical amendments, generally to substitute and
strengthen credit enhancement. In all bond refundings, the Agency requires rehabilitation
that affects the health and safety of tenants, deepens the affordability requirements to
reach very low-income tenants, and/or requires that rents be restricted in addition to
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household income. In addition, the Agency requires that the regulatory agreement stay in
place as long as the bonds are outstanding.
Changes in the procedures of the California Debt Limit Allocation Committee (CDLAC)
have also assisted in extending the affordability of the projects. In the competitive
allocation system, projects with 30-year to 55-year regulatory agreements now receive
higher priority.
As Table 8-4 indicates, regulatory agreements on four Sacramento City bond projects
expire before 2002. The Agency aggressively encourages bond refundings and offers
local financing to meet rehabilitation needs. It also encourages the use of new mortgage
revenue bonds with or without the four percent Low Income Housing Tax Credit program.
COST ANALYSIS

8.3
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State law requires that a cost analysis be shown comparing the cost of replacing opt out
and prepayment units with the cost of replacing the lost subsidy. If all assisted housing
developments would opt out of their affordability requirements, an estimated physical
cost of replacement housing would be $196 million (2,793 units @ 700 square feet average
@ $100/square foot construction cost). The cost of the lost subsidy could roughly be
estimated by assuming that if Section 8 assistance contributes an average of $200/month
per household toward rent, then the direct cost of the lost subsidy is'$6,703,200 annually.
The substitution of Section 8 tenant=based vouchers for project-based assistance reduces
the cost of the lost subsidy, but the two Section 8 programs are difficult to compare
because of vouchers' dependence on annual Congressional appropriations.
Experience with opt out projects to. date shows the complexity of a true cost analysis..
Table 8-3 lists the projects that have prepaid their mortgages and/or did not renew their
Section 8 contracts. Tenants in these developments are offered Section 8 assistance.
SHRA staff found in prepayment (not Section 8-assisted) projects in the City and County,
the comparatively low number of tenants accepting Section 8 assistance was due
primarily to 1) their being over-income; or 2) the Section 8 assistance being too small , in
the judgment of the tenant, to be worth the program's requirements. In these complexes
prior to the owner's prepayment, if the tenants did not choose to recertify their incomes
annually, they could forgo the reduced rent (established by the below-market rate loan)
and pay market rent, which was generally below the fair market rent. In projects with
Section 8 contracts that have terminated, the use of tenant-based Section 8 certificates is
more frequent. Tenants have been less likely to be over-income; some have not qualified
because of the type of their criminal background history.
8.4

RESOURCES FOR PRESERVATION

SHRA's preservation program consists of the following six elements:
•

Notification of-owners of their notification and priority: purchase requirements under
state and federal law

•

Grants to non-profit corporations to educate and inform tenants and redevelopment
advances to investigate the feasibility of acquiring projects

•

Priority in loan funding

•

Participation in HUD's Interest Tate Reduction assumption program and Section 8
administration for opt-out projects
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•. Use of companion federal and state programs for preservation
•

Issuance of tax-exempt mortgage revenue bonds
Communication with owners is an important part of the opt-out process.
SHRA notifies owners of their notification requirements under state and federal law,
presents and encourages use of SHRA resources for preservation, and provides
information on the process for awarding Section 8 enhanced vouchers to eligible
tenants.

allowing owners of expiring use and HUD-insured
Prior to Congress'
projects to prepay, SHRA funded nonprofit housing corporations to conduct tenant education
programs, investigate feasibility of purchasing projects under HUD's preservation programs, pay
for predevelopment expenses, and provide gap financing. With the end of HUD's programs
directing the sale of preservation projects, SHRA continued to award grants to nonprofit
corporations to provide assistance to tenants as they changed from different forms of subsidized
housing to Section 8 portable certificates. The Human Rights/Fair Housing Commission of
Sacramento carries out these education activities under contract to SHRA. SHRA also awards
Operating Assistance Grants for Nonprofit Housing Development corporations to investigate the
early feasibility of acquiring troubled properties, as well as other purposes. Such grants may be
used to investigate the acquisition of opt out projects.
The leading local nonprofit housing corporations with'the experience and ability to
acquire and manage opt-out projects':are as follows:
Associacion Campesina Lazarus Cardenas
Communities Housing 'Opportunities Corporation
Eskaton
Mercy Charities Housing California/Rural California Housing Corporation (recently
merged)
Nehemiah Progressive Housing Corporation
Sacramento Mutual Housing Association
Sacramento Valley Organizing Community
Volunteers of America.
With regard to flexible loan programs, SHRA assumes the regulatory responsibility of
HUD's below market interest rate loans (IRP) and Section 8 contract administration to
facilitate the purchase of opt-out projects by nonprofit corporations. The agency accepts
applications for gap financing-bimonthly for HOME Investment Partnership Program
funding, local Housing Trust Funds, and tax increment funds. Priority is given to the
-acquisition and rehabilitation of housing, which includes all preservation projects. Any
nonprofit or for-profit developer is encouraged to submit applications.
Federal Home Investment Partnership Funds (HOME), of which the City receives $2.8
million to $3 million annually, are the most useful for preservation projects and priority in
their use has been designated for acquisition and rehabilitation projects. City Housing
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Trust Funds, which depending on the economic climate generate from $500,000 to
$1million in revenue annually, require "net new units," and are therefore not applicable for
most opt-out projects, which are occupied housing. Redevelopment area tax increment
housing setaside funds are targeted to the redevelopment area that generated them, and
are used to increase and improve the housing that serves the redevelopment area.
Funding the purchase of opt-out projects is an eligible use of these housing funds, and
they have been used for such purchases. The total amount of housing setaside funds
varies by redevelopment area; estimates are listed in Chapter 9.
Tax-exempt mortgage revenue bonds with and without Low Income Housing Tax Credits have
been the primary means by which opt out projects have been acquired, rehabilitated, and
preserved as affordable housing in the County of Sacramento. In the City, Sun Garden has
completed the mortgage revenue bond/tax credit process.
As described above, two Section 8 expiring use projects - Kennedy Estates and American
River Village - were preserved as affordable housing through a combination of SHRA funding
(deferred payment loans) and Low Income Housing Tax Credits.
SHRA will participate with the California Housing Finance Agency in the new HUD financial
restructuring programs adopted by Congress for project-based Section 8 developments that

as well as with the State Department of Housing and Community
Development in the incentive financing it.provides for the preservation of affordable
housing. SHRA is also considering acquisition of expiring use projects for its own
account in the event that localnonprofit corporations do not actively pursue these
developments.
8.5

QUANTIFIED OBJECTIVES

The goal of the City's preservation policy is to maintain an adequate supply of affordable
housing. This goal pertains not only to the existing inventory of regulated units subject to
expiring use, but also to the number of apartments in the private sector that accept Section 8
certificate holders. As indicated
, Given an open sales process and the availability
of bridge loan financing, a number of successful financing methods, generally in
combination, to can achieve long-term affordability: a"6e2f8 Ee
.
ects with tax-exempt bond financing and equity raised through the four percent Low
Income Housing Tax Credit program, the use of nine percent tax credits, local subsidies in
the form of deferred payment low-interest loans, and use of State resources from the
California Housing Finance Agency and the Department of Housing and Community
Development. In addition, HUD's mark-to-market and mark-up-to-market programs, when
operational, should increase
incentives
for existing owners to continue operating their developments as affordable housing.
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Given the past two years' rate of conversions and acceptance of Section 8 on site, it is
reasonable to assume that annually at least 100 units will continue to be Fegulated opt to stay in
the subsidy program and 100 units will be sold to owners who will maintain the affordable
rents through a variety of subsidy programs mentioned.above (Table 8-1). Of the
estimated 200 units whose owners decide not to renew their Section 8 contracts, while 95
85 percent of the residents will receive Section 8 certificates or vouchers, the great majority of
them, estimated at 75 percent, being used on site.
Table 8-1: Quantified Objectives for Expiring Use or Prepayment Projects:
Extend contract:

100 units per year

Sell but remain affordable

100 units per year (potential nonprofit purchase)

1999-2002

200 units per,year,85 % tenants assisted
Convert to market rate.
Preserve bond units over a 3 yearperiod 100 units
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Table 8-2
SECTION 8 PROJECTS WITH EXPIRING CONTRACTS
CITY OF SACRAMENTO
Name

Address

Location

El(de)rly

Units

Section 8

95814
95814
95814
95814
95820
95820
95814
95814
95826
95820

16
16
16
24
4
120
20
20
100
74

16
16
16
24
4
119
20
20
100
73

0
0
0
0
0
119
0
0
100
0

Zip

2301 C Street
2410 C Street
2517 C Street .
1215 D Street (H) (2)
Broadway Gardens Duplex
Broadway Seniors Center
Carnelot South (H)
Camelot North (H)
Casa De Angelo
Cascade Apartments

2301 C Street
2410 C Street
2517,C Street
1215 D Street
3112 53rd Street
5200 Broadway
1220-1222 E Street
1221 E Street
3151 Notre Dame Drive
7600 Fruitridge Road

College Gardens (H)

7745-7761 College Town Drive

Sacramento

95826

100

39

0

Countrywood Village
Countrywood Village East
Cosumnes Apartments
Diakonia
Discovery Park Apts. IV (H)
Florin Gardens Apts
Florin Gardens COOP
Florin Gardens East II
Florin Meadows I
Florin Meadows II
Forrest Palms Senior Center (L)
Gloria Drive
Grand Avenue Villa
Greenfair Towers I
Greenridge
Hellenic Seniors Center (L)
Larchmont Valley HI
Morey Terrace

5500 Mack Road
5700 Mack Road
8180 Center Parkway
5581 Mendocino Blvd.
2025 W. El Carnino Avenue
6951 24th Street
2471 57th Avenue
2536 Wah Avenue
7301 29th Street
7301 29th Street
1825 El Monte Avenue
7201 Gloria Drive
3740 May Street
701 Fairgrounds Drive
5125 47th Avenue Apt.
7847-1 Rush River Drive
5280 Meadow Park Way
370-374 Morrison Avenue

Sacramento
Sacramento
Sacramento
Sacramento
Sacramento
Sacramento
Sacramento
Sacramento
Sacramento
Sacramento
Sacramento
Sacramento
Sacramento
Sacramento
Sacramento
Sacramento
Sacramento
Sacramento

95823
95823
95828
95820
95833
95822
95822
95822
95822
95822
95815
95831
95838
95817
95824
95831
95823
95838

124
168
84
48
128
72
112
52
120
124
40
32
18
194
88
69
10
44

27
34
0
48
39
55
83
52
120
124
39
32
18
194
18
69
10
44

0
0
0
48
0
0
0
0
0
0
39
0
0
194
0
69
0
0

1929

1429

569

Sacramento
Sacramento
Sacramento
Sacramento
. Sacramento
Sacramento
Sacramento
Sacramento
Sacramento
Sacramento

Su^tota4'
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Funding
236 (J)
236 (J)
236 (J)
236 (J)

Exp. Date % FMR

221 (D) (4)
221 (D) (4)

6/4/02
6/4/02
6/4/02
5/31/95
10/20/01
3/31/00
4/30/96
4/30/96
9/30/99
3/8/01

221

9/30/96

0.7

8/31/98
4/15/04
2014
11/1/03
8/31/98
9/30/97
8/31/96
10/31/96
5/31/98
5/31/98
3/6/00
11/18/01
6/30/99
5/96-6/98
4/30/01
6/21/01
6/20/09
9/30/96

1.11
1.14

221 (D) (4)
236 (J)

202 Direct
221 (D) (3)
236 (J)
236 (J)
221 (D) (3)
221 (D) (3)
221 (D) (4)
221 (D) (4)
221 (D) (3)
236 (J)
221 (D) (4)
202 Direct

1.05
1.08
1.08
0.59
0.81
1.09
0.95
0.95
1.070
1.13

1.22
.99 1.11
0.76
0,64
0.75
0.82
0.82
1.21
1.19
0.77
0.85
1.1
1.22
0.89
0.97

Table 8-2
SECTION 8 PROJECTS WITH EXPIRING CONTRACTS
CITY OF SACRAMENTO
Continued
Name

Address

National Church Residences (L)
Normandy Arms (H)
Oak Park
Park Place
Parkview
Pioneer Towers II
Ridgewood

Location

Zip

Units

Section 8

Elderly(1)

Funding

Exp. Date % FMR
11/7/05
7/31/96
5/24/19
9/30/97
8/27/20
2/8/98
6/17/20

1.55
0.95
0.93
1.14
1.15
1.18
1.21

10/31/07

1.21

2624 511 Traction Avenue
1327 E Street
4033 Broadway
1230 N Street
7252 Munson Way
515 P Street
5412 47th Avenue

Sacramento
Sacramento
Sacramento
Sacramento
Sacramento
Sacramento
Sacramento

95815
95814
95817
95814
95823
95814
95824

40
20
24
156
97
198
41

40.
20
24
143
97
100
41

0
0
0
156
0
198
0

202 Direct
236 (J)

River City Residences

1806 1816 O Street

Sacramento

95814

15

15

0

202 Direct

Sac Pha 8 Scattered Lots
Sherwood Court (H)
Shiloh Arms
Sky Parkway Terrace (L)
Southcrest Apartments
St. Francis Manor
Townhouse Villas
Victoria Apts.
Washington Square III (H)
Whispering Pines AKA
Meadowview
Willow Tree AKA Norwood Arms
Wong Center

7873 Ann Arbor Way
1218 D Street
4009 23rd Avenue
5414 Sky Parkway
7390-A 24th Street
2515 J Street
3730 Modell Way
1307 F Street
901 E Street

Sacramento
Sacramento
Sacramento
Sacramento
Sacramento
Sacramento
Sacramento
Sacramento
Sacramento

95824
95814
95820
95823
95822
95816
95838
95814
95814

8
14
106
59
30
126
100
10
40

8
14
106
59
30
126
100
10
40

0
0
0
0
0
126
0
0
0

7610 Amherst Street

Sacramento

95832

96

96

0

4300 Norwood
331 333 J Street

Sacramento
Sacramento

95838
95814

108
187

108
187

0
187

3512

2817

1236

Total
Notes: (1) Units restricted to elderly
(2) Estimate of risk of prepayment or op-out; high (H) or low (L)

CWU
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231
231

.
236 (J)
236 (J)
221 (D) (4)
221 (D) (4)
202 Direct
221 (D) (4)
221 (D) (4)
236 (J)
236 (J)

8/25/17
0.53
5/31/96
0.71
8/96-6/98 .80 .72
7/27/98 .
1.23
9/30/97
1.11
10/9/98
1.15
11/30/98
0.69
5/31/96
5/31/96
.95 .76
7/31/96

236 (J) 5/96-6/98
236 (J) 5/96-6/98

0.82
.73 .77
.70 .73

Table 8-3
CITY OF SACRAMENTO
PREPAID SECTION 8 PROJECTS
Location

Zip

Type ^

Total
Units

# of Section
8 Units

Residents
leased wlvoucher

Residents
Leased in place

Affordability
Maintained

1708 V Street

Sacramento

95818

PRlO

16

16

15

14

Sec. 8

2223 Northview Drive

Sacramento

95833

LM

124

25

17

8

Tax Credit

College Gardens II (2)

7901 La Riviera Drive

Sacramento

95826

PR

198

0

92

71

Discovery Park (1-3)
Piedmont Arms

2025 W. El Camino Ave.
2556 27th Street

Sacramento
Sacramento

95833
95818

Opt
PR/O

566
14

103
14

64
11

0
11

Ping Yuen Center (3)

915 4th Street

Sacramento

95814

Repl.

72.

54

54 Sec.8lPub. Hsg

0
Vacated

Ralph Kennedy Estates (4)

6531 Elder Creek Road

Sacramento

95824

Flex

100

100

Sun Garden (5)

6248 Lemon Hill Ave.
813/815 E Street

Sacramento
Sacramento

95824
95814

Opt
PR/O

144
103

144

Washington Square 1&11

103

1337

559

Name

Address

17th-V Street Apartments
River Garden Estates (1)
aka American River Village

Total

100 Sec.8lPub.

0

Hsg
86

Vacated
127
77

570

308

131

Nonprofit

Bond
NONE
Sec. 8
Replaced Hsg.
Tax Credit

Tax Credit
Sec. 8

(1) HUD - foreclosed property, sold to nonprofit; Sec. 8 loan management setaside. All units have affordability restrictions for 55 years.
(2) Two conversions: 1) owner prepaid, vouchers given - Many tenants over-income; 2) sold to nonprofit in 501©(3) bond sale; 30-year affordability restrictions
(3) Property vacated for building system failure, units to be replaced. Tenants relocated with Sec. 8 or public housing
(4) Property sold to nonprofit for rehab; tenants relocated with Sec. 8 or public housing; Sec. 8 from Flexible Subsidy. All units have affordability restrictions for 55
years.
(5) Sold and converted to tax credit development; all units have affordability restrictions for 30 years.
*PR = Preservation vouchers issued.
Opt = Property was a "straight" opt out expiring Section 8 contract, no prepayment involved. Residents were issued regular Section 8 vouchers
PR/O = Property opted out of the Section 8 program, and prepaid a HUD insured loan. Residents were given preservation vouchers
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Table 8-4
MULTIFAMILY MORTGAGE REVENUE BOND PROJECTS
CITY OF SACRAMENTO

# Total Units

Restricted
Units

279

56

211

6465 Village Centre Drive

Grouse Run

Name

Address

1

Ashford Park

132 Fountain Oaks Circle

2

California Place

6633 Valley High Drive

3

Creekside

4
5

Refunded
Date

Expiration
Date

12/1/96 & 7121/99

2007

106

Amended Only

2122

296

60

Amended Only

2000

7413 South Land Park
Drive

246

49

6/1/90

2000

Rancho Natomas

751 San Juan Road

337

68

Amended Only

2004

6

River Point 1

2361 Oak Harbor Drive

356

72

1999

2014

7

River Point II

2361 Harbor Drive

356

72

1999

2014

8

River Terrace

2592 Millcreek Road

346

70

12/1/96 & 7121/99

2002

9

Smoke Tree

3334 Smoke Tree Drive

520

105

9/1/94

2000

10

Stone Creek

2645 Stone Creek Drive

368,

74

11/1/97

2007

11

Sun Garden Plaza

6248 Lemon Hill Avenue

150

150

1998

2013

12

The Villas @ La Riviera

7901 La Riviera Drive

199

40

1998

2029

13

Woodbridge

2028 San Juan Road

301

61

Amended Only

2004
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9. LOW AND MODERATE INCOME HOUSING FUNDS
The City of Sacramento, through the Sacramento Housing and Redevelopment Agency (SHRA),
actively pursues or develops funding to support affordable housing production and rehabilitation.
Among the sources of funding used are: 1) redevelopment tax increment funding, 2) local Housing
Trust Fund proceeds, 3) various state and federal grants such as HOME, conventional public
housing construction and modernization funds, and Community Development Block Grants
(CDBG); and 4) tax-exempt mortgage revenue bonds.
9.1

REDEVELOPMENT AREA TAX INCREMENT REVENUES

Tax increment financing is a mechanism available to redevelopment agencies to stimulate private
investment, fund capital improvements and commercial rehabilitation, and provide low and
moderate income housing. Private investment in a designated redevelopment area increases
property tax revenues which in turn generate tax increment financing, since the area's increase in
tax revenue from the base year onward is available to the local redevelopment agency to finance
additional development. According to state law, redevelopment agencies must set aside a
minimum of twenty percent of tax increment in a special fund for low and moderate income
housing. This fund is referred to as the "housing setaside" or the "low/moderate income" housing
fund. These housing funds, distinct from the tax increment used for commercial and capital
projects, may be used outside of the redevelopment area that generated it if there is a finding of
benefit that the housing expenditure will benefit the redevelopment area.
Set-asides from tax increment generated from its various redevelopment areas have been one of
the City's major revenue sources for low-income neighborhoods. Proceeds from tax allocation
bond sales, loan repayments, and certificates of participation as well as other contributions
augment the City's low and moderate income housing fund for its redevelopment target areas.
Additionally, the redevelopment agency uses revenue from the locally funded Housing Trust Fund
as well as federal HOME funds to increase the supply of housing affordable to low income working
families. The funds described in this section, however, detail the low and moderate income
housing program forthe redevelopment areas whose main funding base is tax increment financing.
9.2

TARGET AREAS FOR SETASIDE FUNDS.

Priorto 1990, the City had fourdesignated redevelopment areas: Alkali Flat, Del Paso Heights, Oak
Park, andthe Merged Downtown Sacramento Redevelopment Area (combiningthewaterfrontarea,
K Street, and other small redevelopment areas). Redevelopment areas added since 1990 include
Richards Boulevard, the Railyards/Union Pacific area, North Sacramento, the Army Depot, Franklin
Boulevard, Stockton Boulevard, Auburn Boulevard, and Mather Air Force Base in the County.
Franklin, Stockton and Auburn Boulevards are all City/County redevelopment areas. A study of
the McClellan Air Force base and nearby Watt Avenue properties is currently underway to
determine whether that area, severely impacted by base closure, qualifies as redevelopment area.
Housing Fund Balances
Tax increment set aside gross revenues increased from $2,957,785 in 1989 to $4,046,500 in 1998.
Decreases in revenue in the mid-1990s were the result of property devaluations and
04-00 Revised Public Review Draft - City
of Sacramento Housing Element

3.9-1

33K

reassessments occurring as a result of the recession. The greatest generator of tax increment is
the Merged Downtown Sacramento Redevelopment Area, coterminous with the central business
district. With the exception of Franklin Boulevard, the newest redevelopment areas have not
generated sufficient growth and reinvestment to contribute to tax increment setaside funds.
Table 9-1 summarizes housing setaside revenues for the City's redevelopment areas. The
expected 1999 tax allocation bond sales will increase the long term debt service payments in the
Downtown, Oak Park, Richards Boulevard, and Del Paso Heights redevelopment areas. These
changes in net revenue are not available at the time of this printing.
TABLE 9-1: ESTIMATED GROSS REVENUES FOR HOUSING SETASIDE FUNDS,
1998-2002
2001
2002
1999
2000
1998
REDEVELOPMENT ARE
3,105,000
3,130,000
3,040,000
3,080,000
3,030,100
DOWNTOWN
160,000
160,000
150,000
160,000
158,000
ALKALI FLAT
227,250
210,000
225,000
230,000
228,800
DEL PASO HEIGHTS
348,840
342,000
357,000
365,000
360,000
OAK PARK
75,000
76,500
78,030
120,000
167,000
FRANKLIN
BOULEVARD
600
600
3,200
4,000
600
STOCKTON
BOULEVARD
1,000
1,000
1,000
AUBURN BOULEVARD
50,000
56,000
62,000
70,000
48,800
RICHARDS
BOULEVARD
20,000
20,200
20,400
ARMY DEPOT
30,000
84,000
44,200
92,400
101,640
NORTH SACRAMENTO
3,964,000
4,043,600
4,093,790'
4,148,670
4,046,500
TOTAL
Gross revenues are collections prior to debt service, program operation expenses, and passthrough fees.
In addition to the housing setaside funds, the Redevelopment Agency has augmented the City's
low and moderate income housing fund revenues with interest accruals, annual adjustments, and
loan repayments. The most significant deposits to the fund are bond proceeds and Certificates of
Participation. Bond proceed deposits have steadily surpassed the tax increment setaside amount
in the low and moderate income housing funds.
Expenditure of Low and Moderate Income Housing Funds
As shown in Table 9-2, the City's low and moderate income housing fund balance varied according
to bond sales. In this chart, the uses of the 1990 redevelopment offering spanned a number of
years, due to the complexity of raising funds for very low-income housing. The majority of
expenditures, as described in the narrative below, involved housing loans and grants, debt service,
and administrative costs. Proceeds from the 1998 tax allocation bond sale and refunding are
shown as revenues for 1998, followed by an elevated increase in expenditures.
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TABLE 9-2: LOW AND MODERATE INCOME HOUSING FUND EXPENDITURES
FROM 1992-1998.
1992
1993
1998
1994
1995
1996
1997
TOTAL
6,736,000
13,688,000
9,312,000
12,530,000
5,508,000
5,525,000
20,256,000
REVENUE
14,064,000
19,175,000
11,534,000
10,826,000
7,547,000
12,858,000
EXPENDITURE
6,805,000
18,173,000
12,666,000
8,829,000
16,226,000
10,444,000
12,148,000
10,851,000
CASH
BALANCE
FUND
•
*Please note that the change from previous years represented in these figures is the result of the difference of prior
years' bonds. The difference between the revenue and expenditure in 1998 includes $6 million allocated to the lowmoderate housing fund from the sale of tax exempt bonds in 1998.

Net expenditures by redevelopment area are shown in Table 9-3 for 1998.
TABLE 9-3:

LOW AND MODERATE INCOME HOUSING FUND EXPENDITURES BY
REDEVELOPMENT AREA IN 1998.

REDEVELOPMENT AREAS

DOWNTOWN
ALAKLI FLAT
DEL PASO HEIGHTS
OAK PARK
FRANKLIN BOULEVARD
STOCKTON BOULEVARD
AUBURN BOULEVARD
RICHARDS BOULEVARD
ARMY DEPOT
NORTH SACRAMENTO
TOTAL

PROGRAM
/SUBSIDIE
S
8,470,539
129,028
330,488
81,186
148,922
4,034
1,369
68,960
37,550
45,624
9,317,700

DEBT
PROCEED
S
11,586,348

DEBT
SERVICE

11,586,348

2,925,229

1,988,910
204,519
189,870
541,930

ADMIN.

402,273
42,767
80,631
68,840
18,150
208
37
1,421
12
1,627
615,966

TOTAL

22,448,070
376,314
600,989
691,956
167,072
4,242
1,406
70,381
37,562
47,251
24,445,243

Approximately 40 percent of the 1998 revenues were used for direct housing programs; 47 percent
represented debt proceeds, 12 percent was allocated for debt service payments, and two percent paid
for the administrative costs of carrying out the housing programs. The newer redevelopment areas
do not have the ability to raise and repay debt; their initial investments are funded through advances.
Housing Program Activity Using Tax Increment Setaside Funds
Downtown Redevelopment Area.
Since 1989, the preponderance of Downtown tax increment
funding has supported homeless programs and public housing development. An average of $1.6
million annually supports a variety of homeless housing programs, including housing assistance for
persons in alcohol recovery and for those in transitional housing. Assistance for construction and
rehabilitation of public housing has ranged from $1 to $2 million per year.
Other major investments during this decade developed and rehabilitated housing for very low-income
persons. SHRA's construction of Riverview Plaza with Low Income Housing Tax Credits and an
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Urban Development Action Grant in 1989-1990 was the largest single expenditure during that year,
followed by eminent domain proceedings leading to the $4 million acquisition and gut rehabilitation
of the Shasta and Argus residential hotels, which Were closed by the City as dangerous buildings with
health and safety code violations.
Significant levels of gap financing were provided to two other residential hotels (also known as single
room occupancy hotels or SROs) in the mid-1990s: the 60-unit Terraces and 137-unit Pensione K
(including eight moderate-income artist live/work units). The housing production chart in Chapter 4
provides additional details on these projects and the use of tax increment funds. Two residential
hotels previous funded with tax increment housing setaside funds in the 1987-89 period received
additional rehabilitation loans in the 1990s: the Sequoia. Hotel and Ridgeway Hotels.
Downtown tax increment housing funds are a major source of rehabilitation financing in areas
immediately surrounding the redevelopment district, since the housing supply in that district is very
limited. The acquisition and rehabilitation of boarded and vacant properties in adjacent areas has
been seen as a cost-effective way to bring new regulated units on line that have been rehabilitated
for long-term occupancy by low and very low income people. The purchase of two boarded apartment
complexes and their subsequent rehabilitation produced the Norwood Avenue Family Housing
Demonstration project, with State of California and CDBG funding. Other examples of the use of tax
increment funding for these purposes may be seen in the Sacramento Mutual Housing Association's
purchase of American River Village, a HUD-foreclosed multifamily property with 3-, 4- and 5-bedroom
units, and numerous smaller property rehabilitations in Southside Park and the Central City, the latter
through the Fainted Ladies program.
Six new construction projects were also financed through Downtown Tax Increment Housing Setaside
Funds in the 1990s. River City CoHousing in Southside Park, Metro Square Homes in midtown
Sacramento, Fremont Building ( multifamily residential mixed use), and Capitol Park Town Homes, the
latter two developments in collaboration with the Capitol Area Development Authority (CADA). Two
small ownerership housing developments in the Southside Park neighborhood, immediately adjacent
to the downtown redevelopment area, were also financed with tax increment setaside funds, as were
numerous rehabilitation loans for single-family and small rental developments in the area.
The $19 million 1998 tax allocation bond sale resulted in $6 million allocated to housing development
downtown. With these funds, the Agency issued a Notice of Funding Availability (NOFA) for mixedincome housing and added $2 million in local Housing Trust Funds to be able to fund catalyst infill
projects to generate significant numbers of residential units downtown as an important element of
central city revitalization. Four proposals were received, two homeownership and two rental
developments, the final financial commitments for which will be decided upon in late 1999 to early
2000.
Alkali Flat Redevelopment Area
In the Alkali Flat Redevelopment Area, housing setaside funds were used to rehabilitate two
residential mixed-use projects on 12th Street, provide rehabilitation financing for a historic 8-unit
multifamily property and two single family homes, and finance the new construction of 10 town houses
for owner-occupants - the first new construction for home ownership in 15 years. Tax increment
housing funds also supported the exterior painting of 11 residences. Other funding sources provided
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three emergency housing grants that included handicapped accessibility improvements. In addition,
Alkali Flat redevelopment funding moved a boarded and vacant historic property slated for demolition
to an infill site owned by the redevelopment agency, and contributed to its rehabilitation.
Del Paso Heights Redevelopment Area
In 1997, the Del Paso Heights Redevelopment Area was awarded a $5 million grant, matched with
$5.5 million in loan authority through Section 108 of the Community Development Block Grant
program, to develop a new town in the southwestern corner of the redevelopment area. Del Paso
Nuevo will be a 154-acre master planned community including creation of a sustainable home
ownership neighborhood with parks, public facilities, and neighborhood services. Construction on
significant infrastructure improvements from roads to drainage systems began in October 1998. The
backbone infrastructure for the first phase of housing will begin in early 2000, with housing
construction to begin in late spring. Commitments of current and future tax increment funds have
been made for the project. Housing setaside funds also supported the acquisition and rehabilitation of the Norwood Family
Housing Demonstration project and the financing of a boarded and vacant home program. The latter
provides incentives to private contractors to acquire, rehabilitate and sell boarded and vacant
properties to first time home owners. In addition, housing setaside funds supported the development
of eight self-help homes as part of a revitalization effort on Rio Linda Boulevard.
Tax allocation bond proceeds from the anticipated 1999 bond sale will be targeted to new construction
of Del Paso Nuevo homes, substantial rehabilitation of multifamily properties, and new home
ownership through the boarded and vacant program.
Franklin Boulevard Redevelopment Area
The Franklin Boulevard Redevelopment Area is a City/County target area. Funds from the recent
housing setaside revenues support a boarded/vacant home program and exterior paint incentive
program. Other sources of SHRA funds - HUD public housing, HOME, CDBG, and Housing Trust
Funds -. provided the financing for the major housing projects undertaken in the redevelopment area:
an acquisition/rehabilitation project for 13 apartments and a Head Start center funded by public
housing, 25 single family rehabilitation loans, 80 units of new nonprofit owned family housing with Low
Income Housing Tax Credits and SHRA funds, 20 privately owned rehabilitated apartments, 32 mobile
home repairs, 267 emergency repairs, and 34 retrofits for persons with disabilities.
Oak Park Redevelopment Area
Housing setaside funds from Oak Park initiated the SHRA boarded/vacant home program, under
which 27 homes were purchased, and began targeted home ownership programs in conjunction with
local lenders, leading to 32 homes being purchased by first-time home buyers. Housing setaside
funds developed and financed the Preapprenticeship Construction Training Program in conjunction
with the Building Trades Council, the Sacramento Employment and Training Agency, and the
Through this program,
Sacramento City School District's Regional Occupational Program.
unemployed persons from the area learn housing construction trades by building homes at the same
time they are completing their schooling. Under this program 11 homes have been built or
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rehabilitated in Oak Park for first time home buyers. Tax increments also funded the purchase of 33
vacant lots for new single family construction, some of which have been built out through self-help
housing programs. The rehabilitation of a mixed-use residential hotel was also financed with housing
setaside funds.
Acquisition and rehabilitation of problem multifamily properties have used setaside funds and other
sources of financing from HUD. Three troubled apartment complexes were purchased in this manner
by the City Housing Authority for complete rehabilitation. In another concentrated effort, five
residential blocks were targeted for improvement with tax increment funds, including both exterior
paint programs, rehabilitation, and new construction through Habitat for Humanity. Throughout the
redevelopment area, ninety-four homes received rehabilitation loans or grants.
Oak Park tax increments also supported Neighborhood Housing Services, a nonprofit organization
which carries out concentrated community-building and rehabilitation activities in a section of the
target area and operates home ownership lending centers.
In 1999, SHRA received a Youth Build grant to fund the construction skills training and general
education of unemployed youth, similar to the collaboration achieved in the Preapprenticeship
Construction Training Program with the Building Trades Council, school district, and employment
agencies. Tax increment financing will provide construction loans for the homes. Proceeds of the
1999 anticipated tax allocation bond sale will stimulate housing and commercial redevelopment on
one of Oak Park's major thoroughfares, as well as fund ownership housing adjacent to the University
of California Medical Center and a variety of substantial rehabilitation programs.
North Sacramento Redevelopment Area
The first new housing investment to be made with tax increment setaside funds is artist live/work
housing, built through the self-help method, for lower income members of the North Sacramento arts
community. In addition, Local Housing Trust Funds provided the financing for the purchase of a
problem multifamily housing site that had been vacant and vandalized.
Richards Boulevard Redevelopment Area
Much of the redevelopment effort in Richards Boulevard during the 1990s was directed toward
improvements in the social service complex for the homeless and transitional housing programs. The
60-unit cottages transitional housing program was completed in 1997 in this area. Downtown
redevelopment funds were used for land acquisition and environmental clean-up, joined by federal
HOME funds for construction loans. Substantial improvements to the Dos Rio public housing site were
also begun during this time period.
Auburn Boulevard Redevelopment Area
A City and County redevelopment area which has not yet generated housing setaside funds, Auburn
Boulevard nevertheless benefited from the investment of CDBG funds to assist a private entity to
purchase and rehabilitate a boarded motel and convert it to housing for very low-income seniors. The
second vacant motel along this older commercial boulevard is similarly being sought for another
conversion into senior housing.
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Projected Redevelopment Agency Housing Funds and Programs
The most significant expansion of programs in the next five years will occur through the ability to sell
tax allocation bonds for the redevelopment areas of Oak Park, Del Paso Heights, and the Army Depot.
As a result of those activities, both redevelopment areas will expand their programs to replace
boarded and vacant homes and troubled multifamily housing. Del Paso Nuevo's first phase of new
single family homes will start construction with guarantees and infrastructure funding provided through
housing setaside and Community Development Block Grant funds. In Oak Park, a "Walk to Work"
initiative has begun for employee housing programs with the University of California/Davis Medical
Center, the Sacramento City School District, and Freddie Mac in order to increase home ownership
in and around Oak Park.
Franklin, Stockton, and Auburn Boulevards are investigating strategies for older commercial corridor
improvements, including their relation to housing on and adjacent to the older boulevards. Each is
developing specific plans for targeted neighborhood revitalization that will guide the future use of tax
increments, and have joined forces with the City and County code enforcement officials to protect
against negligence in the ownership of rental or single family housing.
Housing activities for the Merged Downtown Redevelopment Area will similarly change dramatically
during the next five years due in part to the sale of a tax allocation bond in May 1998. Six million
dollars in bond proceeds has been made available for a variety of housing that will benefit the
downtown redevelopment district. As stated previously, A Notice of Funding Availability was
distributed in December 1998, focusing on acquisition/rehabilitation, adaptive reuse, and new
construction that strengthens central city neighborhoods. Over 300 new residential units, including
the conversion of a state-owned warehouse on the R Street corridor, should result from the tax
increment and housing trust fund investments.
The City of Sacramento's Historic Preservation Office and SHRA are undertaking an expansion of the
Fainted Ladies program, a historic rehabilitation program using housing setaside funds from the
Downtown Redevelopment Area. Areas of concentrated attention are being developed in conjunction
with neighborhood organizations.
Because of the situations described above, the proposed figures on housing production predicted in
the 1994 Redevelopment Implementation Plans are understated. They projected that 536 units would
be constructed, rehabilitated, or price-restricted over a 5-year period (1994-1999) in all redevelopment
areas. When the Implementation Plans are updated in 1999, over 1000 units should be shown, with
the leaders being the Downtown district followed by Oak Park, Del Paso Heights, Franklin Boulevard,
and Army Depot.
9.3

OTHER LOW AND MODERATE INCOME HOUSING FUNDS

In addition to local tax increment housing setaside funds, the City of Sacramento receives federal
funds as an entitlement city and local revenues generated by the City Housing Trust Fund. Private
lenders and equity investors provide the majority of financing for affordable housing developments in
which the Agency provides subordinate financing.
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Federal Resources
The primary source of federal funding is the United States Department of Housing and Urban
Development (HUD). It supports the City and County Housing Authority's 3600 public housing units
and 6300 Section 8 certificates. In late 1999, the housing authority received 700 additional Section
8 certificates available to Welfare-to-Work households. As reported in Chapter 8, the housing
authority has issued Section 8 certificates to tenants in apartment complexes whose owners have
prepaid their HUD mortgages and/or terminated their Section 8 project-based contracts.
Because Sacramento is an entitlement city underfederal standards, the City also receives Community
Development Block Grants (CDBG), Home Investment Partnership funds (HOME), Emergency Shelter
Grants (ESG), and Housing for People with Aids (HOPWA), the latter two being administered by the
County's Department of Human Assistance. SHRA administers federal and local housing funds for
the City and County and annually produces the Consolidated Plan required by HUD describing the
uses of CDBG, HOME, ESG and HOPWA. A five year Consolidated Plan, adopted in 1997,
discusses how all other sources of housing funds are used in support of local housing and community
revitalization priorities: This plan is updated annually.
Federal funds available in the 1998 fiscal year are as follows:
$6.45 million
Community Development Block Grants
$3.0 million
HOME
$220,000
Emergency Shelter Grants
Housing for People with AIDS (Countywide) $429,000
Tables listing the projects supported by these funds are found in Chapters Four and Eleven.
State Resources
In past years, the State Department of Housing and Community Development has provided financial
assistance to local government and nonprofit corporations in meeting their low income housing needs.
SHRA made significant use of the State's Deferred Payment Loan Program for the Shasta Hotel
rehabilitation and the bond-financed Family Housing Demonstration Program for the development of
the Norwood Family project. Local-nonprofit corporations likewise were successful in competing for
State deferred payment loans for new construction and rehabilitation of low-income housing.
In 1997, an SHRA-funded mobile home park conversion in the County received assistance from the
State's mobile home program. In addition, SHRA, in conjunction with a private grower and the
University of California Extension Service, applied unsuccessfully for a farmworker housing
demonstration grant to rebuild farmworker housing destroyed in the January 1996 floods.
In recent years, the state's role in local housing developments has been focused on the California
Debt Limit Allocation Committee (CDLAC) and the California Tax Credit Allocation Committee (TCAC),
both agencies of the State Treasurer's office. CDLAC allocates private activity bond authority for taxexempt mortgage revenue bonds (see discussion below). TCAC governs the competitive process for
low-income housing tax credits under federal Internal Revenue Service rules. The standards for
competition under both programs have a significant effect on which affordable housing developments
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are built in Sacramento, since the primary source of equity capital for multifamily housing for low- and
very low-income people come through allocations made by those two state agencies.
The California Housing Finance Agency (CHFA) provides below market single family and multifamily
mortgages for affordable housing throughout California. SHRA's downpayment assistance loans are
used with CHFA mortgage programs with increasing frequency. In 1999, the City and SHRA entered
into an Alliance Agreement with Freddie Mac, under which favorable financing terms are provided to
low and moderate income home buyers in Sacramento. CHFA's mortgage insurance program is a
partner in that Alliance, providing home buyers with favorable rates. In addition, CHFA provided first
mortgage financing to a high priority City project - the acquisition and rehabilitation of a substandard
apartment complex in which SHRA committed significant levels of funding to a nonprofit borrower the Sacramento Valley Organizing Community.
Local Housing Trust Fund Revenues
In the late 1980s, the City and County of Sacramento adopted a landmark local ordinance which
established an impact fee on new commercial and industrial development. The ordinances were
based on a nexus study showing the relationship between new commercial development and the
demand for affordable housing. Revenues from the trust fund creates housing that serves people in
or likely to be in the labor market. As of September 1, 1998, a total of $7,258,932 has been collected
in the City since the program's inception in 1989. Seven housing developments were assisted with
those funds, ranging from single family subdivisions to acquisition/rehabilitation of apartment
complexes, totaling $4,620,160, which leveraged $21,718,470 in private financing. In addition to
program loans, ten percent of trust fund proceeds are used for the administration of the program, not
counting the initial litigation costs incurred.
Revenues from the Housing Trust Fund are lent as part of SHRA's regular loan application process
and are also included in special Notices of Funding Availability. In December 1998, for example, $2
million in housing trust fund proceeds were directed toward new urban infill housing, as part of a
downtown residential revival plan. In addition, one project in the City is pending approval for Housing
Trust Fund assistance for a $1.2 million demolition/new construction of an apartment complex.
An additional Housing Trust Fund - the North Natomas Fund - is just beginning to receive revenues
with the opening up of development in that new growth area. North Natomas Housing Trust Fund
revenues are pledged to housing construction and rehabilitation in the North Sacramento Community
Plan Area and carry no income restrictions. The first project of this fund will be the self-help
construction of housing for lower income artists in the North Sacramento community.
Chart 9-4 lists the projects funded by City Housing Trust Fund revenues.
Mortgage Revenue Bonds
Since 1983, the Agency has issued 35 series of multifamily mortgage revenue bonds, totaling over
$461 million (City and County issuances combined). Seventy-five projects were funded with 14,314
units, 3,106 of which were. set aside for rental to low-income households. Over the last three years
in the City of Sacramento alone, bonds have been issued or refunded totaling $93,950,000, providing
294 rent-restricted units for very low-income households, 436 units for households under 80 percent
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of median, and 2,057 units unrestricted. In the bond refundings, most of which are the larger
apartment complexes taking advantage of lower interest rates, SHRA has required deeper affordability
than the original issue required as well as rehabilitation consistent with the property's condition. The
new money issuances have combined tax-exempt mortgage revenue bonds with the non-competitive
4 percent Low Income Housing Tax Credit Program. These developments provide more affordability
over a longer term because of tax credit requirements. As described in Chapter 8 on HUD
prepayment or opt-out projects, mortgage revenue bonds with tax credits have been the most
successful tool for preserving the affordability and useful life of the apartment complexes terminating
their HUD contracts.
SHRA has proposed new bond policies establishing (among other provisions) rehabilitation standards,
requirements for tenant services, and performance requirements for nonprofit corporations
participating in these. developments, generally as managing general partners in tax credit projects.
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Chart 9- 4: CITY OF SACRAMENTO HOUSING TRUST FUND EXPENDITURES 1993-1999
Project ( 1)

No. of Units

Very Low

Low

Moderate

HTF Funds

Total Cost

56
75
22
137
100
8
28
6

0
34
0
125
100
0
0
6

56
41
22
4
0
8
28
0

0
0
0
8
0
0
0
0

100,000
1,847,000
190,000
520,000
1,250,000
500,000
38,160
129,000

1,895,500
6,615,063
2,005,000
4,913,580
5,819,585
680,000
2,846,005
369,000

BoardedNacant Program

25

0

25

0

250,000

2,125,000

Lexington Apartments (2)
Surreal Estates (3)

68
10
535

34
0
299

34
4
222

0
6
14

925,000
200,000
5,949,160
Recommended

In review
In review

180
65
87

0
0
0

18
9
5

1,200,000
510,000
900,000

25,532,820
9,032,976
15,029,511

29

0

4

33
22
25
7

600,000

5,292,000

Subtotal 361

0

36

87

TOTAL 896

299

258

101

Evergreen Estates
Land Park Woods
Morrison Point
Pensione K
Ralph Kennedy Estates
Preapprentice Training
BEGIN Homeownership
Habitat for Humanity

Subtotal
Central City NOFA
18th & L Streets
21 st & L Streets
CADA Warehouse
27th & R Streets

9,159,160

Notes:
1. A number of projects have more than one funding source; moderate income units are not funded by Housing Trust Funds.
2. Expenditure shown for Lexington Apartments covers acquisition and demolition costs only.
3. Surreal Estate numbers are preliminary.
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10. GOALS, POLICIES AND PROGRAMS
10.1

INTRODUCTION

This section of the Housing Element describes the proposed goals, policies and implementation
for the development, improvement and maintenance of housing in the City of Sacramento. The
goals are general statements, whereas the policies indicate principles to guide actions to meet
goals. Existing and new programs follow each section describing the implementing steps and
actions to attain the goals and policies.
10.2

OVERVIEW OF GOALS AND POLICIES

In order to take a holistic and comprehensive approach to housing the City of Sacramento views
the housing policies as part of the City's overall mission to strengthen neighborhoods, improve
liveability and conditions for all residents, and maintain the economic well being of the City and all
its residents. Goals, policies and programs are set in the following areas:
Housing Supply
Affordablity
Housing Mix and Balance
Housing Quality and Neighborhood Improvement
Neighborhood Conservation: Housing Rehabilitation and Energy
Efficiency
Equal Opportunity
Monitoring and Coordination

•
•
•
•
•
o
•

10.3 PRODUCTION GOALS
As discussed in Chapter 4, the City has determined the unmet housing needs for the remainder
of this planning period, (1999-2002) based on the actual number of units produced and assisted
with public funds. The revised goals are:
REVISED HOUSING GOALS FOR THE January 1999 to July 2002 PERIOD
Income
Level
Very Low
Low
Moderate
Above Mod

Remaining
Units Needed
1744 units
2076 units
0 units
4135 units

Percentage
of Total Goal
13%
14%
45%
28%

Revised 3-5 Year'
Production Goal
765 units
788 units
2580 units
1600 units

Total

7955 units

100%

5733 units

'Table 11-3 supports the Revised 3-5 Year Production Goal
The assumptions and funding basis for the quantified objectives is discussed in Chapter 11.
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GOAL 1:

HOUSING SUPPLY: Provide Adequate Housing Sites and Opportunities for
All Households.

The Regional Housing Needs allocation indicated that by 1998, an additional 16,751 housing units
would be needed to accommodate all households. Population growth trends indicate that
Sacramento will need to provide an adequate residential land supply to accommodate a variety of
housing types and households of all income levels and sizes. Land will be needed for single family,
multi-family, detached, attached, rental, ownership, and large and small housing units. The City
is currently actively developing plans to support growth in the City including designation of new
areas for development as well as planned re-use of areas. For example, the Community plans for
South Sacramento, South Natomas and North Natomas contain policies that encourage the
construction of two or more housing types (such as single family and duplex or halfplex units) within
projects of twenty or more acres to foster economic diversity and opportunity. The City's vacant
residential land inventory indicates that Sacramento is becoming an infill city: a city with scattered
parcels available for development. However, approximately 300 parcels of 2 or more acres are
zoned for residential use. Those parcels (as well as the larger parcels) could adequately
accommodate a mix of housing types. These policies are designed to ensure that the City
continues to increase the residential holding capacity within the City through various land use
opportunities such as promotion of reuse and mixed use projects.
The City will need basic infrastructure and public facility improvements to serve the projected
residential development. Needed infrastructure includes transportation, water facilities, sewer
collection and drainage, as well as building and siting of public facilities, such as fire stations,
schools and libraries. As part of the planning process, the City will continue to assess funding
methods for new infrastructure and financing improvement costs which are often seen as a
financial constraint to residential development. The City will continue to evaluate the infrastructure
needs within community plan areas that are experiencing new growth and consider new funding
mechanisms. In particular, the City should work with the school districts to assess and plan for
school facilities.
Since the City is an older developed City, re-use, intensification and infill are important strategies
to address housing supply. Infill sites are vacant or underutilized urban lots that, if properly
developed, could accommodate additional housing as well as assist in neighborhood revitalization
and stabilization. Development of these lots could better utilize existing infrastructure and City
services, provide additional housing opportunities, and eliminate blight that the underdeveloped lots
could be contributing to the neighborhoods. By providing housing in close-in urban areas and
helping to reduce commuter trips, residential infill development furthers other important City
objectives to improve air quality and promote public transportation by providing housing near job
sites.
Finally, in Chapter 5, it was noted that the City is planning for reuse of infill areas such as
Railyards/Richards Boulevard, R Street Corridor and intensification of residential uses in the
Central City. Overall, these new areas alone are estimated to support an additional 10,000 units.
Since these re-use and intensification areas are in the early planning phases, application of the
04-00 Revised Public Review Draft - City
of Sacramento Housing Element

-3.10-2

policies included in this housing element are timely. Many of the proposed housing supply
programs therefore, focus on incorporating housing supply and mix policies to these new areas as
more specific planning for the areas evolve.
General Housing Supply Policies
1.A

The City of Sacramento shall adopt policies, programs and procedures with the intent of
achieving its regional fair share housing allocation of affordable housing for all income
groups of the City.

1.B

The City shall maintain an adequate supply of appropriately zoned land with public services
to accommodate the projected housing needs in accordance with the General Plan as
updated.

1.C

The City shall ensure that its adopted policies, regulations and procedures do not add
unnecessarily to the cost of housing while still attaining other important City objectives.

1.D

The City shall consider housing opportunities as part of the planning and implementation
process for newly annexed or newly developing areas as well as for re-use and
intensification areas.

1.E

The City shall continue to promote appropriate and compatible infill housing.

15

The City shall continue to develop and support transit oriented residential development
along transit corridors.

1.G

The City shall continue to support well designed and compatible second units and carriage
homes, and other non conventional housing opportunities such as artist live-work spaces..

1.H

The City shall continue to remove barriers to new housing development through land use
planning and zoning updates, permit streamlining and planning and implementation of
infrastructure improvements necessary for new development.

1.1

The City will continue to offer and implement density bonus provisions for qualifying projects
including single family, multi-family, senior housing and other types of housing..

1.J

The City shall continue programs to ensure the retention of mobile home parks.

1.K

The City shall continue to monitor the conversion of rental housing to condominiums to
protect the rental housing supply.

Housing Supply Programs and Actions
1.1

Maintain and expand the amount of residentially designated and zoned lands within the City
with particular attention to expanding the range and mix of housing sites in new- growth
areas, areas of opportunity for development or reuse and existing and potential
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improvement program areas, as designated in the General Plan. Designate sites through
the General Plan, Community and Specific Plan amendment process, rezoning process,
redevelopment plan amendment process and the annexation pre-zoning process. New
Growth Areas include North Natomas, Airport Meadowview and South Sacramento;
Existing and Potential Improvement Areas include older commercial corridors in North
Sacramento, South Natomas and South Sacramento; Areas of Opportunity for
Development or Reuse include the Railyards/Richards area, Curtis Park West, R Street
Corridor.
Responsible Entity:
Time frame:

Desired Result:

1.2

Adopt locational, site and design criteria for the evaluation of suitable sites for medium to
high density development. The City should seek to optimize multi family opportunities on
sites meeting the following criteria: (a) proximity to public transit or bus service (b) proximity
to commercial and social services (c) parcel size and configuration which enhances the
feasibility of development (d) lack of physical constraints (noise, wetlands) (e) provision for
a variety of housing types and affordable housing opportunities and (f) other criteria
deemed appropriate including integration of multi family units within the larger adjacent
neighborhood. Apply the criteria to evaluate rezoning proposals involving multi-family
development.
Responsible Entity:
Time frame:
Desired Result:

1.3

City Planning/City Council/ DowntownDepartment/SHRA
On-going. Jacinto Creek, Railyards/Richards Boulevard
Area, North Natomas and R Street Corridor plans adopted.
Mixed use rezonings of commercial areas are proposed in
the Central City Housing Strategy anticipated by June 1999.
Create planned opportunities for an additional 10,000 new
housing units.

City Planning/City Council
Spring 2000
Multi-familysite criteria to evaluate suitability for higher
density land uses

Initiate sphere of influence and annexation studies within logical growth areas adjacent to
the City limits and consider the suitability of sites for a variety of housing types, densities
and income levels.
Responsible Entity:
Time frame:
Desired Result:
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City Planning/City Council and LAFCo
Initiate Fall 1999
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1.4

Develop and maintain a system for inventorying all available surplus land and evaluate their
suitability for affordable housing production.
Responsible Entity:
Time Frame:
Desired Result:

1.5

Update financing and phasing plans, as appropriate, to assure the timely provision of
infrastructure to new growth and redevelopment project areas, including by not limited to
the North Natomas and the Railyards /Richards Boulevard area. Consider housing
affordability in addition to other criteria in the imposition and spreading of infrastructure
costs 'and the structuring of the payment of such costs.
Responsible Entity:
Time frame:
Desired Result:

1.6

City Planning/City Council
Spring 2000
Amend Infill Ordinance

Implement mitigation measures to meet noise standards for residential infill sites.
Responsible Entity:
Time frame:
Desired Result:

1.8

City Finance/Pubic Works/ City Planning/ City Council
Fall 1999
Amend financing plan for North Natomas and Railyards.

Adopt development standards and implement the City's Infill and Deep Lot Development
Ordinances to encourage compatible residential infill development. Create additional
incentives for residential infill development, including but not limited to regulatory
concessions and streamlining the permit approval process by reducing permit costs as well
as time, in exchange for quality design to encourage development that is appropriate for
the neighborhood.
Responsible Entity:
Time frame:
Desired Result:

1.7

SHRA, Public Works Department and City Planning
Spring 2001
Complete inventory of city surplus lands suitable for
affordable housing production -

City Planning, Environmental Division
Ongoing
Standard. noise mitigation measures to streamline
environmntal review process.

Amend the Artist's Live/Work Space Ordinance permitting live/work and residential loft use
in all residential and nonresidential zones subject to compliance with development
standards
Responsible Entity:
Time frame:
Desired Result:
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Amended ordinance to allow more flexibility in the type of
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1.9

1.10

Rezone appropriate sites for commercial and residential mixed use in redevelopment areas
( Railyards/Richards Boulevard Area, North Sacramento), major employment centers and
in the Central City.
Responsible Entity:
Time frame:
Desired Result:

City Planning/City Council

Responsible Entity:
Time frame:

City Planning /City Council
Contingent upon rezoning requests or in conjunction with
community plan/general plan amendments
300 high density residential units in North Natomas EC zone
and applications of EC landuse in appropriate locations near
future transit stations to integrate residential projects in

Increase residential holding capacity by approximately 39 , 999
10,000 new units as part of rezoning requests concurrently
processed with development proposals and community
plan/general plan amendments for an increase in the long
term residential land supply.
Implement and rezone appropriate sites to Employment Center (EC) zone which allows
residential in a business park setting (with a maximum 25% of acreage towards residential
use). This would apply the EC zone developed in the North Natomas Community Plan Area
citywide.

Desired Result:

proximity to large employment zones.
1.11

Continue to administer the Mobile Home Park regulations, regarding development and
maintenance of mobile home parks.
Responsible Entity:
Time frame:
Desired Result:

1.12

Provide programs to preserve or offer replacement housing to mobile home park tenants.
Responsible Entity:
Time frame:
Desired Result:

1.13

City Planning Department
On-going.
Administration of mobile home park regulations.

City Planning and SHRA
As needed.
Coordinated replacement housing requirements for displaced
mobile home tenants.

Continue to implement the state-funded Mobile Home Park Assistance Program (MPAP)
which assists low income mobile home park tenants acquire their parks.
Responsible Entity:
Time frame:
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Desired Result:

1.14

Stabilize mobile home tenancy through tenant ownership of
parks.

Continue to implement the Condominium Conversion Ordinance which regulates the
conversion of rental housing to condominiums and new condominium construction.
Responsible Entity:
Time frame:
Desired Result:

City Planning
On-going existing program.
Through implementation of the Ordinance, maintain a
reasonable balance of rental vs ownership housing
opportunities in multi-family housing.

GOAL 2: HOUSING AFFORDABLITY:
MODERATE INCOME HOUSEHOLDS

PROVIDE HOUSING ASSISTANCE TO LOW AND

New program will increase Sacramento's affordable housing supply in order to meet the estimated
1999-2002 regional housing need of 9410 new units affordable to very low, low, and moderate
income households. The affordable housing strategies recommended by the Sacramento Housing
and Redevelopment Agency will result. in rental and ownership housing and service enriched
housing for persons with special needs.
The City currently offers developers a maximum 25% density increase for residential projects that
provide a minimum percentage of total housing units to lower income households or senior citizens.
The water development fee is also waived for residential infill sites. The City is considering
amending the infill program to offer more density flexibility, such as a density increase or decrease,
as an incentive to promote housing development. The ordinance amendments would specify
conditions under which the potential change in density would apply. In addition to greater density
flexibility, the City is considering other incentives, such as permit streamlining, to encourage infill
development. Besides the water development fee waiver, the City gives the Planning Director the
ability to waive or reduce planning entitlement fees for residential projects intended for low or
moderate income households. These fee waivers reduce development costs and contribute
towards long term housing afford ability.
Housing Affordablity Policies
2.A

The City shall continue to increase affordable housing opportunities in new developments
by adopting Affordable Housing Finance Policies, also known as Fair Share Policies, to
ensure an equitable distribution of affordablehousingthroughout Sacramento communities.

2.B

The City shall support programs that increase owner-occupancy rates, such as down
payment assistance and mortgage credit certificates for low-income households who are
first-time home buyers.
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2.C

The City shall continue to provide appropriate financial and development incentives to
rehabilitate deteriorated housing and promote development of affordable housing and to
seek new sources of funding for these purposes.

2.D

The City shall continue to support community based nonprofit organizations that develop
affordable housing.

2.E

The City and SHRA shall aggressively pursue and maximize the use of Housing Trust
Fund, tax increment, and all appropriate state, federal,. and private funding for the
development and rehabilitation of housing affordable to very low, low, and moderate income
people.

Housing Affordablity Programs and Actions
2.1

Participate in the Sacramento County Regional Sanitation Board's fee waiver and deferral
program to reduce impact fees for affordable housing developments and request waiver
of fees for up to 200 affordable units per:fiscal year in the City of Sacramento or up
to 20% of the building permits issued in the City - per fiscal. year, which ever is
greater, and an extension from June 1, 2000 thru June 2002.
Responsible Entity:
Time frame:
Desired Result:

2.1a

SHRA/City Council
MOU approved in 1998; Extension Spring 2000
Fee reductions for the development up to 200 qualified
affordable housing units per year in the City.

Implement the Development Fee Financing Program (or other financing mechanisms) and
work with affordable housing developers other agencies and districts to waive fees or
defer payment of eligible planning and development impact fees until close of escrow for
ownership housing and until occupancy for rental housing for low income households. The
City S4a44 may model its fee waiver and. deferral. program after the program adopted
in the County of Sacramento. The City shall work with representatives of the building
industry . and non-profit housing developers to establish a fee reduction program for
affordable housing projects for very low and low income households, which may include
the waiver and deferral of the following planning. and development impact fees:
building permit, plan :check, technology surcharge, business licence fee, seismic
motion instrumentation fee, major street construction tax, water, residential
development tax, public facility fee, public land 'acquisition fee, regional park fees
and transit fees. Adoption of this program is contingent upon satisfactory resolution of
budgetary issues resulting from fee reductions/waivers.
Responsible Entity:
Time Frame:
Desired Result:
'
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2.2

Implement State Density Bonus Law, through adoption of a local density bonus ordinance,
which specifies financial and regulatory concessions available to projects providing units
affordable to low, very low income or senior households.
Responsible Entity:
Time frame:
Desired Result:

2.3

Identify and adopt a fee waiver and/or deferral program, including but not limited to
processing and water development fees, for projects located within designated infill sites
Responsible Entity:
Time frame:
Desired Result:

2.4

Desired Result:

SHRA and Community Services Planning Council
On-going existing program known as the Community
Information Center (CIC)
Consolidated "one stop" information center for housing
information regarding housing availability, programs and
services.

Develop, fund, and implement programs that provide support services for residential in
affordable housing.
Responsible Entity:
Time Frame:
Desired Result:

2.6

City Planning/Utilities/Public Works Department/ City Council
Spring 2000
Reduce development costs for up to 200 infill and affordable
housing units per year .

Continue to provide housing information and referral services on affordable housing
opportunities.
Responsible Entity:
Time frame:

2.5

City Planning/City Council
Fall 1999
Adopted Density Bonus Ordinance/assist 15 units per year

SHRA
On-going
SHRA will continue to expand supportive services for 150
very low income persons per year in transitional and
permanent housing including persons with special needs.
On-site education, counseling, job creation and business
development will be supported in assisted housing through
existing and new funding sources. These activities also
include relocation assistance.

Aggressively pursue innovative financing and ownership alternatives to protect the quality
of public housing, its services to residents, and its afford ability to very low-income people.
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Responsible Entity:
Time frame:
Desired Result:

2.7

Review and revise the program of operating assistance or pre development grants for
specific projects being carried out by qualified nonprofit housing corporation. Funding is
usually provided through CDBG or HOME.
Responsible Entity:
Time Frame:
Desired Result:

2.8

SHRA
Annual
New community needs assessment to guide program
funding.

Participate with the California Housing Finance Agency, developers using mortgage
revenue bond allocations, and lending institutions to preserve and/or replace federally
assisted housing with expiring Sec. 8 subsidies.
Responsible Entity:
Time Frame:
Desired Result:

2.10

SHRA
Summer 2000
RFP for 2 awards per year to nonprofit corporations will
support vital projects that cannot generally be developed with
conventional financing.

Involve the community at-large in participating in the annual update and three year
Ceonsolidated Plan for the expenditure of federal funds.
Responsible Entity:
Time frame:
Desired Result:

2.9

SHRA
Ongoing
Innovative approaches will be pursued to protect the financial
viability and management of public housing, including
modernization and substantial rehabilitation of 120 units and
the sale of 60 single-family properties to existing tenants
and work incentive programs.

SHRA
On-going
Preserve affordability and rehabilitate 200 units in. HUD
expiring use projects and encourage additional
acquisition/rehabilitation
with long-term affordability
restrictions so that there is no loss of subsidized housing.

Promote partnerships between lending institutions, developers, housing interest groups and
the community to encourage sufficient availability of financing for affordable housing
projects and encourage the Federal Reserve Bank, Office of Thrift Supervision, Federal
Deposit Insurance Corporation, and the Federal Home Loan Bank of San Francisco monitor
the performance of local lenders for compliance with the Community Reinvestment Act of
1977 ( CRA), which requires their involvement in programs designed to meet Sacramento's
community development and investment needs.
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The Northern California Reinvestment Consortium's lending pool became operational in
1996, led by SHRA and local lenders. Construction financing for affordable housing is
provided through the fund, with loan packaging performed by the San Francisco-based
Low-Income Housing Fund.
Responsible Entities: SHRA and local lenders
Time frame:
On-going
Desired Result:
Increase affordable housing lending through the Northern
California Loan Pool and marketing efforts with regulated
financial institutions by two affordable housing loans per year
2.12

Promote public, competitive funding processes for assisted housing through issuance of
Notice of Funding Availability (NOFA) and maintaining streamlined over-the-counter
programs.
Responsible Entity:
Time Frame:
Desired Result:

2.13

Develop and implement new Freddie MacAlliance Agreement to increase home ownership,
provide employer-assisted housing programs, provide new loan products for
acquisition/rehabilitation, and contribute to the revitalization of Franklin Villa.
Responsible Entity:
Time Frame:
Desired Result:

2.14

SHRA
On-going
Clear funding standards and regularly scheduled application
periods will assist developers to plan quality projects ready
for financial review.

SHRA, Sacramento Home Loan Counseling Center and local
lenders
Fall 1999
Overall 300 low and moderate income home buyers will have
expanded choices for acquiring properties; new and existing
employees of the school district and UCD Medical Center will
purchase home closer to their work; more boarded/vacant
and deteriorated properties will be rehabilitated.

Maintain the flexibility in the use of the housing set aside funds for very low income
and mixed income revitalization projects in existing and future redevelopment target
areas through the Implementation Plans prepared pursuant to Article 16.5 of the
Community Redevelopment Law.
Time Frame: On-going
Desired Result: Production of 500 new and substantially rehabilitated affordable
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units by the year 2002 as called for in the implementation Plans.
2.15

Participate in new partnership program with the California Housing Finance Agency to
acquire and rehabilitate seriously deteriorated problem properties.
Responsible Entit :
Time Frame:
Desired Result:

SHRA
Spring 2000
Successfully apply for funds to acquire and rehabilitate
HELP program;
problem properties under CHFA's
accomplish two projects during this time period.

2.16

growth areas (Map 1)
Require a mix of housing by income levels in all newly developed
of the City. In all new development, 15% of all new housing shall
and annexation areas
be affordable to very low income households. Affordablity shall be assured for the longest
feasible time, but not less than 30 years. SHRA shall assist developers in applying for
available financing and the City shall give these affordable units a priority for fee waivers
and other incentives. In lieu of development, the developer may dedicate to SHRA a vacant
developable parcel in a newly developed area with appropriate zoning and land use
shall adopt
entitlements to accommodate the required very low income units. The City
a program of regulatory and financial incentives. This program may include one or
more of the following: public subsidies, density bonuses, expedited or preferential
permit processing; interior finishes reductions, fee waivers or deferrals and public
works modifications to allow cost savings to developers to meet the mixed income
Developers shall improve program feasibility by complying with the
target.
applicable targetaverage densityand multiple housing type policies in the applicable
Plan to assure a variety of housing opportunities within each
Community
subdivision.
Responsible Entity:
Time Frame:
Desired Result:

2.17

SHRA, City Attorney and City Council
Summer 2000
Consideration and adoption of a Mixed Income Housing
Ordinance (up to 300 potential very low income units)

Amend the Housing Trust Fund Ordinance to allow the use of commercial development
fees paid into the North Natomas fund for the development of affordable housing projects
Currently, the North Natomas fund can only be
in North Natomas, if legally permissible.
used to fund infill projects in North Sacramento and these units have no affordablity
Allowing use of these funds for North Natomas projects will provide a another
restrictions.
source of funding for meeting the Natomas and citywide affordable housing objectives.
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Responsible Entity:
Time Frame:
Desired Result:
2.18

City Planning, City Attorney and City Council
Spring 2000
26 low and moderate income units

SHRA will work with the Sacramento Valley Rental Housing Association (SVRHA)
to educate and more effectively market the Section 8 voucher program so that
affordable housing opportunities are made available throughout the City of
Sacramento.
Responsible Entity: SHRA and SVRHA,
Spring 2000
Time Frame:
Desired Result:
Effective marketing of Section 8 program with landlords

GOAL 3:

HOUSING MIX, BALANCE AND NEIGHBORHOOD COMPATIBILITY:
Promote a variety of housing types within neighborhoods to encourage
economic diversity and housing choice.

The City of Sacramento, as historically developed, includes many different types of
neighborhoods. It is the goal of the City to strengthen and stabilize them and increase housing
choices throughout the City, neighborhood by neighborhood. Certain areas, such as South
Natomas, North Sacramento, and Airport Meadowview, have an over-concentration of publically
assisted housing and strive for more diversity by increasing home ownership and move-up
housing.
To accomplish these goals, the Sacramento Housing and Redevelopment Agency is
recommending a new Fair Share Plan (e.g. Affordable Housing Lending Policies) for multifamily
new construction based on two major thresholds, by census tract: 1) household income over 80
percent of median income; and 2) at least 55 percent of the total housing units owner-occupied
and the availability of vacant residential land. Agency financing for multifamily new construction
will be made available only in census tracts meetings these criteria, with exceptions for senior
citizen housing and projects in certain redevelopment and special intervention areas. Nothing
in the proposed Fair Share Plan restricts private development financed exclusively with private
funds.
General Housing Mix and Balance Policies
3.A

The City shall take into account, in future community plan updates, including fair share
housing needs within each neighborhood. As appropriate, include policies that
encourage development of a variety of housing types in large subdivisions.

3.B

The City shall encourage the development of a variety of housing styles and lot sizes to
accommodate residents who wish to "move-up" within their community plan area.

Programs
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3.1

The City shall adopt a Fair Share housing plan and Multi Family Lending Guidelines to
provide guidance for the equitable distribution of publically assisted affordable housing
throughout the city while also taking into account the availability of vacant residential
sites. The threshold criteria will include home ownership rates and median income
determined by census tract and availability of vacant -multi-family zoned sites in new
growth areas and areas of opportunity for development or reuse.
Responsible Entity:
Time Frame:
Desired Result:

0

3.2

The City shall ensure that newly developing areas with unique circumstances are
addressed in the Fair Share Plan. Include Census Tract 70.03 in the North Natomas
Area as a Fair Share Service area because the area is less than 1 % developed, and
includes vacant lands which would be appropriate for mixed income development.
Responsible Entity:
Time frame:
Desired Result:

3.3

SHRA/City Council
Fall 1999
Fair Share Plan adopted after a community outreach
process is undertaken to explain the policy and build
consensus.

City Council/SHRA.
Fall 1999
The current Multi Family lending Guidelines excludes this
Census Tract in North Natomas based on the new formula
or method for assessing census tracts. However, because
this area is largely vacant and is the City's largest new
growth area, an exception to the proposed guidelines
formula should be made to include this area as an area
suitable for mixed income housing.

Include mixed income housing developments in new growth areas and encourage stepup housing in existing areas which have predominantly low and moderate income
housing. This can be accomplished by planning public amenities (siting parks, golf
courses and other facilities to create new market conditions) to support middle and
upper end housing in weaker market areas, and by conscientiously working with lenders
and developers to invest in the diversification of areas.
Responsible Entity:
Time frame:
Desired Result:
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City Planning (lead) with assistance,SHRA and City Public
Works
On-going.
Many neighborhood areas of Sacramento are
predominantly low or moderate income. Equally important
to the concept of fair share distribution of low income
housing is economic diversification and stabilization of low
income areas. Through actions of SHRA and the City in
coordination with lenders and developers efforts should be
made to provide opportunities for step-Up housing where
ever possible in low and moderate income neighborhoods.
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3.4

Strengthen Enforce the requirements in the North Natomas Community Plan for
the multiple housing type and target density policies eentained in the Nefth
through eenduetingeducational workshops with builders
Naternes,Garnmunity
and others as to the existence of these requirements for each development
project. Given that developers contend that the requirements for multiple
housing types and target density policies apply on a neighborhood basis only,
and that individual subdivisions or projects need not satisfy the requirements,
add clarifying language to ensure that the requirements are satisfied at the
subdivision or project level.;

Responsible Entity:
Time Frame:
Desired Result:

City Planning/City Council
Spring 2000
Workshops on promoting Medium Density multiple housing
type Housing Developments and North Natomas
Community Plan Amendments to Residential Density
Program

GOAL 4: MITIGATE GOVERNMENTAL AND NONGOVERNMENTAL CONSTRAINTS IN THE
DEVELOPMENT AND ASSISTANCE OF HOUSING

The City recognizes that government fees and processing procedures contribute to the cost of
housing, thereby affecting housing affordability for some households. At the same time, the
City has a responsibility to fund essential services (with limited tax revenue) and assure that
adequate service levels are maintained and State environmental and planning laws are
followed. Nongovernmental constraints such as land supply and construction costs, and lack of
financing act as additional barriers to housing development. Mitigation of these potential
constraints could facilitate the production and rehabilitation of housing and still support and
encourage public participation.
Delegating the level of decision-making from the Council to the Commission or staff on permit
processing could reduce development costs by reducing time and fees. An improved preapplication process also includes early staff identification of planning and building issues and
potential options. The City could further. expedite the permit process by continuing to offer
centralized permit processing and concurrent review of multiple permits.
04-00 Revised Public Review Draft - City
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The City recently made efforts to streamline the review and approval process by establishing an
"application review task force", a multi-department group whose purpose was to assess the
process and recommend improvements. This task force proposed the following goals:
♦ Delegate decision-making at the earliest and most appropriate point in the process.
0 Provide comprehensive and timely processing of applications.
♦ Build a process which keeps the applicant advised.
♦ Involve interested parties at the earliest point; keep community groups informed.
The task force members recommended several implementation measures to achieve these
goals; 'the major recommendations follow, along with other programs the City could implement
to streamline the process.
Policies
4.A

The City shall continue to streamline the permit application process to reduce the length
of time for review and approval.

4.B

The City shall provide for early notification and consultation with appropriate
neighborhood organizations to facilitate resolution of land use issues.

4.C

The City shall continue to require adequate flood protection when approving new
development.

4.D

The City shall amend the zoning ordinance to establish clear development standards,
review and approval procedures for a variety of housing types, including but not limited
to multi family housing and emergency shelters.

Programs
4.1

and development standaMs. Amend the Zoning Ordinance to establish clear
development standards, and a Planning Director's Special Permit(PDSP) review
and approval process for various housing types, including but not limited to
alternative ownership housing types, emergency shelters and transitional
housing. Specifically, the City has identified sites suitable for emergency
shelters subject to compliance with appropriate development standards and
locational requirements(no closer than 500' from parks, schools, churches, or
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single family residential zones, except for transitional housing serving families )
that are located int eh C-4, M-1 and M-2 zones, to ensure the availability of
services and that land use compatibility uses are minimized. These development
standards will be based on the type of permitted use and not the clientele who
will use the facility.
Responsible Entity:
Time frame:
Desired Result:
4.2

Continue to implement the preliminary. review process whereby city staff and
neighborhood groups provide comments and advise the applicant of policy and technical
areas that needs to be addressed prior to the formal application review.
Responsible Entity:
Time frame:
Desired Result:

4.3

City Planning.
On-going.
This is an existing program which helps to identify planning
and community issues early in the process so that
problems can be identified and addressed and processing
time is shortened:

Continue a streamlined, but effective process for involving neighborhoods in land use
decisions affecting their area. Concepts for implementation include: Notify
neighborhood associations early in the review of Rezoning, Special Permit, Variance,
Plan Amendment, planning entitlement applications. Amending the Zoning Ordinance to
extend the mailing notification radii for certain planning entitlement applications.
Providing forums to encourage and promote dialogue between the applicant/developer
and the neighborhood.
Responsible Entity:
Time frame:
Desired Result:

4.4

City Planning/ City Attorney/City Council
Spring 2000
Updated Zoning Ordinance

Neighborhoods, Planning and Development Services
On-going.
Early notification to neighborhood and business groups
and adjacent property owners

Conduct interdepartmental committee meetings to coordinate early review of
development projects and address policy concerns. That committee consists of the
Planning and Development, Public works, and other City departments involved with the
building and planning process.
Responsible Entity:
Time frame:
Desired Result:
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City Planning, Public Works and Utilities
On-going.
The Interdepartmental Planning Policy Review Committee
is in place to coordinate input on new projects.
Additionally, the City has recently re-organized the "front
counter" functions to include planning, building,
transportation and traffic representatives in a "one-stop"
shop.
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4.5

Amend and implement the City's Subdivision Ordinance Regulations to streamline the
map process and reflect current development and infrastructure standards. (See also
program 4.10)
Responsible Entity:
Time frame:
Desired Result:

4.6

Study and implement potential reductions of permit fees to remedy smaller residential
project inequities..
Responsible Entity:
Time frame:
Desired Result:

4.7

City Planning and Public Works Department.
Spring 2000
Provide flexibility in development standards so that new
subdivisions are compatible with existing neighborhood
conditions. Also provide flexibility in the types of infrastructure improvements necessary. For example, flexibility
in roadway widths would, in some instances, reduce costs
and allow a more intimate neighborhood environment.

Public Works-and Utilities Departments.
1996 and on-going.
In coordination with the Public Works Department review
fees associated with-smaller projects, particularly infill
projects. Reduce any excesses, and where possible
provide fee waivers or incentives for projects which meet
the goals of the Housing Element, or conform to infill
development design criteria.

Work with SAFCA and other responsible agencies to resolve flood plain restrictions
which affect major portions of the City. Actions include: 1) Complete the Sacramento
River levee stabilization project. 2) Begin construction of needed improvements along
the perimeter levee system protecting Natomas. 3) Implement permanent protection
plan along the main stream of the American River as authorized by Congress and, 4)
Modify operation of Folsom Dam and Reservoir to provide a minimum 100-year level of
flood protection on an interim basis until such time as permanent protection is available.
Responsible Entity: City Manager's Office, Public Works Department, SAFCA
and Army Corps of Engineers.
Time frame: On-going.
Desired Result: Sacramento levee improvements and Folsom Dam re-operation
are now in place. Work continues on the modifications to Folsom Dam.

4.8

Study and modify infrastructure standards, including major street construction, local
street widths, sizing of streets based on TSM trip reductions, curb, gutter and sidewalk
requirements. Modification of existing development standards could increase overall
housing efficiencies and productivity. The City could modify certain infrastructure
standards to allow more flexibility and encourage residential development. Reduction of
street widths, for instance, might increase the number of lots available for development.
The City could also consider relaxing specific land use and zoning controls in certain
circumstances to promote housing development. For instance, it might be beneficial to
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the City to reduce setback and lot coverage requirements in certain areas. Recently
adopted and ongoing studies, such as the Central City Housing Strategy and Infill
Program, have examined the possibility of adjusting various standards to promote
housing production that might be good models for modification of other development
standards in the city. (See also program 4.7)
Responsible Entity:
Time frame:
Desired Result:

4.9

Establish Planning Director's Special Permit (PDSP) process for review and approval of
multi-family developments. Currently all multi-family proposals require review and
approval by the Planning Commission unless the project is located within a design
review district or PUD which creates additional processing times and costs. The PDSP
process would utilize the Multi-Family Design Guidelines to assure compliance with
minimum design standards ( 5.3). As. part of the PDSP review and approval
process, a maintenance and management agreement which satisfies certain
minimum criteria shall be required. to assure adequate maintenance of rental
units.
Responsible Entity:
Time Frame:
Desired Result:

4.10

City Planning and Public Works Department.
Spring 2000
Provide flexibility in development standards so that new
subdivisions are compatible with existing neighborhood
conditions. Also provide flexibility in the types of infrastructure improvements necessary. For example, flexibility
in roadway widths would, in some instances, reduce costs
and allow a.more intimate neighborhood environment.

City Planning/City Attorney/City Council
Spring 2000
Zoning Ordinance Amendments to Multi-family R Review

Repeal the existing Emergency Shelter and transitional Housing resolution that prohibits
the expansion of existing homeless programs in the City until the County equals or
exceeds this number.
Responsible Entity:
Time Frame:
Desired Result:

City Council/SHRA
Spring 2000
Repeal of Homeless Progam Prohibition

GOAL 5: HOUSING QUALITY AND NEIGHBORHOOD IMPROVEMENT

Sacramento is a community of distinct neighborhoods. An emphasis of the City's current
mission and policy is based on improving conditions for all people through improvement and
strengthening of our neighborhoods. Since neighborhoods are the "living spaces" for residents
of Sacramento, housing policy plays a critical role in neighborhood improvement strategies and
vice a versa.
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In this respect, the design of new housing and infill housing is important to neighborhood
stability and improvement. For example, the City's residential infill program was adopted in
1983 to promote use of areas and sites that have been skipped over for development. Since its
inception, the program has had minimal success. Further, many view the program as a
promotion of unwanted increased densities, rental housing and as a program that often results
in housing of minimal quality. Infill sites are vacant or underutilized urban lots that, if properly
developed, could accommodate additional housing as well as assist in neighborhood
revitalization and stabilization. Development of these lots could better utilize existing
infrastructure and City services, provide additional housing opportunities, and eliminate blight
that the underdeveloped lots could be contributing to the neighborhoods. By providing housing
in close-in urban areas and helping to reduce commuter trips, residential infill development
furthers other important City objectives to improve air quality and promote public transportation
by providing housing near job sites. The programs described below will tailor the existing infill
program to neighborhoods and specific communities. Because of the sensitivity of introducing
new buildings in established neighborhoods, efforts must be made to ensure that new housing
respects the historic patterns of a neighborhood and the community's design fabric. The
Planning Department Division is interested in developing flexible guidelines to help new infill
projects successfully integrate into existing communities.
Design, intensity and siting of multi-family projects is also a concern. As noted in Chapters 3,
nearly 3000 units of multi-family housing (5 units or more) were produced in the City of
Sacramento over the last decade. While this was beneficially to the overall housing supply, in
many cases, these units were too densely concentrated in certain areas of the City or lacked
design guidance. As a result, the City now confronts substantial community opposition
regarding the development of new multi-family housing. Rather the community is requesting
that guidelines for concentration of multifamily housing, design and management be developed.
Policies and programs are included in this section, to address some of these issues.
There are several neighborhoods with a large supply of affordable housing in need of
rehabilitation. The City has recently instituted programs targeting a wide variety of problems
that directly or indirectly affect housing conditions within those communities. Some programs
described in this section, such as the Infill Program, strengthen existing older neighborhoods
and others, such as the newly adopted early notification system, attempt to inform
neighborhood residents and organizations of development and land use projects. While all of
the goals, policies and programs addressed in this Element pertain to revitalization and
stabilization, the programs below directly assist neighborhoods, especially those that are at a
crux in their social and economic survival.
A pilot program which the City is implementing in the Alkali Flat and Mansion Flats
neighborhoods is the Neighborhood Reclamation and Protection Plan (NRPP). Its purpose is to
control and successfully eliminate gangs and drug problems in the area. Various City
departments are working with the community residents to analyze the problems and identify
resources to solve them. The City and community will continue to work together to develop and
implement an action plan. Consideration should be given to expanding this program to other
neighborhoods with similar problems.
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Policies
5.A

The City shall expand the design review program to encourage residential development
of high architectural and structural quality which is compatible with neighboring land
uses.

5.B

The City shall continue to work with neighborhood residents in ensuring that all our
neighborhoods are safe, decent and pleasant places to live and work. This includes
working with schools, community oriented policing, addressing problem properties, and
ensuring new development is compatible with existing neighborhoods.

5.C

As a municipal government, the City of Sacramento shall continue to develop new
means of including the community and neighborhoods in the planning and delivery of
public services

5.D

Promote quality residential infill development in infill areas or designated infill sites
through flexible development standards.

5.E

Adopt new multi-family guidelines for use in R Reviews:

Programs
5.1

The City shall continue to provide and improve the Design Review program of the City.
In particular, the City shall develop Design Guidelines to help standardize design
expectations and shall investigate alternative administrative processes for small project
design review. Currently the City is developing Design Guidelines for the Central City to
help simplify and clarify design standards for development in this area. Additionally, the
City has adopted an administrative (staff level) design review process for the north area
of Sacramento (north of the American River). This eliminates the need for full Design
Review Board review for small projects or projects which reasonably conform to design
guidelines. In all these efforts, the City is seeking to streamline the process without
sacrificing good quality design and public process.
Responsible Entity:
Time frame:
Desired Result:

5.2

City Planning /City Council
Spring 2000
Develop clear and easily understood design guidelines and
develop streamlined methods to implement design review
program throughout the City.

Update the City's Infill and Deep Lot Development Ordinances that encourage
compatible residential infill development. Create additional incentives for residential infill
development to streamline the permit approval process-by reducing permit costs and
time, and institute flexibility to encourage development that is appropriate for the
neighborhood. Modify the City's existing infill program to accomplish the following
objectives:
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•

Tie the incentives to achieving a quality project that compliments the
neighborhood. Quality should be exhibited in product design, type and variety of
materials and orientation to the street.

•

Provide increased flexibility. within the Zoning Ordinance to develop in a manner
consistent with the surrounding neighborhood. For example, offer flexibility by
modification of setback, lot size and lot coverage development standards.
Offer parcels with constraining shapes the ability to utilize more flexible street
standards in the existing infill-program, e.g., street widths and street
improvements.

•

Add the ability to offer a streamlined process for adjusting a project's permitted
densities (higher or lower) when needed to move forward with a project that is
compatible with the neighborhood setting.
Identify who has the responsibility for coordinating and promoting the program.

•

Tie the water development fee waiver and other incentives to achieving a quality
project that compliments the neighborhood:

•

Provide updated information about the location of infill areas and sites. For
example, amend the General Plan's infill map to reflect infill areas.

•

Besides the waiver of water hook-up fees, investigate other City and non-City
financial incentives for the program.
Responsible Entity:
Time frame:
Desired Result:

5.3

City Planning Department.
Spring 2000
Update and adopt infill housing policies, ordinances and
incentives that streamline the development process and
resolve neighborhood concerns regarding infill housing.

Adopt the City's Multifamily Development Guidelines to address site planning, building
design and architectural issues. The revised Multi-Family Housing Guidelines should
include methods to improve security and reduce crime on site (through safety by
design).
Responsible Entity:
Time frame:
Desired Result:
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5.4

Continue to implement the Problem-Oriented Policing (POP) Program, a multidepartmental effort to improve city neighborhoods and abate various code violations.
Responsible Entity:
Time frame:
Desired Result:

5.5

Continue to implement the Neighborhood Reclamation and Protection Plan (NRPP), a
multi-departmental program designed to control and rid targeted neighborhoods of
gangs and drugs.
Responsible Entity:
Time frame:
Desired Result:

5.6

City Planning
1996 (completed)
Develop geographic teams to be more knowledgeable and
accessible to neighborhood residents. Promote better
consensus and dialog regarding neighborhood
development.

Implement neighborhood revitalization and preservation recommendations for the
Central City.
Responsible Entity:
Time frame:
Desired Result:

5.8

SHRA and Neighborhood Services Department
Ongoing
Strengthen existing troubled neighborhoods through
weeding out of problems and development of positive
neighborhood capacities and assets.

Reorganize the Planning Division into geographic teams to improve planning decisions
within the City's diverse neighborhoods.
Responsible Entity:
Time frame:
Desired Result:

5.7

City Police Department and Neighborhood Services
Department.
1996 (existing program)
Early and efficient resolution of problem property cases
such as drug houses and health and safety violations.

City Planning
Summer1999
Adoption of Phase II of the Central City Housing Strategy
rezonings and Central City Neighborhood Design
Guidelines. Finance and complete at least seven central
city mixed income housing projects.

Support home ownership among low and moderate income household through the
following SHRA programs or similar activities: down payment assistance loans,
mortgage credit certificates, single family bond loans, Freddie Mac home loans with
special insurance provisions and underwriting.
Responsible Entity: SHRA
On-going
Time Frame:
Desired Result:
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moderate income households.
Support home ownership programs carried out by nonprofit housing corporations, such
as self-help housing, Neighborhood Housing Services' loans and home ownership
center activities, and the counseling programs of the Sacramento Home Loan

5.9

Counseling Center.
Responsible Entity:
Time Frame:
Desired Result:

5.10

SHRA
On-going
Increase owner-occupancy among qualified low and
moderate income households throughout Sacramento.

Continue systematic building code enforcement through Code Action Team (CAT) to
preserve and restore housing and thereby help strengthen residential neighborhoods
and link to the SHRA boarded and vacant program.
Responsible Entity:
Time
Desired Result:

5.11

City Building Division
On-going.
Proactive and systematic inspections and enforcement of
basic health and safety codes and zoning ordinance to
preserve housing and prevent neighborhood decline.

Develop and implement locational criteria, review procedures and development
standards for the siting and integration of social service care facilities in residential
neighborhoods.
Responsible Entity:
Time
Desired Result:

5.12

City Planning /City Council
Spring 2000 - Social Service Siting Policy and Ordinance
Social Service Siting Policy and Ordinance. Develop clear
and easily understood siting guidelines which ensure a
logical fair share distribution of social services.

Where needed, implement the Rent Escrow Account Program (REAP) which would
enable tenants to voluntarily place rent in an escrow account in the event identified code
violations are not resolved by the landlord.
Responsible Entity:
Time
Desired Result:

5.13

City Attorney's Office, Neighborhood Services Department,
SHRA,
On-going.
Empower tenants to take immediate action to correct
health and safety violations.

Del Paso Nuevo; maintain high priority assistance and coordination for the development
of Del Paso Nuevo - a 154 acre new town in the Del Paso Heights Redevelopment Area.
Responsible EntitY:
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Time Frame:
Desired Result:

5.14

1999-2010
130 new homes, parks, and infrastructure development
(1999-2002), 300 homes by 2010.

The City and SHRA are exploring the possibility of securing federal funds and
allocating some portion of McClellan AFB redevelopment area revenues to correct
infrastructure and housing deficiencies at the Parker Homes. These homes were
originally constructed by the federal government in 1942 as off-base military
housing for McClellan AFB in manner that fell well short of basic infrastructure
and building code requirements.
Responsible Entity: SHRA
2001
Time Frame:
Housing rehabilitation and adequate infrastructure
Desired Result:
development

GOAL 6: CONSERVE SACRAMENTO NEIGHBORHOODS AND REHABILITATE
AFFORDABLE HOUSING

Given the financing and construction expenses of new housing, the existing housing supply is
the City's best source of housing affordable to lower income households. Ongoing and new
programs targeted to maintain the existing housing stock could result in retention of affordable
housing and avoid tenant displacement. The City should target rehabilitation of housing units,
especially those affordable to lower income households, in need of repair. Approximately
12,000 existing housing units in the City need some degree of rehabilitation; fifty percent are
renter-occupied. There is a continuing need for housing rehabilitation to avoid major expenses
associated with demolition or new housing construction.
A key ingredient in successful housing preservation is the participation of the diverse
neighborhoods throughout Sacramento. The City should work cooperatively with its
neighborhoods, as well as with other participants, to rehabilitate the existing housing supply. A
large percentage of Sacramento's affordable housing are located within neighborhoods which
investors and policy-makers have traditionally ignored. The City needs to recognize that
neighborhoods and their residents, as well as the investment and development community,
must be included in policy decisions in order for successful implementation to occur. Even
stable neighborhoods and communities that are currently not in need of revitalization assistance
should participate in the City's ongoing housing preservation process. Through outreach
efforts, the City will be able to reinforce the sense of community.
Policies
6.A

Revitalize and improve the quality of existing Sacramento neighborhoods.
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6.B

Develop programs to retain the existing assisted housing stock (opt-out units) which
may be converted to market rate housing.

6.C

Provide programs to preserve the existing stock of single room occupancy units (SROs).

6.D

Monitor programs to ensure the retention of mobile home parks.

6.E

Monitor the conversion of rental housing to condominiums to protect the rental housing
supply.

6.F

Preserve landmark and historic residential buildings.

Programs
6.1

Expand the use of the SHRA Boarded /Vacant Home program, which provides incentives
to contractors to purchase these properties, rehabilitate them, and sell them to low and
moderate income home buyers.
Responsible Entity:
Time Frame:
Desired Result:

6.1 a

Develop and expand successful incentive programs to improve management and
maintenance of privately owned rental housing, particularly among four-plex housing
and apartments, within older neighborhoods and commercial corridors. Program
elements may include improved coordination with neighborhood code enforcement,
problem-oriented policing efforts, property management districts and other proactive
efforts along commercial corridors in affiliation with business and neighborhood
associations.
Responsible Entity:
Time Frame:
Desired Result:

6.2

SHRA
On-going
70 units eliminated from the City's dangerous and
substandard building list, rehabilitated, and sold to first
time home buyers.

SHRA
Summer 2000
Adoption of Program

Continue to finance the rehabilitation of owner-occupied homes through CDBG, HOME,
tax increment, and other sources of funds.
Responsible Entity:
Time Frame:
Desired Result:
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ranging from emergency grants to amortized loans.
6.3

Maintain active financing program for acquisition and rehabilitation of multi-family
properties to assist in the revitalization of neighborhoods and provide affordable
housing. Continue to explore additional funding sources to expand activity.
Responsible Entity:
Time Frame:
Desired Result:

6.4

Adopt a proactive rental inspection program to ensure rental housing maintenance. This
may require a fee to support inspection services. Careful consideration of the fee
structure should be given to avoid increasing the costs of rental housing. Also,
consider a "self-certification" program for landlords that participate in a
maintenance/management training program.
Responsible Entity:
Time frame:
Desired Result:

6.5

SHRA
On-going
Add 260 units to very'low and low income the affordable
housing supply while removing blighting properties from
Ab
neighborhoods.

City Council/SHRA
Spring 2000
Maintain the quality of existing multi-family units and avoid
deferred maintenance.

Preserve privately owned HUD-financed low income housing projects that are at risk of
conversion to market rate housing through a program including notification to
owners, information to tenants through Human Rights/Fair Housing on-site
programs, proactive local financing and participation in federal and stare
preservation programs.
Responsible Entity:
Time frame:
Desired Result:

SHRA
On-going
Preserve 208
units annually through restructuring programs;
preserve affordability of 100 units annually (and
Section 8 assistance) through sales to priority
purchasers; and provide enhanced Section 8 vouchers
to 85 percent of residents in opt-out projects (estimate
200 units prepaid)

6.5a

Preserve affordable units in mortgage revenue bond projects with expiring
regulatory agreements through financial incentives including refinancing and
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issuance of new bonds for acquisition/rehabilitation.
Responsible Entity: SHRA
On-going
Time frame:
Preservation of 100 affordable units in expiring
Desired Result:
mortgage revenue bond projects
6.6

Appoint an SRO Task Force to including property owners, business groups, SRO
occupants, affordable housing advocates, affordable housing providers and
others to review and recommend policies related to the preservation, replacement and
development of Single Room Occupancy Hotels.
Responsible Entity:
Time frame:
Desired Result:

6.7

Implement the new Residential Hotel Alternative Housing Program, adopted by the
Council in 1998 to provide service-enriched housing in small apartment settings as an
alternative to new construction of residential hotels.
Responsible Entity:
Time Frame:
Desired Result:

6.8

SHRA/DHA
On-going
Assist 150 very low- income persons throughout the
Sacramento area that need appropriate supportive
services needed by many homeless or transitional housing
tenants.

Amend the zoning ordinance to comply with the residential hotel new construction
standards
Responsible Entity:
Time Frame:
Desired Result:

6.9

SHRA/City Council
Fall 2000
Report back to the City Council on SRO policies

City Planning/City Council
Spring 2001
Zoning Ordinance amendment to facilitate the production
of affordable living spaces for very low income people that
provide privacy and foster self-sufficiency.

Update the Historic Preservation Ordinance (Chapter 32) to preserve historic resources
and reviewing alternatives (including demolitions of potential historic or known historic
structures) within designated design review districts and preservation districts.
Responsible Entity:

City Planning/City Council
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Time frame:
Desired Result:
6.10

Fund and Support Sacramento Heritage Trust Fund
Responsible Entity:
Time Frame:
Desired Result:

6.11

SHRA/City Planning
On-going
Sacramento Heritage Program

Develop and adopt a Historic Preservation Element of the General Plan which includes
an inventory of historic preservation resources, policies and programs.
Responsible Entity:
Time frame:
Desired Result:

6.12

Summer 2000
Updated Historic Preservation Ordinance

City Planning
Summer 2000
Historic Preservation Element

Consider adopting a Residential Demolition Ordinance which provides for the review of
non-historic buildings.
Responsible Entity:
Time Frame:
Desired Result:

6.13

City Council/City Planning
Spring 2000
Residential Demolition Ordinance to provide for
alternatives to demolition of sound housing stock.
Continue to implement the Neighborhood Paint Program.
Responsible Entity:
Time frame:
Desired Result:

6.14

SHRA, Neighborhood Housing Services, Business
Association
Ongoing
Affordable means for low and very low income persons to
weatherize and improve their homes.

Implement the Franklin Villa Revitalization Plan to restore neighbohood vitality and
safety
Responsible Entity:
Time Frame:
Desired Result:

SHRA, NPDSD and Police Departments
Summer 1999-2002
Acquire 120 HUD held properties, rehabilitate and manage
them; expand services of Franklin Villa Resource Center.
and increase educational resources for Parkway
Elementary School

GOAL 7: PRESERVE AND DEVELOP HOUSING OPPORTUNITIES FOR PERSONS WITH
SPECIAL NEEDS
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The City has identified populations with special housing needs and has implemented programs
to address their needs. Those groups include the disabled, elderly, large families, families with
female heads of households, and families and persons in need of emergency shelter. (Section
3 details the special housing needs of Sacramento's homeless population). The Sacramento
Housing and Redevelopment Agency plays a crucial role in implementation of programs
designed to assist Sacramento's special needs population. The Agency operates and oversees
a variety of housing programs and supportive services targeting the homeless, elderly,
disabled, mentally ill, AIDS patients, new large and small households, and those most at risk of
-becoming-homeless-or-displaced.-Through-its-efforts-targeting the latter group, the City is
ensuring that the larger group of households and individuals with special housing needs remain
in decent affordable housing. Homelessness and its contributing factors continue to be a
pervasive problem in Sacramento. Emergency housing and related assistance to homeless
individuals and families are currently provided by the City. However, in recognition that
prevention of homelessness is the best solution to the problem, priority is being given to a
preventative approach to serve those most at risk of becoming homeless or displaced. This
approach involves housing construction and rehabilitation and administration of social services
to ensure that residents remain housed.
In response to the impact of the public inebriate and homeless on downtown neighborhoods,
the City plans to consolidate facilities and services for the homeless in the Richards Boulevard
area near 12th and North B Streets. (See Program 4 below). This multi-service campus will
house a new social services complex, emergency shelters for the homeless, a
detoxification/recovery facility, and centralized services for shelter and non-shelter participants.
The site will also contain low-cost "cottage" dwellings for individuals and families who are
making a transition from homelessness to mainstream lifestyles. Consolidation and integration
of services in the Richards Boulevard area will assist Sacramento and the Redevelopment
Agency to effectively serve the homeless over the next twenty years. More importantly, through
this comprehensive program, the City of Sacramento will achieve several of its affordable
housing goals and help prevent homelessness.
Policies
7.A

Provide shelter services to the homeless and support programs that address the causes
of homelessness.

7.B

Encourage a variety of housing types for households with special housing needs,
including large families.

Programs
7.1

Continue to provide assistance to emergency shelter facilities for the homeless
population, including alcohol and drug recovery programs, through the County
Department of Human Assistance (DHA) and their non profit service providers. Expand
and reinforce linkages between shelters and providers of transitional housing so that
persons can obtain longer term assistance more readily.
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Responsible Entity:
Time Frame:
Desired Result:

7.2

Support transitional and permanent housing programs that enable homeless persons to
deal with the issues that led to homelessness and to move toward self-sufficiency.
Existing programs include Quinn Cottages, Transitional Living and Community Support,
Volunteers of America Readiness programs, Salvation Army residential programs,
Sacramento Veterans Resource Center, and South Area Emergency Housing.
Responsible Entity:
Time Frame:
Desired Results:

7.3

City Council, SHRA
1999-2000
Continued funding and operation of effective supportive
housing programs that link transitional and permanent
housing, recovery programs, and emergency shelters to
help persons maintain independent living skills.

Implement policy within the Richards Boulevard Area Plan to consolidate social service
providers within the planning area to enable the homeless to obtain food, shelter and
other services in a single location. This will diminish the need for homeless individuals
and families to travel widely through the city for services.
Responsible Entity:
Time frame:
Desired Result:

7.5

SHRA, DHA, nonprofit service providers
On-going
Purchase and or rehabilitate 80-100 units to house
homeless persons in well managed transitional and
permanent housing facilities.

Review and adopt, as needed, specific recommendations of the Board on
Homelessness of the Cities and County of Sacramento. It is expected that
recommendations will include the expansion of permanent housing opportunities for
formerly homeless persons in well managed facilities with supportive_ services so that
progress toward self-sufficiency is maintained.
Responsible Entity:
Time Frame:
Desired Result:

7.4

DHA
On-going
Maintenance of existing network of emergency shelters
linked with service providers to obtain assistance more
effectively to get people off the streets, to move the secure
living fee from domestic violence, and to stabilize living
conditions for homeless children.

City Downtown Development Department and DHA
Fall 1999
Construction of the social service complex, as revised.

Continue to promote the concept of co-housing, mutual housing and housing
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cooperatives.
Responsible Entity:
Time Frame:
Desired Result:

7.6

SHRA and affiliated non-profit sponsors
Onoging
An additional 25-50 units can be accomplished in 19961998.

Continue to implement the strategies of the SHRA's Consolidated Plan for Housing and
Community Development. The "Consolidated Plan" discusses several housing
initiatives for special need populations including the development of housing for the
homeless, the mentally ill and persons with AIDS. SHRA is actively pursuing funding
and programs for these special needs populations.
Responsible Entity:
Time frame:
Desired Result:

SHRA and affiliated non-profit sponsors
On-going
Provide financing and technical assistance to non-profit
service providers to create two additional developments for
persons with special needs.

GOAL 8: ENERGY CONSERVATION

Ongoing support of existing energy conservation measures and encouragement of additional
policies is one means by which the City could help control rising construction costs.
Technological advances and effective site design could reduce development costs while
providing long-term energy efficient housing. The City should take steps to better integrate.
solar access planning into the land use planning process in order to meet existing and future
energy concerns. The Sacramento Municipal Utility District (SMUD) offers energy conservation
programs that promote compliance above the minimum standards within Title 24 of the
California Building Code. SMUD and the Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) offer
weatherization programs to all households regardless of income to help reduce the costs of
operating housing. These weatherization programs are especially effective in reducing the
monthly costs of lower income affordable housing. Another form of energy assistance available
to Sacramento households is the tree planting program administered by SHRA in consultation
with SMUD and the Sacramento Tree Foundation.
Finally, the City through its land use policies and the proposed policies of this Housing Element,
seeks to increase the supply of housing located along transit corridors to reduce vehicle trips
(See housing supply policies).
Policies
8.A ' Wherever possible, develop, incorporate and support energy conserving programs in
the production and rehabilitation of housing to improve the environment and reduce
household energy costs.
Programs
8.1

Support SMUD's Energy Efficient New Construction Program which provides financial
incentives to builders to exceed minimum energy efficiency standards.
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Responsible Entity:
Time frame:
Desired Result:

8.2

Support SMUD and PG&E's program to retrofit existing housing for energy efficiency.
Responsible Entity:
Time frame:
Desired Result:

8.3

SMUD
On-going (existing program)
Implementation of new conservation and alternative
energy programs to reduce energy costs of new residential
buildings.

SMUD, PG& E and SHRA
On-going (existing programs)
Reduce household energy costs through a variety of
insulation, system update and weatherization program.

Continue to administer the Tree Planting Program to provide shade and to help with
neighborhood revitalization and beautification.
Responsible Entity:
Time frame:
Desired Result:

SHRA, SMUD and Tree Foundation
On-going (existing program)
Provide strategically located shade trees to reduce air
conditioning costs.

GOAL 9: PROMOTE EQUAL HOUSING OPPORTUNITY

All households in Sacramento, regardless of income, age, disability, race, ethnicity, sex,
religion, marital status or sexual preference, should have the right to rent, lease, or purchase
housing without discrimination. The City has continued to ensure equal housing opportunity
through its enforcement of fair housing practices.
The City should support the enforcement of fair housing laws to ensure that all households in
Sacramento have equal access to safe and affordable housing. Fair housing practices should
prevent discrimination against households with special needs, such as the poor, the elderly, the
ill, disabled, female-headed families, immigrants and non-traditional households. Through the
Human Rights/Fair Housing Commission, the City of Sacramento has enforced equal and fair
access laws; support for the Commission's enforcement and educational activities should
continue.
Through promoting enforcement of existing state and federal laws, the City could help eliminate
discrimination against households with special needs. The City should implement State and
federal legislation addressing prevention of discrimination against households with children as
well as ensure housing accessibility for households with physically challenged members.
Furthermore, Equal housing opportunity programs should provide a means for resolution of
housing discrimination complaints.
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9.A

Encourage economic integration, fair housing opportunity and the elimination of
discrimination against households with special needs.

9.B

Increase affordable housing opportunities in new developments and implement a fair
share distribution of affordable housing units throughout Sacramento communities.

9.C

The City should work in conjunction with other Sacramento area jurisdictions and
agencies to develop a region-wide approach to provide affordable housing for all
households.

Programs
9.1

Continue to support enforcement practices of the Human Rights/Fair Housing
Commission addressing discrimination against households with special needs, and fair
housing education programs offered by other organizations such as the Apartment
Owner's Association and the Board of Realtors.
Responsible Entity:
Time frame:
Desired Result:

9.2

Provide equal housing opportunity for people with disabilities. Existing program and
ensure that residential projects comply with the American Disabilities Act. New
program: American Disabilities Act compliance. Support public improvements that
provide reasonable accommodation for the disabled. Responsible Entity:

Time frame:
Desired Result:

9.3

Human Rights Fair Housing Commission, Building
Division, SHRA and Legal Center for the Elderly and
Disabled.
On-going (existing program)
Ensure positive recourse and corrective action to prevent
discrimination against persons with disabilities.

Support neighborhood efforts to resolve tenant complaints. New program: McGeorge
Law School/Neighborhood Mediation Program.
Responsible Entity:
Time frame:
Desired Result:

9.4

Human Rights Fair Housing Commission (lead)
On-going (existing program)
Provide mediation, education and referrals to the State
Office of Fair Housing or legal aid centers for cases of
housing discrimination or other forms of discrimination.

Sacramento Mediation Center
On-going (existing program)
Continue to provide alternative dispute resolutions
methods for landlord tenant and neighborhood conflicts.

Develop and implement a program, in consultation with the Building Industry
Association, that would incorporate housing visitability standards (including the
installation of interior modifications) in all newly constructed single family homes
financed by SHRA. Establish guidelines for exterior modifications both within
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and outside of designated flood zones and the specific type of hardware that may
be incorporated.
Responsible Entity: SHRA
Time Frame:
Summer 2000
Desired Result:
Improved accessibility for persons with physical
disabilities in single. family developments
GOAL 10: MONITOR AND COORDINATE HOUSING PERFORMANCE

The City recognizes the need to coordinate its many efforts to implement its identified housing
strategies. Successful development of affordable housing depends on coordination and active
participation of the SHRA, City Planning, other City departments, and various regional agencies
which provide technical support or serve in an advisory capacity. Implementation of the Housing
Element could be monitored in a variety of ways to ensure that the City meets its objectives.
Policies
10.A:

Monitor implementation of Housing Element objectives and measures.

10.B: Increase City/County Housing Policy Coordination to ensure that a fair and regional
approach to housing policy continues to improve.
Programs
10.1

Prepare an annual monitoring report to the City Council on implementation of the
Housing Element goals.
Responsible Entity:
Time frame:
Desired Result:

10.2

SHRA and NPDSD
Annually starting in 1999
Coordinate the Consolidated Plan reports to Council and
the Board of Supervisors with an annual update on the
Housing Element. Coordination with existing State or
Federal mandated housing reports prepared by SHRA will
minimize the number of documents and reports required,
but, still allow for thoughtful consideration of progress and
recommendations for future action.

Monitor and publish an annual report on compliance with the jobs to housing balance,
housing type and affordability objectives in the North Natomas Community Plan.
Responsible Entity:
Time Frame:
Desired Result:
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11. HOUSING ELEMENT IMPLEMENTATION PROGRAM

11.1

QUANTIFIED OBJECTIVES

Quantified housing objectives for the time frame of the element can be categorized by targeted
household income groups as shown in Table 11-1 below. As required under State law, the table
classifies the dwelling unit objectives by income level and type of housing assistance, such as
housing rehabilitation or production of affordable housing units. This information is based on the
City's more detailed housing program objectives and the chart on the following pages.
Table 11-1: 1/99 - 7/02 QUANTIFIED HOUSING UNIT OBJECTIVES
BY INCOME CLASSIFICATION (BASED ON IMPLEMENTATION PROGRAM)
Income Category

Total

Rehabilitation

New Construction
(Based on Revised
RHAP Goals)

Very Low Income (0-50%)

1885

1120

765

Low Income (51-80%) -

999

211

788

Moderate Income (81-120%)

-2659

79

2580

Above Moderate Income (120+%)

1600

0

1,600

Total

-7143

1410

5,733

Source: See Table 11- 3 for program objectives detail.

New construction objectives are shown below in Table 11-2 for the City of Sacramento. These
numbers are projections based on previous housing activity, anticipated construction activity,
funding availability and the housing programs included in Chapter 10.
TABLE 11-2
REVISED NEW CONSTRUCTION OBJECTIVES FOR THE 1/99 to 7/02 PERIOD
Income
Level
Very Low
Low
Moderate
Above Mod
Total

Revised 3.5 Year
Production Goal
765 units
788 units
2,580 units
1,600 units
5733 units

Remaining
Units Needed
1,744 units
.2076 units
0 units
4135 units
7955 units

Table 11-3: Housing Program Objectives was compiled by SHRA, in cooperation with the City
Planning Division. The objectives represent the maximum number of units expected to be
developed for different income groups based on the City's housing priorities, aggressive housing
polcies and programs and reasonable estimates of the amount of funding available for housing
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activity from state, federal and local funding sources. The City's primary affordable housing goals,
articulated in the development and approval of the use of public subsidies for housing, may be
summarized as follows:
Increase home ownership for low-income people to help stabilize neighborhoods and increase
investment in rehabilitating deteriorated single family housing. Funded programs to meet this
goal include downpayment assistance and mortgage credit certificates, the BoardedNacant
Program, the Freddie Mac Alliance Agreement (employer-assisted housing, CHFA's mortgage
insurance, etc.), various paint programs, rehabilitation loans and grants, a variety of infill
housing incentives (gap financing), and self-help housing. The households most likely to be
served by subsidized homeownership programs are low-income (50 to 80 percent of area
median income).
Stimulate the acquisition and rehabilitation of problem multifamily properties and institute better
management practices through financing requirements and monitoring. This goal has high
priority in older, lower income neighborhoods. Activities that meet this goal include gap
-financing, issuance of mortgage revenue bonds with tax credits, and joint efforts with local
nonprofit housing corporations to acquire bank-foreclosed properties for demolition and
reconstruction. The most significant recent activity under this goal has been the housing
authority's aggressive pursuit of HUD-foreclosed units in Franklin Villa for rehabilitation and
property management, a $1 million commitment. Acquisition and rehabilitation programs for
both ownership and rental housing predominantly serve very low-income households (under
50 percent of area median income).
Support mixed-income development to revitalize lower income neighborhoods. In new growth
areas, this goal seeks to create housing affordable to low-income people to increase economic
diversity and to expand housing near job centers. In downtown Sacramento, this goal has
major importance in sustaining the retail, commercial, and civic life of the central city. Mixedincome housing as an element of downtown Sacramento revitalization serves primarily
moderate-income households (80 to 120 percent of area median income). In new growth
areas, mixed income housing is most likely to be financed with Low Income Housing Tax
Credits, thereby assisting both very low and low-income people. Depending on the state's
regulations, households earning 35 percent of median income may be reached through these
developments.
Provide and preserve decent and safe housing for all income groups. Redevelopment tax
increment, HOME and CDBG funds all support various housing alternatives for homeless
persons and those in transitional housing, including alcohol and drug recovery programs. In
addition, redevelopment and CDBG funds subsidize the acquisition and rehabilitation of units
owned by the City's housing authority in order to construct and maintain them to a high
community standard. (Particularly with regard to homeless programs, the number of persons
assisted is estimated on the chart on Housing Program Objectives, rather than the units
produced.) SHRA's aggressive pursuit of Section 8 certificates for welfare-to-work households
as well as the general population has increased tenant-based assistance nearly 25 percent
countywide over the last five years. Persons receiving homeless assistance generally have
incomes less than 30 percent of median; public housing residents overall have less than 40
percent median income.
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These goals, and the programs that implement them, are reflected in the 1997-2002 Consolidated
Plan's Annual Action Plan for 2000. The estimates of funding and production or assistance were
based on the best information available on federal government housing funds and local
redevelopment revenues at the end of 1999.
Additional implementation detail for the City's various affordable housing programs is shown in the
following chart. The Implementation Program chart (Table 11-5) identifies the status of the
programs (which correspond to the housing policies described in Section 10), the agency
responsible for program implementation, time frame, and quantified objectives. Not all listed
programs contain quantified objectives; some programs are instrumental in supporting housing
production and maintenance but do not result in quantifiable housing units.
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TABLE 11-3: CATEGORIZATION BY INCOME GROUP OF HOUSING PROGRAM OBJECTIVES: JANUARY 1999 - JULY 2002
HOUSING PROGRAMS

Very Low

New Construction
Public housing
Ownership Housing - Self Help, Subsidized
Ownership Housing - Subsidized Infill
Development
Ownership Housing - Market Rate

Low

Above Mod

Moderate

Total

0
19
144

Multifamily Housing - Subsidized Rental

465

Mixed Income Housing
300
Multifamily Housing - Market Rate, Unsubsidized
Subtotal

Rehabilitation
Public Housing Acquisition/Rehabilitation
Multifamily Acquisition/Rehabilitation
Residential Hotel Rehabilitation
Homeowner Rehabilitation (Loans)
Homeowner Emergency Repair (Grants)
Mobile Home Rehabilitation
BoardedNacant Homeownership Program

765

120
600
80
65
240
15
Subtotal

1120

Conservation/Preservation (Other Rehabilitation)
Fainted Ladies (Historic Acquisition/Rehab)
Weatherization
50
HUD Section 8 Opt-Outs
200
Homeowner Repair and Paint Volunteer Programs
1130
Subtotal
1380
Homeownership Purchase Programs
Mortgage Credit Certificates
Downpayment Assistance

18
20
Subtotal
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260
1500

1500

175

220

100

450
788

600
2580

1600

115

74

25

5

71
211

79

20
50
50
120

137
745
882

20

20

41
41

3.11 -4.

19 Rio Linda Blvd, Surreal Estates
404 Del Paso Nuevo; 4&T,6&S,10&T,13&F,Cap Park, C
warehse, 27&R
3000 Assumes 1000 units per year minus infill/inclusionary
units
960 Grupe, Fremont, 18th&L, Cap Towers, 24/Mview,
MRB-Natomas
300 15% mixed income policy
1050 Assumes 300 units per year
5733

120
789
80
95
240
15
71
1410

Franklin Villa HOME
HOME, RDA, HTF, MRB
Ridgeway, YWCA
CDBG, RDA
CDBG
CDBG(part of homeowner rehab)
RDA, HOME

40
100
200
1180
1520

Downtown TI, Multifamily acq/rehab
State OEO
MRB Acquisition
CDBG

196 State Private Activity Bond Allocation
765 HOME
961

Table 11-3 continued
Tenant Assistance
New Section 8 CertificatesNouchers

100

Homeless/Special Needs
Homeless Assistance
Public Housing Assistance

1800
600

100' HUD

Subtotal

2400

TOTAL

5803
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1800 RDA,CDBG
600 RDA,
2400
2001

2720
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1600

12124

Footnotes
CDBG - Community Development Block Grants
HOME - Home Investment partnership Program
Housing Trust Funds
HTF U. S. Department of Housing and urban Development
HUD Mortgage revenue bonds
MRB redevelopment area tax increment funds
RDA -

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.

HOME, RDA, HTF
Del Paso Nuevo, 4 & T; 6 & S; 10 & T, 13 & F, Capitol Park Townhomes, CADA Warehouse
Assumes approximately 1000 single family units per year with 50% affordable to moderate
income and 50% affordable to above moderate income households.
HOME, RDA, HTF, and Low Income Housing Tax Credits
Assumes new multifamily development at approximately 400 per year with 45% affordable to
low-income and 55% affordable to moderate income households.
Franklin Villa funded by HOME
HOME, RDA, HTF, and MRB
HOME
CDBG,RDA
CDBG
CDBG (part of homeowner rehabilitation)
RDA, HOME
RDA
State Office of Economic Opportunity
MRB and Low Income Housing Tax Credits
CDBG
MRB (Converted to certificates)
HOME
HUD
RDA, CDBG
RDA
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Table 11-4
ESTIMATES OF SOURCES AND USES OF CITY OF SACRAMENTO HOUSING FUNDS
ADMINISTERED BY THE SACRAMENTO HOUSING AND REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY
January 1, 1999 - December 31, 2002

Sources and Uses

Estimated
Funds
by use

Units/Households by Percent Area
Median Income
<30% 30 - 50% 50 - 80%

Redevelopment Housing Setaside (1)
Homeless/Special Needs (2)
Public Housing Assistance
New Construction
Substantial Rehabilitation
BoardedNacant Program
Single Family Rehabilitation

HOME
Homeless/Special Needs
New Construction
Substantial Rehabilitation
Home Ownership
Down Payment Assistance
BoardedNacant Program (3)

Community Development Block Grant
Homeless/Special Needs (4)
New Construction
Substantial Rehabilitation
Owner-Occupied Rehabilitation
Emergency Repair
Single Family Rehabilitation Loans
Paint Programs
Volunteer Repair Programs
Del Paso Nuevo - New Town

Housing Trust Funds - City
New Construction - Units Assume Use of
Tax Credit and/or Mortgage Revenue Bonds
Substantial Rehabilitation - Units Assume
Tax Credit and/or Mortgage Revenue Bonds

4,125,000
2,100,000
5,980,000
4,292,600
555,000
112,000
17,164,600

1,000
400

600,000
1,500,000
3,900,000

60

200
20
93

Total
Assisted

80120%

1,000
600
313
226
41
10

5

33
44
41
5

260
89

144
300

30
36

60
174
336

745 1
30

765
30

20

2,700,000
300,000
9,000,000

2,700,000

800

375,000
1,500,000
675,000
102,000
1,464,000
6,816,000

75
15
30
400

165
65
258
450

20
50
75

2,000,000

150

700,000

65

1

55

800
240
100
338
850
130

220

70

65

2,700,000
Housing Trust Funds - North Natomas
New Construction
Substantial Rehabilitation

400,000
200,000

11
5

5
5
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16
10

600,000

TABLE 11-4 Continued
Mortgage Credit Certificates
Mortgage Revenue Bonds ( New and Rehab)
(Not Using Local Financing)
City Capital Contributions ( non-Setaside)
Section 8 New Certificates
TOTAL

Not applicable
15,750,000

18
125

2,000,000

54,030,600

40

60

2,820

2,118

137
100

41

196
225

160

100

260
100

1,612

555

7,105

Notes:
Redevelopment Housing Setaside funds include 1998 and 1999 tax allocation bond proceeds as well as annual
1.
tax increments.
Estimates based on $1.4 million in 1999 funds allocated to alcohol recovery programs, transitional housing,
2.
homeless program administration.
Boarded/vacant program may also be considered substantial rehabilitation of single family housing.
3.
Estimates based on $900,000 in 1999 funds allocated to emergency shelters, alcohol recovery, SRO supportive
4.
services, and HOPWA.
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11.2 IMPLEMENTATION SUMMARY
The policies and programs included in Chapter 10 were developed by a multi-agency team to reflect
realistic but aggressive program efforts. The team included persons from many disciplines of the
Planning Department and the Sacramento Housing and Redevelopment Agency. The programs are
designed to meet or exceed the stated goals.. For many programs however, a distinction must be
made between efforts to fund a project (funding obligation or contract) and actual availability of the
unit for occupancy following construction. Program performance is estimated based on historic
funding and permitting activities. Actual build-out and occupancy of these units may occur on a
slightly different time frame. Table 11-5, summarizes the overall implementation program to achieve
the housing goals set forth by the City.
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TABLE 11.5 FOUR YEAR (January 1, 1999-June 30, 2002) IMPLEMENTATION PROGRAMS
PROGRAM

RESPONSIBLE AGENCY

FUNDING

TIME
FRAME

OBJECTIVES

City Planning/Downtown
Department/City Council

General Fund

Ongoing

Create
additional
residential
holding
capacity for an
estimated
10,000 units

New

Neighborhoods, Planning
and Development Services
/City Council

General Fund

Spring
2000

Increased
density of
housing to
support transit
use (potential
3,500 units).

New

Neighborhoods, Planning
and Development Services
/City Council

General Fund

Fall
1999

Addition of
3500 potential
units

New

Real Estate, City Planning

Spring
2001

Surplus land
10139inventory
1010

STATUS

GOAL 1: HOUSING SUPPLY PROGRAMS
1.1

Maintain/expand residential land supply

Existing

Maintain and expand the supply of residentially
zoned land through project approvals, re-use
and redevelopment plans and General Plan,
Community Plans- and Specific Planaamendments.
1.2

Transit Related/Multi Family Densities
Adopt criteria to optimize residential densities
near transit and employment centers.

1.3

Annexations
Initiate sphere of influence and annexation
studies and include a diversity of housing.

1.4

Surplus Sites/Acquisition
Develop and maintain surplus land inventory.

General Fund

PROGRAM

1.5

Infrastructure Plans

STATUS

RESPONSIBLE AGENCY

FUNDING

TIME
FRAME

OBJECTIVES

Completed

City Finance/City
Manager's Office and City
Neighborhoods, Planning
and Development Services

General Fund
Developer
Fees and Mello
Roos Districts

Fall
1999

Finance
infrastructure
and community
facilities for
2,700 new
units in the
Railyards
Area and
30,000 units in
North Natomas
Plan Area.

Neighborhoods, Planning
and Development Services
City Council

General Fund

Spring
2000

Infill incentives

Existing

Neighborhoods, Planning
and Development Services

General Fund

Ongoing . Standard
mitigation
measures to
streamline
environmental
review.

New

Neighborhoods, Planning
and Development Services
City Council

General Fund.

Fall
2000

Encourage
flexible "loft'
housing
alternatives

Existing

Neighborhoods, Planning
and Development Services
City Council

General Fund
and tax increment

Ongoing

Allow
residential
uses by right in
appropriate
commercial
zones.

Implement infrastructure plans for North
Natomas and Railyards and consider housing
affordability impacts.

1.6

Infill
New
Amend Infill Housing Ordinance

1.7

Noise Mitigation
Implement environmental mitigation measures
for noise exposure areas.

1.8

Live/Work Ordinance
Revise Artist Live Work Space Ordinance

1.9

Mixed Use Zones
Rezone appropriate sites for commercial and
residential mixed use.

PROGRAM

1.10

Employment Center

STATUS

RESPONSIBLE AGENCY

FUNDING

TIME
FRAME

OBJECTIVES

Existing

Neighborhoods, Planning
and Development Services
/City Council

General Fund

Ongoing

300 units of
higher density
residential new
job centers

New

Neighborhoods, Planning
and Development Services

General Fund

City Planning/ SHRA

General Fund

As
needed.

Not applicable.

Existing

SHRA/Neighborhoods,
Planning and Development
Services

State funded.

Ongoing as
needed

Not applicable

Existing

Neighborhoods, Planning
and Development Services

General Fund

Ongoing.

Not applicable

Implement Employment Center zone in North
Natomas and other plan areas to intermix
residential uses
1.11

Mobile Homes Regulations
Update Mobile Home Park regulations

1.13

Develop Mobile Home Replacement Housing
Programs

1.14

Mobile Home Assistance

.

New

Continue Mobile Park Assistance Program.
1.15

Condo Conversions
Continue Condominium Conversion 'Ordinance

Not applicable.
Ongoing

PROGRAM

RESPONSIBLE AGENCY

FUNDING

TIME
FRAME

OBJECTIVES

New

SHRA/City Council

Regional
Sanitation

Spring
2000

Reduced Costs
for up to 200
affordable
housing units

New

Public Works/City
Planning/City Council

Spring 2000

Unknow
n

Fee reductions
for up to 200
affordable

STATUS

GOAL 2: HOUSING AFFORDABILITY PROGRAMS
2.1

Regional Sanitation - Fee Waiver
Participate in fee waiver program and extend
thru 2002 for affordable housing projects

2.1a Implement the Development Fee Financing
Program
Work with other agencies and districts to defer or

housing units

waive payment of eligible planning and development
impact fees until close of escrow for ownership housing
and until occupancy for rental housing for low income
households. Adoption of this program is contingent
upon satisfactory resolution of budgetary issues
resulting from fee reductions/waivers.

per year

2.2

Density Bonus

New

Neighborhoods, Planning
and Development Services
/City Council

General Fund
(possible housing
subsidies from
SHRA)

Fall
1999

Assist 15 units
per year

New

Neighborhoods, Planning
and Development
Services/Utilities/Public
Works Department/City
Council

General Fund for
program
administration

Spring
2000

Enhanced
feasibility for
up to 200 infill
or low income
units.

Adopt Density Bonus Ordinance
2.3

Affordable Housing/Infill Fee Waivers
Develop fee waiver/deferal program to reduce
development fees within designated infill areas
and allow the Planning Director the discretion
to waive or reduce planning processing fees for
projects that provide permanent affordable
housing to low and moderate income
households.

PROGRAM

2.4

Housing Referrals

STATUS

RESPONSIBLE AGENCY

FUNDING

TIME
FRAME

OBJECTIVES

Existing

SHRA and Community
Services Planning Council

CDBG

Ongoing

Consolidated
"one stop"
information
center for
housing
information
regarding
housing
availability,
programs and
services.

On-going

SHRA and non-profit

SHRA and other

On-going

existing

sponsors

funding sources

Continue to provide housing information and
referral services on affordable housing
opportunities.

2.5

Support Services
Continue developing, funding and
implementing programs that provide services
supporting affordable housing.

Continue efforts

to integrate

programs.

supportive

Operation
Bootstrap, Child
Development

social services
into To serve
150 very low

Center, Housing

incomes

Relocation

residents

Assistance,

counseling and
job assistance
for the homeless
and mentally
ill.. (SHRA

administers
several other
housing support
programs).

PROGRAM

2.6

Innovative Funding

STATUS

Existing

TIME
FRAME

SHRA and non-profit

HUD and other

On-going

sponsors

federal,

Modernize

Continue traditional and develop innovative,
non-traditional funding to preserve public

systems in 3

housing inventory

senior projects;
60 for sale
units

Non-Profit Operating Assistance

SHRA and non-profit
sponsors

CDBG, Home

Summer
2000
annually
thereafter

Two RFP's per
year for nonprofits

SHRA

CDBG

Annual

New
community
needs
assessment to
guide program
fundin g .

Renew & revise operating assistance or
predevelopment grant program for qualified
nonprofit housing corporations.

2.8

OBJECTIVES

120units and
rehabilitate

New
2.7

FUNDING

RESPONSIBLE AGENCY

Consolidated Plan
Involve the community at-large in participating
in the annual update and three year
Consolidated Plan for the expenditure of
federal funds.

Existing

PROGRAM

2.9

HUD Section 8 Opt Outs

STATUS

RESPONSIBLE AGENCY

FUNDING

TIME
FRAME

OBJECTIVES

Existing

SHRA

Mortgage
Revenue Bonds
Tax Credits

Ongoing

Preserve
affordability
and rehabilitate
200 units in
expiring use
projects and
encourage
additional
acquisition/
rehabilitation
with long-term
affordability
restrictions so
that there is no
loss of
subsidized
housing.

SHRA/local
lenders

Ongoing

Increase loan
made by
Nlorthern
California
Lender's
Consolidated
to two
affordable
projects per
year by
streaming loan
processing

Participate with the California Housing Finance
Agency, developers using mortgage revenue
bond allocations, and lending institutions to
preserve and/or replace federally assisted
housing with expiring Sec. 8 subsidies.

2.10

CRA Reinvestment
Promote partnerships between lending
institutions, developers, housing interest
groups and the community to encourage
sufficient availability of financing for affordable
housing projects and encourage the Federal
Reserve Bank to monitor the performance of
local lenders for compliance with the
Community Reinvestment Act of 1977 (CRA)
which requires their involvement in programs
designed to meet Sacramento's community
development and investment needs.

.

Existing

local lenders

,

PROGRAM

2.12

Notice of Funding Availability (NOFA)

STATUS

RESPONSIBLE AGENCY

FUNDING

TIME
FRAME

OBJECTIVES

Existing

SHRA

Home, HTF

Ongoing

Clear funding
standards and
regularly
scheduled
application
periods will
assist
developers to

Promote public, competitive funding processes
for assisted housing through issuance of Notice
of Funding Availability (NOFA) and maintaining
streamlined over-the-counter programs.

plan quality

projects ready
for financial
review.
2.13

Freddie Mac Alliance Agreement

New

Develop and implement new Freddie Mac
Alliance Agreement to increase home
ownership, provide employer-assisted housing
programs, provide new loan products for
acquisition/rehabilitation, and contribute to the
revitalization of Franklin Villa.
2.14

Housing Set Aside
Maintain the flexibility and use of housing set
aside funds for housing affordable to very low,
low and moderate income households in
existing and future redevelopment target areas
through implementation of the Implementation
Plans prepared pursuant to Article 16.5 of the
Community Redevelopment Law.

Existing

Sacramento Home Loan
Counseling Center and
local lenders

SHRA
(administrative
costs)
Home

Fall
1999

300 Low and
moderate
income home
buyers will
have expanded
choices for
acquiring
properties.

SHRA

Tax Increment
Housing Setaside.

Ongoing

Production of
new and
substantial
rehabilitation of
500 affordable
housing units
by year 2002
as called for in
the
Implementation Plans

PROGRAM

2.15

HELP Program

RESPONSIBLE AGENCY

FUNDING.

TIME
FRAME

OBJECTIVES

New

SHRA

CHFA

Spring
2000

Apply for and
complete two
acquisition and
rehab projects

New

SHRA, City Attorney and
City Council

General Fund

Summer
2000

Consider and
adopt Mixed
Income
Housing Policy
(up to 300

STATUS

Participate in new partnership program with
CHFA to acquire and rehabilitate problem
properties
2.16

Mixed Income Policy

Require a mix of housing by income levels in all newlydeve+eped growth and annexation areas of the City.
In all new development, 15% of all new housing shall

-

be affordable to very low income households.

potential very

Affordablity shall be assured for the longest feasible
time, but not less than 30 years. SHRA shall adopt a
program of regulatory and financial incentives and
assist developers in applying for available financing
and the City shall give these affordable units a priority
for fee waivers and other incentives.

low income
units)

2.17 North natomas Housing Trust Fund

Existing

City Planning, City
Attorney and City Council

HTFI

Spring
2000

26 low and
moderate
income units

Existing

SHRA
SVRHA

NA

Spring
2000

Effective
marketing of
Section 8
units

Amend the Housing Trust Fund Ordinance to allow the
use of commercial development fees paid into the
North Natomas fund for the development of affordable
housing projects in North Natomas.

2.18 Section 8 Voucher Program
Work with the Sacramento Valley Rental Housing
Association to educate and more effectively market
the Section 8 voucher program

PROGRAM

STATUS

RESPONSIBLE AGENCY

TIMEFRAME

FUNDING

OBJECTIVES

GOAL 3: HOUSING MIX, BALANCE AND NEIGHBORHOOD COMPATIBILITY
3.1

Adopt Fair Share Plan and Amend Multifamily
Lending Guidelines

Existing

SHRA

N/A

Adopt
City/County Fair
Share Plan with
a strong
community
outreach
process to
develop support
for affordable
housing
locations

Fall 1999

Adopt the fair share housing policies and
amend implementing lending guidelines to
guide the location of public assisted housing
throughout the City.

3.2

North Natomas Fair Share

New

SHRA

Fall 1999

N/A

Include North
Natomas as an
area Eligible for
public
assistance
housing funds.

Neighborhoods, Planning
and Development Services

On-going

General
Fund for
program
administration

Increased
housing mix and
income diversity

The City shall ensure that newly developing
areas with unique circumstances are
addressed in the Fair Share Plan. Include
Census Tract 70.03 in the North Natomas Area
as a Fair Share Service area because the area
is less than 35% developed, and includes
vacant lands which would be appropriate for
mixed income development.

3.3

Move Up Housing
Include mixed income housing developments in
new areas and encourage step-up housing in
existing areas which have predominantly low
and moderate income housing.

Existing

PROGRAM
3.4

Target Density
Implement multiple housing type and target
densities in North Natomas, South Natomas,
Airport Meadowview and South Sacramento
plan areas.

STATUS
Existing

RESPONSIBLE AGENCY

TIMEFRAME

Neighborhoods, Planning
and Development
Services/City Council

Spring 2000

FUNDING
N/A

OBJECTIVES
Increased
housing mix and
diversity

PROGRAM

STATUS

RESPONSIBLE AGENCY

TIMEFRAME

FUNDING

OBJECTIVES

4.1 MITIGATE GOVERNMENTAL AND NON-GOVERNMENTAL CONSTRAINTS
4.1

Steamlined Approval Process

New,

Neighborhoods, Planning
and Development Services
/City Council

Spring 2001

General
Fund for
program
administration

Update Zoning
Ordinance

Existing

Neighborhoods, Planning
and Development Services

1996 and on
going

General
Fund for
program
administration

Identify planning
and community
issues early in
the process so
that problems
can be
efficiently
resolved and
processing time
is shortened.

Existing

Neighborhoods, Planning
and Development Services

On-going

General
Fund for
program
administration

This process is
now in place.

Amend the City's Zoning Ordinance to establish
clear development standards and review
procedures for a variety of housing types
including emergency shelters and
transitional housing..
4.2

Preliminary Review
Continue to use the preliminary review process
whereby the City staff and neighborhoods
review projects with major policy and land use
issues and advise the applicant of policy areas
that he or she needs to address prior to the
.
formal application review.

4.3

Early Notification
Continue a streamlined, but effective process
for involving neighborhoods in land use
decisions affecting their area. Concepts for
implementation include: Notify neighborhood
associations early in the review of planning
issues through an early notification system
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PROGRAM
4.4

Interdepartmental Policy Committee

STATUS

RESPONSIBLE AGENCY

Existing

Neighborhoods, Planning
and Development Services
and other regulatory
departments

Continue an interdepartmental committee to
coordinate early review of development
projects and address policy concerns. That
committee consists of the Planning and
Development, Public works, and other City
departments involved with the building and
planning process.

4.5

Subdivision Ordinance
Amend and implement the City's Subdivision
Ordinance Regulations to streamline the map
process and reflect current development and
infrastructure standards. (See also program
4.10)

Completed

Neighborhoods, Planning
and Development Services
and Public Works
Department.

[ _TIMEFRAME
Spring 2000

On-going.

FUNDING

[

_OBJECTIVES

General
Fund for
program
administration

Coordinated
response to
development
requests-- onestop permit
shop.

N/A

Provide
flexibility in
development
standards so
that new
subdivisions are
compatible with
existing
neighborhood
conditions. Also
provide
flexibility in the
types of infrastructure
improvements
necessary.

PROGRAM
4.6

Housing Fees

FUNDING

Flood Protection
Continue to work with SAFCA and other
responsible agencies to construct
improvements and remove flood plain
restrictions which affect major portions of the
City

_OBJECTIVES

RESPONSIBLE AGENCY

TIMEFRAME

New

Neighborhoods, Planning
and Development Services

On-going.

N/A

Review fees
associated with
smaller projects,
particularly infill
projects.
Reduce any
excesses, and
where possible
provide fee
waivers or
incentives for
projects which
meet the goals
of the Housing
Element.

Existing

City Manager's Office,
Utilities Department,
SAFCA and Army Corps of
Engineers.

On-going.

Assessment
district
financing

Resolve flood
constraints in
AR and A99
Zone.

Allow potential reductions of permit fees to
assist smaller residential projects.

4.7

[

STATUS

PROGRAM
4.8

Flexible Infrastructure Standards

Study and modify infrastructure standards,
including major street construction, local street
widths, sizing of streets based on TSM trip
reductions, curb, gutter and sidewalk
requirements.

4.9

Multi-Family PDSP

TIMEFRAME

STATUS

RESPONSIBLE AGENCY

Portions in
progressexpanded
program effort.

Neighborhoods, Planning
and Development
Services, and Utilities /City
Council

New

City Planning /City Council

Spring 2000

New

City Planning and City/
City Council

2000 Spring

FUNDING
N/A

Provide
flexibility in
development
standards so
that new
subdivisions are
compatible with
existing
neighborhood
conditions. Also
provide
flexibility in the
types of
infrastructure
improvements
necessary.

N/A

Streamline
review process
for multi-family
projects

N/A

Fair share
distribution of
homeless
services
throughout the
City/County/Re
move constraint

Spring 2000

Establish Planning Director's Special Permit for
review of proposed developments in Multifamily zoned sites
4.10

Repeal Emergency Shelter Moratorium
Repeal resolution policy which prohibits the
expansion of homeless programs in City until
County equals or exceeds City bed count.
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.

OBJECTIVES

PROGRAM

STATUS

RESPONSIBLE AGENCY

TIMEFRAMEJ FUNDING

City Planning/City Council

Ongoing

OBJECTIVES

GOAL 5: HOUSING QUALITY AND NEIGHBORHOOD IMPROVEMENT
5.1

Design Review
The City shall continue to provide and improve
the Design Review program of the City. In
particular, the City shall develop Design
Guidelines to help standardize design
expectations and shall investigate alternative
administrative processes for small project
design review.

Existing
program to be
modified and
expanded.

General
Fund

Develop clear
design
guidelines and
develop
streamlined
methods to
implement the
guidelines.
Amend Section
16 of Zoning
Ordinance

5.2

Infill/Deep Lot Ordinance
Update the City's Infill and Deep Lot
Development Ordinances that encourage
compatible residential infill development.
Create additional incentives for residential infill
development to streamline the permit approval
process by reducing permit costs and time, and
institute flexibility to encourage development
that is appropriate for the neighborhood.
Modify the City's existing infill program to
accomplish the following objectives:

Existing effort

City Planning/City Council

Spring 2000

N/A

Update and
refined infill
housing policies
and ordinance
that streamline
the
development
process and
resolve
neighborhood
concerns
regarding infill
housing.

PROGRAM
5.3

Multi-Family Design Guidelines

Problem-Oriented Policing (POP) Program

TIMEFRAME

New

Neighborhoods, Planning
and Development Services
Department/City Council

Spring 20001

General
Fund

Establish clear
guidelines and a
"user friendly"
handbook
regarding multifamily-design
and
maintenance

Existing
Program

City Police Department
and Neighborhood
Services Department.

Ongoing

Continue
existing
funding
(SHRA,
General
fund)

Early and
efficient
resolution of
problem
property cases
such as drug
houses and
health and
safety
violations.

Existing
Program

SHRA and Neighborhood
Services Department

Ongoing

SHRA and
grants

Strengthen
existing troubled
neighborhoods
through
weeding out of
problems and
development of
positive
neighborhood
capacities and
assets.

Continue to implement the Problem-Oriented
Policing (POP) Program, a multi-departmental
effort to improve city neighborhoods and abate
various code violations.

5.5

Neighborhood Reclamation and Protection
Plan (NRPP)
Continue to implement the Neighborhood
Reclamation and Protection Plan (NRPP), a
multi-departmental program designed to control
and rid targeted neighborhoods of gangs and
drugs.

OBJECTIVES

RESPONSIBLE AGENCY

Adopt Multifamily Development Guidelines to
review multi-family developments throughout
the city.

5.4

FUNDING

STATUS

PROGRAM
5.6

Reorganize the Planning Division into
geographic teams to improve planning
decisions within the City's diverse
neighborhoods.

5.7

Central City Design Guidelines/Housing
Strategy
Implement neighborhood revitalization and
preservation recommendations for the Central
City.

FUNDING

[

_OBJECTIVES

STATUS

RESPONSIBLE AGENCY

TIMEFRAME

Completed

City Planning Department.

1995
(completed)

N/A

Develop
geographic
teams to be
more
knowledgeable
and accessible
to neighborhood
residents.
Promote better
consensus and
dialog regarding
neighborhood
development.

New

Neighborhoods, Planning
and Development Services
Department

Summer 1999

N/A

Implementation
of the Central
City Housing
Strategy
(rezoning to
preserve
housing sites)
and Central
City design
guidelines Fund
seven mixed
use housing
projects

PROGRAM
5.8

Affordable Home Ownership

STATUS

RESPONSIBLE AGENCY

Existing

SHRA, Neighborhoods,
Planning and Development
Services Department and
housing sponsors.

Support programs enabling low and moderate
income households to become home owners .
and thereby help conserve affordable housing.
The Mortgage Credit Certificate Program
targets ownership of existing housing within
certain neighborhoods. Existing programs:
Mortgage Credit Certificates (MCCs),
Community Home Buyers Program, Self-Help
Housing Program, Mutual Housing and cohousing.
5.9

Home Ownership Counseling Services

Existing

Support home ownership programs carried out
by nonprofit housing corporations, such as selfhelp housing, Neighborhood Housing Services'
loans and home ownership center activities,
and the counseling programs of the
Sacramento Home Loan Counseling Center.
5.10

Code Enforcement
Establish Code Action Team (CAT) and
develop systematic building code enforcement
to preserve and restore housing and thereby
help strengthen residential neighborhoods and
coordinate with SHRA boarded and vacant
program

SHRA

..

New

City Building Division and
Neighborhood Services
Department.

TIMEFRAME

Ongoing

FUNDING

OBJECTIVES

SHRA and
tax exempt
issue
capability

Increased
ownership
opportunities
and choices for
2400 residents
of the City.
More stable
neighborhoods.

Ongoing

Increase owneroccupancy
among qualified
low and
moderate,
income
households
throughout
Sacramento.

.

1998 and ongoing.

Possible fee
recovery
based
program

Proactive and
systematic
inspections and
enforcement of
basic health and
safety codes to
preserve
housing and
prevent
neighborhood

decline.
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PROGRAM
5.11

Social Services Siting Ordinance
Develop and implement locational criteria for
the siting and integration of social service care
facilities in residential neighborhoods.

STATUS
Social Service
study eUffently
and zoning
amendments
currently in
progress.

___^ TIMEFRAME
RESPONSIBLE AGENCY
Neighborhoods, Planning
and Development Services
Department /City Council

FUNDING
N/A

Spring 2000

OBJECTIVES
Develop clear
and easily
understood
siting guidelines
which ensure a
logical fair share
distribution of
social services.

5.12

5.13

Rent Escrow Account Program (REAP)

Existing

City Attorney's Office,
Neighborhoods, Planning

1995/1996
and on-going.

N/A

Empower
tenants to take

Where needed, implement the Rent Escrow

and Development Services

immediate

Account Program (REAP) which would enable
tenants to voluntarily place rent in an escrow
account in the event identified code violations
are not resolved by the landlord.

Department, SHRA, Legal
Services of Northern
California and Human
Rights Fair Housing
Commission.

action to correct
health and
safety
violations.

Del Paso Heights Redevelopment Area

Existing

SHRA

1999-2010

CDBG Home

130 new homes,
parks, and
infrastructure
development
(1999-2002),
300 homes by
2010).

New

SHRA

2000-2001

Federal
funds

Housing
rehabilitation
and adequate
infrastructure

Del Paso Nuevo; maintain high priority
assistance and coordination for the
development of Del Paso Nuevo - a 154 acre
new town in the Del Paso Heights
Redevelopment Area.
5.14 Parker Homes Rehabilitation
Explore funding to correct the housing and
infrastructure deficiencies in the Parker
Homes development

PROGRAM

STATUS

RESPONSIBLE AGENCY

TIMEFRAME

FUNDING

OBJECTIVES

GOAL 6: CONSERVE NEIGHBORHOODS AND REHABILITATE AFFORDABLE HOUSING
6.1

SHRA BoardedNacant Home Program

Existing

SHRA

Ongoing

SHRA/City Council

Summer 2000

70 units
eliminated from
the City's
dangerous and
substandardbuilding list,
rehabilitated,
and sold to first
time home
buyers.

Expand use of the SHRA BoardedNacant
Home program, which provides incentives to
contractors to purchase these properties,
rehabilitate them, and sell them to low and
moderate income home buyers.

6.1a

Rental Management and Maintenance

New

Unknown

maintenance
and inspection
program

Develop and expand successful incentive
programs to improve management and
maintenance of privately owned rental housing,
particularly among four-plex housing and
apartments, within older neighborhoods and
commercial corridors. Program elements may
include improved coordination with
neighborhood code enforcement, problemoriented policing efforts, property management
districts and other proactive efforts along
commercial corridors in affiliation with business
and neighborhood associations.
6.2

Owner Occupied Rehabilitation

Adoption of new

Existing

SHRA

Continue to finance the rehabilitation of owneroccupied homes through CDBG, HOME, tax
increment, and other sources of funds.
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Ongoing

CDBG
Home
Tax
Increment

Assist 350 low
and very low
income home
owners will be
able to maintain
their homes .

PROGRAM .
6.3

Rehabilitation/Acquisition

STATUS
Existing

RESPONSIBLE AGENCY

TIMEFRAME

SHRA and private and
non-profit sponsors

Ongoing

Continue to support and seek financing for the
rehabilitation of owner-occupied homes and
multi-family rental. CDBG, tax increment,
HOME funds and others should continue to be
pursued to support these programs.

6.4

Rental Inspection Program

Preserve Opt Out Units

N/A

preserve quality
of existing rental
housing stock.

Ongoing

SHRA

Ongoing

SHRA and
HUD Section
8 vouchers,
Low income
Tax Credit
equity, tax
exempt
mortgage
revenue
bonds

SHRA projects
that the
affordability of
296 400 units
can be
preserved.

New

SHRA

Ongoing

Preserve Opt-Out Units
Preserve affordable units in mortgage
revenue bond projects with regulatory
agreements through financial incentives

Add 260 3-50units per year
based on
average past
performance
and projected
funding
resources.

Spring 2000

Preserve the affordability of HUD-financed
apartments that are privately owned and
permitted to terminate regulatory restrictions by
encouraging the use of alternative mortgage
revenue bond and tax credit financing and
acceptance of tenant-based assistance.

6.5a

Tax
increment,
CDBG and
. HOME

OBJECTIVES

SHRA and City Building
Department, Sacramento
Rental Housing Association /City Council

New

Establish a proactive rental inspection program
to ensure rental housing maintenance.
6.5

FUNDING

TBD

Preservation of
100 units in
mortgage
revenue bond
projects

PROGRAM
6.6

SRO Task Force

STATUS

TIMEFRAME -FFUNDING
RESPONSIBLE ----T
AGENCY
SHRA/City Council

Fall 2000

N/A

Report back to
City Council on
policies

Existing

SHRA/DHA

1999 and ongoing

HOME,
CDBG and
tax I
increment
'

Preserve 80
existing
residential hotel
units and
strengthen code
enforcement.

Existing

SHRA/City Planning

HOME,
CDBG and
tax
increment

Facilitate
preservation of
existing
residential
hotels and
facilitate
construction of
new affordable
SRO's.

New

Appoint SRO Task Force to review and
recommend polices for preservation,
replacement and development of Single Room
Occupancy Units

6.7

Residential Hotel Rehabilitation and Alternative
Housing
Implement the Residential Hotel alternative
Housing Program to provide service enriched
housing in small quarters.

6.8

SRO Ordinance

Summer 2000
Implement the residential hotels construction
standards as amended by City Council in the
Sacramento Building Code and amend the
Zoning Ordinance.

OBJECTIVES

.

6.9

PROGRAM

STATUS

RESPONSIBLE AGENCY

TIMEFRAME

Update Historic Preservation Ordinance

New

Neighborhoods, Planning
and Development Services
Department/City Council

Summer 2000

Amend Ordinance to preserve historic buildings
and modifications of buildings (including
demolitions of potential historic or known
historic structures) within designated design
review districts and preservation districts.

6.10

6.11

Sacramento Heritage

N/A

Preservation of
historic
buildings

Tax
increment.

Develop and support a heritage trust fund. In
late 1995, the "Fainted Ladies" historic

the next two

rehabilitation assistance program was
established through SHRA and Sacramento
Heritage.

years.

Adopt Historic Preservation Element

Residential Demolition Ordinance

Neighborhood Paint
Continue to implement the Neighborhood Paint
Program.

SHRA and Sacramento
Heritage, Inc.

New

Neighborhoods, Planning
and Development Services
Department/City Council

New

Neighborhoods, Planning
and Development Services
Department/City Council

Consider Adoption of Ordinance

6.13

OBJECTIVES

SHRA estimates
that 10 units will
be assisted over

Existing

Develop and adopt Historic Preservation
Element of General Plan
6.12

FUNDING

Existing

SHRA and non-profits
(NHS and Habitat for
Humanity)

Ongoing

Spring 2000

Federal
Grant

Historic
Preservation
Element of
General Plan

N/A

Preserve
housing options
prior to
demolition

Tax
increment,
CDBG and
HOME

Assist up to 30
properties per
year.

Fall 2000

Ongoing

PROGRAM
6.14

Implement the Franklin Villa Preservation Plan

STATUS
New

RESPONSIBLE AGENCY

TIMEFRAME

SHRA, SPOSD, Police

Summer
1999-2002

Restore neighborhood vitality and safety
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FUNDING

OBJECTIVES
Acquire 120
properties and
increase
services

PROGRAM

STATUS

RESPONSIBLE AGENCY

TIMEFRAME

FUNDING

OBJECTIVES

DHA estimates
that a total of
approximately
730 emergency
beds will
continue to be
made available
in the planning
period.

GOAL 7: PRESERVE AND DEVELOP HOUSING OPPORTUNITIES FOR PERSONS WITH SPECIAL NEEDS
7.1

Emergency Shelter/Homeless Program

Existing

DHA and non-profit
homeless sponsors

Ongoing

CDBG, ESP,
and tax
increment
HOPWA

Existing

DHA /SHRA and affiliated

Ongoing

CDBG, ESP,

Continue to provide emergency shelter facilities
for the homeless population through the DHA
Homeless Program and their affiliated nonprofit sponsors.

7.2

Transitional and Permanent Housing

non-profit sponsors

Preserve and expand transitional and
permanent housing programs that enable
homeless individuals and households to move
into permanent housing.

7.3

City-County Homeless Board
Consider recommendations of Homeless Board
to comprehensively address homelessness on
a countywide basis.

New

County Department of
Human Assistance

1999-2000

Purchase and

and tax

or rehabilitate

increment.

80-100
transitional or
permanent
housing units for
the homeless
Adopted 5 year
plan and
support pilot
program.

PROGRAM
7.4

Social Services Complex

STATUS
Existing

Implement policy to consolidate social service
providers within the planning area to enable the
homeless to obtain food, shelter and other
services in a single location. Also
recommended is the development of a detox
facility on site to assist homeless substance
abusers. This will diminish the need for
homeless individuals and families to travel
widely through the city for services.
7.5

Co-Housing

Consolidated Plan
Continue to implement the strategies of the
SHRA's Consolidated Plan for Housing and
Community Development.

OBJECTIVES

Fall 19992000

CDBG, ESP,
and tax
increment

Predevelopment
planning and
site acquisition
and assembly
for the social
services
complex.

TIMEFRAME

SHRA and affiliated nonprofit sponsors

,

Existing

SHRA and affiliated nonprofit sponsors (such as
the Mutual Housing
Association)

1996and ongoing

CDBG, tax
increment

SHRA estimates
that an
additional 25750
units can be
accomplished

Existing

SHRA and affiliated nonprofit sponsors

1996 and ongoing

ESP, CDBG,
HOME and
AIDs
housing
funding.

See
Consolidated
Plan

Continue to promote the concept of co-housing,
mutual housing and housing cooperatives.
7.6

FUNDING

RESPONSIBLE AGENCY

PROGRAM

FUNDING

OBJECTIVES

RESPONSIBLE AGENCY

TIMEFRAME

Existing

SMUD

1996 and ongoing

SMUD

Continued
implementation
of alternative
energy saving
retrofit.

Existing

SMUD, PG& E and SHRA

1996 and on-

CDBG, Tax

Reduce

going

Increment,

household

SMUD and
PG&E

energy costs
through a
variety of
insulation,
system update
and
weatherization
program.

CDBG, Tax
Increment,
SMUD and
PG&E
(private
donations Tree Foundaction

Provide
strategically
located shade
trees to reduce
air conditioning
costs.

STATUS

GOAL 8: ENERGY CONSERVATION
8.1

Energy Efficiency
Support SMUD's Energy Efficient New
Construction Program which provides financial
incentives to builders to exceed minimum
energy efficiency standards.

8.2

Retrofit
Support SMUD and PG&E's program to retrofit
existing housing for energy efficiency.

8.3

Tree Planting
Continue to administer the Tree Planting
Program to provide shade and to help with
neighborhood revitalization and beautification.

Existing

SHRA, SMUD and Tree
Foundation

1996 and ongoing

PROGRAM

STATUS

RESPONSIBLE AGENCY'

Existing

Human Rights Fair
Housing Commission, Sac.
Valley Apartment Owner's
Association, Board of
Realtors.

I TIMEFRAME

FUNDING

OBJECTIVES

GOAL 9: PROMOTE EQUAL HOUSING OPPORTUNITY
9.1

Human Rights/Fair Housing Commission
Continue to support enforcement practices of
the Human Rights/Fair Housing Commission
addressing discrimination against households
with special needs, and fair housing education
programs offered by other organizations such
as the Apartment Owner's Association and the
Board of Realtors.

Ongoing

N/A
(Continue
CDBG
funding for
HR/FHC)

Provide
mediation,
education and
referrals to the
State Office of
Fair Housing or
legal aid centers
for cases of
housing
discrimination or
other forms of
discrimination.

9.2

ADA Compliance
Provide equal housing opportunity for
challenged people with disabilities. Existing
program and ensure that residential projects
comply with the American Disabilities Act.

9.3

Landlord - Tenant Mediation

Existing
program
expanded
effort to
comply with
ADA

Human Rights Fair
Housing Commission,
SHRA and Legal Center
for the Elderly and
Disabled.

Ongoing

N/A

Ensure positive
recourse and
corrective action
to prevent
discrimination
against persons
with disabilities.

Existing

Sacramento Mediation
Center

Ongoing

N/A
(McGeorge
School of
Law
sponsorship)

Continue to
provide
alternative
dispute
resolutions
methods for
landlord tenant
and
neighborhood
conflicts.

Support neighborhood efforts to resolve tenant
complaints. New program: McGeorge Law
School/Neighborhood Mediation Program.

3.11-38

PROGRAM
9.4 Visitability Program

STATUS

FUNDING

OBJECTIVES

RESPONSIBLE AGENCY

TIMEFRAME

SHRA

Fall 2000 ,

NA

Improve
accessibility
for persons
with physical
disabilities in
singe family
developments

Institutionalize
and coordinate
existing efforts

Neighborhoods, Planning
and Development Services
Department and SHRA

Annual

N/A

Consolidate
reporting
systems for
better tracking
of housing
performance.

New

Neighborhoods, Planning
and Development Services
Department

Annual

New

Develop and implement housing visitability
standards in all new constructed singe
'family units financed by SHRA

GOAL 10: MONITOR AND COORDINATE HOUSING PERFORMANCE
10.1

Annual Report
Prepare an annual monitoring report to the City
Council oW#mplementation of the Housing
Element goals.

10.2

North Natomas Monitoring Program
Monitor compliance with jobs housing balance
and housing type affordability policies within
North Natomas Community Plan Area

Compare new
housing units
and affordability
levels

