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SUBJECT: Appeal of Environmental Coordinator's decision to file a
Negative Declaration on the following entitlements for
Delta Point PUB (P-8997):
1.

PUB designation and schematic plan.

2.

Rezoning of 46 acres from R-3-R to R-1A-R (PUB) and
12 acres from R-1A-R to R-3-R (PUD).

3.

Tentative map to divide 58 acres into 3 parcels.

4, Special Permit to construct 190 townhouse-condominium
units, 232 apartments Units, 146 halfplex units, and
48 patio homes.
LOCATION: Northeast corner of Truxel Road and Garden Highway

SUMMARY
The proposed Delta Point Planned Unit Development covers a 58 acre .
(gross) area and would provide four types of residential units in the
South Natomas Community Plan area. The Environmental Coordinator
prepared an Initial Study referringto the South Natomas Community
Plan and EIR. The project was found to be consistent with both
the Community Plan and the EIR. The Environmental Coordinator
filed a Negative Declaration with mitigation measures for the proposed
Delta Point project. An appeal was filed based on the density of
the project, traffic patterns, noise and air pollution, growth management considerations, sewer capacity, and insufficient time for citizen
The staff recommends the appeal be denied.
participation and study.
BACKGROUND INFORMATION
1. Project Description
The Delta Point PUB project proposal consists of four housing
types comprised of 190 townhouse-condominium units on 19 acres,
232 apartment units on 10 acres, 146 halfplex units and 48 patp
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home units on 23 acres.
See Exhibit A for site plan.
This
current proposal is a slight revision of the original project
proposal for which the Negative Declaration was prepared and is
the subject of this appeal. The original proposal included 444
townhouse-condominiums on 42 acres and 232 apartment units on 10
acres (unchanged). The average density of the project has been
decreased from 13 units per acre average for the original project
to the 12 units per acre for the revised project. A table comparing the proposed project densities and the densities designated
by the South Natomaa Community Plan has been included in this
report as Exhibit B.
2.

Environmental Evaluation
Negative Declaration: The Environmental Coordinator prepared an
Initial Study, as required by CEQA, to identify and evaluate the
project's potential impacts on the environment. The Initial Study
stated that the subject property: was assessed for urban impacts
in the South Natomas EIR; does not create any new impacts not
previously identified in the certified EIR; and the proposed project has limited incremental cumulative impacts (e.g. loss of
agricultural land, loss of wildlife habitat, increase in vehicular traffic, increase in vehicular relatedemissions and noise
levels) that are less than significant on a project-basis.
This assessment was based on the South Natomas EIR that the City
Council determined to be adequate, and that the Community Plan
would have a significant effect on the environment due to loss
of agricultural land, loss of wildlife habitat and habitat of
rare wildlife species, increase in. air pollutants, and increase in noise levels; and that the "no growth" alternative is the only
measure which will reduce the significant impacts; and that the
"no growth" alternative is not feasible because of the social .
need for housing near the major employment center of the Central
City because the Community Plan provides mixed residential uses
in close proximity to, and in support of, the Central City. Exhibit E is the Resolution for South Natomas Community Plan EIR.
All the possible significant impacts that may be generated by this
project have been satisfactorily addressed in the South Natomas
Community Plan EIR and/or in the Delta Point Initial Study. The
project proposal is consistent with the South Natomas Community
Plan with its proposed densities and mixture of housing types.
Therefore, the Environmental Coordinator, on June 16, 1980, filed
a Negative Declaration (Exhibit C) with mitigation measures to
preserve several existing on-site trees and reduce potential noise
impacts from a future adjacent electrical substation.

3.

The Appeal and Staff's Response to the Points of Appeal
a) Appeal: The project "may promote problems in density, traffic
patterns, noise pollution and air pollution." (See Exhibit D
for Appeal) .
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Response: The table (Exhibit B) compares the densities assessed .
in the Community Plan EIR and actual adopted densities of the
South Natomas Community Plan with the proposed densities of
the original project (the subject of appeal) and densities of
the revised project. The estimated number of vehicular generation for each given density is also . shown on this table. The
table shows that both the proposed.'densities and traffic generation estimates are well within the average range allowed by the
Community Plan. As for noise and air pollution impaats, a
normal increase should occur as expected by a residential
development as identified in the South Natomas Community Plan
ETR. Based on average densities, the proposed Community Plan
projected a population of 63,000 at 'full development. The EIR
evaluated various alternatives and related impacts at the
time the plan was being prepared- A low residential density
alternative projected a population of 52,000 while a higher
residential density development alternative yielded a population
of approximately 79,000. The impacts associated with the low
density residential alternative would reduce traffic, noise,.
air quality, and demand on public services and schools. Lower
population density decreases bus transit service, decreases
the viability of downtown as a commercial center, and displaces
growth to another area of Sacramento, but would not - effect the
regional air quality. The high density residential alternative
impacts are directly related to population size such as increased
traffic, noise, air quality, demand for public services and .
schools, and would result in greater efficiency in bus transit.
Higher population density in South Natomas would reduce growth
in other areas of Sacramento. There could be a slight increase
in regional emissions because of greater length of average trip
projected for South Natomas. The final Community Plan was
adopted with set minimum average densities for various ranges
of residential denSities, thus establishing a projected population of 70,000 at ultimate development. - The average density
proposed over the 52 net acre project area for Delta Point is
.12 units per acre which is consistent. with 12.5 units per acre
density designated for this same area in the South Natomas
Community Plan.
b) Appeal: Growth Management considerations have not been fully
acknowledged, i.e. schools, parks and open space, senior
housing, low income housing, transit, paratransit, biketrails, .
pedestrianways, contiguous developing, height limitations, and
contiguous lot lines.
Response: Growth Management issues such as those listed by the
appellant have been addressed in the South Natomas Community
Plan. General Plan elements also provide guidelines for such
aspects. In addition, these issues are reviewed by the Subdivision Review Committee, which is comprised of representatives
from the City, County', and other municipal agencies, prior to
the Planning Commission hearing. All residential tentative
maps are distributed to the affected school district for review.
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Such issues as building height, lot lines, attached/detached
. housing units are governed by the City's Zoning Ordinance.
Appeal: South Natomas Sewage Treatment Plant is near capacity.
Response: Sewage capacity at the Natomas Sewage Treatment
Plant is monitored by the County Water Quality Engineering
Division. Amount of sewage flow is measured by a meter at the
treatment plant and a list of all new sewer hook-ups is updated
monthly by computer. The County will not issue any new sewer
hook-ups once capacity at the Natomas Plant is reached. However, the limited capacity at the Natomas Treatment Plant is
only an interim concern. The Natomas Interceptor, as part of
the Regional Sanitation System, is scheduled to go into operation
. by mid-1982. The Natomas Interceptor line has a design capacity
to accommodate the projected full development population of
•70,000.
d) Appeal: Insufficient time available for citizen participation
and study.
Response: Public notification procedures for all projects and
their environmental determination (Negative Declaration or
Exemption) are set forth pursuant to the California Environmental•Quality Act, the Sacramento City Environmental Procedures and the City Zoning Ordinance. The notification consists of a brief description of the project and includes
• whether or not a Negative Declaration has been prepared. The
notification also includes the last day to appeal the Negative
Declaration determination with the Planning Department.Notifi.- cation procedures are as follows:
1) All property owners within 300 .feet of the project site are
mailed notification at least 10 days prior to City Planning
. Commission hearing.
.2) A public notice is posted on the project site at least 10
days prior, to the hearing date.
3) All interested community groups on the City's notification
list are mailed notifications at least 10 days prior to
the hearing.
—41) A public notice is printed in the local paper at least 10
days prior to the hearing.
The 10 day noticing period should provide sufficient time for
interested citizens to study the project prior to the public
hearing as well as adequate time to file an appeal of a
Negative Declaration. However, any person can request the
Planning Commission or the City Council to require the preparation of an Environmental Impact Report.
Attached for the Council's information are:
1.
2.

Delta Point's site plan - Exhibit A
Delta Point Project Area Development Data - Exhibit B

'City Council
3.
4.
5.
6.
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Negative Declaration - Exhibit C
Appeal - Exhibit D
South Natomas Community Plan EIR Resolution - Exhibit E
Findings of Fact.

VOTE OF COMMISSION
The Planning Commission, on June 26, 1980 by a vote of eight ayes
and one absent, ratified the Negative Declaration, approved the Special
Permit and recommended approval of the PUD resignation, Schematic Plan,
rezoning and tentative map.
RECOMM2NDATION
The staff and Planning Commission recommend that the City Council deny
the appeal and adopt the attached Findings of Fact.
Respectfully submitted,
'VIZ.. 044
Marty Van Duyn
Planning Director
FOR CITY COUNCIL INFORMATION
WALTER J. SLIPE
CITY MANAGER
MVD:JH:tv
Attachments
P-8997
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DELTA POINT PROJECI 1 AREA DEVELOP= DATA
R°211!iL•Z

Draft Community
Plan

4-10 un/ac east portion
4-21 un/ac west portion

Net Ac

Units

Vehicles Per Day

30
22
_

120 - 300
88 - 462

1200 - 3000
528 - 2772

52 ac

208 - 762 un

1728 - 4072

[

4 un/ac

2900
vpd average

L__--15 un/ac

9.5 un/a.c average
Adopted Community 4-21 (7. average) un/ac east portion
Plan
4-21(12 average) un/ac west portion

30
22
_

120 - 630
88 - 462

1200 7 6300
528 - 2772

52 ac

208 . 1092

1728 - 9072

I
4 un/ac
L__ 21 un/ac : _ 1
12.5 un/ac average
1.----

Original Project 10 un/ac Delta Point West
11 un/ac Delta Point East
23 un/ac Delta Point North

19
23
10
_

190
254
232

52 ac

676

vpdT:rag
e
1140
1524
1392
un

4056 vpd

L 13 un/ac average --/

Revised Project 10 un/ac Delta Point West
8 un/ac Delta Point East
23 un/ac Delta Point North

19
23
10

190
194 (146 4. 48)
232

1140
1164
1392

52 ac

616 un

3696 vpd

L 12

un/ac average
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CITY OF SACRAMENTO

NEGATIVE DECLARATION
The Environmental Coordinator of the City of Sacramento, California,
a municipal corporation, does prepare, make, declare, and publish this
Negative Declaration for the following described project:
P-8997

PUD Desionation and Schematic Plan for 58+ vacant ac. to be
Rezone: 46+ vacant ac. from Light Density
'known as -Wita Point.
-Multiple Family-Review R-3-R to Townhouse (Planned Unit Development) R-1A(PUD) and 12+ vacant at_ from Townhouse-Review R-IA-R
to Light Density Multiple Family (Planned Unit Development)
Tentative Map to divide
R-3(PUD); or more restrictive zoning.
58+ gross acres into 3 parcels, to be known as Delta Point North,
West and East: which will include. 232 apt. units (North) on
10+ net ac.; 190 townhouse-condominium units on 19+ net ac. (West);
an 254 townhouse-condominium units on 23+ net ac. (East).
.1,5ecial Permit to construct 190 townhouse-condominium units on
19+ ac., and 254 townhouse-condominium units on 23+ ac.
AWN: 274-061-21,22
LoT: Bet. NE corner of Truxel Rd. & Garden Hwy.

The City of Sacramento Planning Department has reviewed the proposed
project and determined that the project will not have a significant
affect on the environment. This conclusion is based on information
contained in the attached Initial Study.
The following mitigation measures have been included in the proiect to
avoid potentially significant effects:

S5.6 fitAigge-

tr;tf

An Environmental Impact Report is not required pursuant to the Environmental Quality Act of 1970 (Division 13 of the Public Resources Code of
the State of California).
This environmental review process and Negative Declaration filing is
pursuant to Division 6, Title 14, Chapter 3, Article 7, Section 15083 .
of the California Administrative Code and pursuant to the Sacramento
Local Environmental Regulations (Resolution 78-172) adopted by the
City of Sacramento and pursuant to Sacramento City Code, Chapter 63.
A copy of this document may be reviewed/obtained at the Sacramento
City Planning Department, 725 "J" Street, Sacramento, CA 95814.
Marty Van Duyn
Environmental Coordinator of the
City of Sacramento, California,
a municipal corporation
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1.

2.

Five (5) on-site trees shall be retained: 15" oak,
15" walnut, 32" walnut, and 50" willow located near
A Street, and a 6" oak adjacent to Garden Highway.
No grading shall take place within the dripline of
the trees nor shall any action be taken to threaten
their viability.
note shall be placed on the final map of Delta Point
East to read as follows: Future residential dwelling
units adjacent to the SMUD substation on the northwest
corner of Azusa Street and Garden Highway will conform
to the City's interior noise standard of 45dBA.
Building permits will not be issued until noise attenuation measures are included in the building plans.
A

Water. Will the proposal result in:

CITY OF SACRAMENTO
Planning Department
725 J Street
Sacramento,CA 95614
Tel. 916 - 449-5604

INITIAL STUDY
BACKGROUND
1. Name of Proponent ___Mprzsa_0_,ft Prorto
nt:
2. Address and Phone Number ofn Propo

3.
4.
5.

eAcA74)
cP54SeE5
Date of CheJklist Submitted
Agency Requiring Checklist Sacramento City Plan. Dept.
Name of Proposal, if applicable
Caa.IX ft% AJ17

f' ?cal

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS
(Explanations of all "yes" and "maybe" are provided)
YES MAYBE NO
1. Earth. Will the proposal result in:
a. Unstable earth conditions or in
changes ingeologic substructures?
b. Disruptions, displacements, compaction or overcovering of the soil?
c. Change in topography or ground
surface relief features?
d. The destruction, covering or
modification of any unique geologic
or physical features?
e. Any increase in wind or water
erosion of soils, either on or off
the site?
f. Changes in deposition or erosion
of beach sands, or changes in
siltation, deposition or erosion
which may modify the channel of a
river or stream or the bed of the
ocean or any bay, inlet or lake?
g. Exposure of people or property to
geologic hazards such as earthquakes,
landslides, mudslides, ground failure,
or similar hazards?
2. Air. Will the proposal result in;
a. Substantial air emissions or
deterioration of ambient air quality?
b. The creation of objectionable
odors?
c. Alteration of air movement,
moisture or temperature, or any
change in climate, either locally
or regionally?

YES

a. Changes in currents, or the course
or direction movements, in either
marine or fresh waters?
b. Changes in absorption rates,
drainage patterns, or the rate
and amount of surface water runoff?
c. Alterations to the course of
flow of flood waters?
d. Change in the amount of surface
water in any water body?
e. Discharge into surface waters, or
in any alteration of surface water
quality, including but not limited
to temperature, dissolved oxygen or
turbidity?
f. Alteration of the direction or
rate of flow of ground waters?
g. Change in the quantity of ground
waters, either through direct additions
or withdrawals,.or through interception
of an aquifer by cuts or excavations?
h. Substantial reduction in the
amount of water otherwise available
for public water supplies?
i. Exposure of people or property
to water related hazards such as
flooding or tidal waves?
4. Plant Life. Will the proposal result in:
a. Change in the diversit y of species,
or number of any species of plants
(including trees, shrubs, grass, crops
microflora and aquatic plants)?
b. Reduction of the numbers of any
unique, rare or endangered species
of plants?
c. Introduction of new species of
plants into an area, or in a barrier
to the normal replenishment of
existing species?
d- Reduction in acreage of any
agricultural crop?
5. Animal Life. Will the proposal
result in:
a. Change in the diversity of
species, or number of any species
of animals (birds, land animals
including reptiles, fish and
shellfish, benthic organisms,
insects or microfauna)?
b: Reduction of the numbers of any
unique, rare or endangered species
of animals?
Rev. 8-79

MAYBE NO

YES

YES

MAYBE NO
e. Alterations to waterborne, rail
or air traffic?
f. Increase in traffic hazards to
motor vehicles, bicyclists or
pedestrians?

c- introduction of new species of
, animals into an area, or result in
a ,ba rri er to the migration or
• movement of animals?
d. Deterioration to existing fish
or wildlife habitat? .

14. Public Services. Will the proposal
have an effect upon, or result in
a need for new or altered govern•
mental services in any of the
following areas:

6. Noise. Will the proposal result in:
a. Increases in existing noise
levels?
b. Exposure of 'people to severe
noise levels?
7. Light and Glare. Will the proposal
produce new light or glare?

a.

Fire protection?

b.

Police protection?

c.

Schools?

Parks or other recreational
d.
facilities?

8. Land Use. Will the proposal result
in a substantial alteration of the
present or planned land use of an
area?

•

e. Maintenance of public facilities, including roads?

9. Natural Resources. Will the
proposal result in:

f.

Other governmental services?

15. EaLlla. Will the proposal result in:

a. Increase in the rate of use of
any natural resources?

a. Use of substantial amounts of
fuel or energy?

b. Substantial depletion of any
nonrenewable natural resource?

b. Substantial increase in demand
upon existing sources of energy,
or require the development of new
sources of energy?

O. Risk of Upset. Does the proposal .
involve a risk of an explosion-or
the release of hazardous substances
(including, but not limited to ) oil,
pesticides, chemicals or radiation)
in the event of an accident or
•
upset conditions?
1.

KAYBE NO

16

Population. Will the proposal alter

Utilities. Will the proposal result in
a need for new systems, or
substantial alterations to the
following utilities:
a.

Power or natural gas?

or growth rate of the human population?

b.

Communications systems?

Housing. Will the proposal affect
existing housing, or create a
demand for additional housing?

c.

Water?

d.

Sewer or septic tanks?

e.

Storm water drainage?

f.

Solid waste and disposal?

the location, distribution, density,
2.

3.

Transportation/Circulation. Will
the proposal result in:

a.

Generation of substantial addi-

17

tional vehicular movement?
b. Effects on existing parking
facilities, or demand for new
parking?
c. •Substantial impact upon existing transportation systems?
d. Alterations to present patterns
of circulation or movement of
people and/or goods?

Human Health. Will the proposal
result in:
a. Creation of any health hazard or
potential health hazard (excluding
mental health)?
b. Exposure of people to potential
hdalth hazards?

az'
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YES MAYBE NO
18.

19.

Aesthetics. Will the proposal result
in the obstruction of any scenic
vista or view open to the public,
or will the proposal result in the
creation of an aesthetically offensive
site open to public view?
Recreation. Will the proposal
result in an impact upon the
quality or quantity of existing recreational opportunities?

20.

Archaeological/Historical. Will
the proposal result in an alteration
of _a significant archaeological or
historical site, structure, object
or building?

21.

Mandatory Findings of Significance.

DISCUSSION OF ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION
The applicant's Environmental Questionnaire is attached as
supplemental information.

,5zt

a. Does the project have the
potential to degrade the quality of
the environment, substantially reduce
the habitat of a fish or wildlife
population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a
plant or animal community, reduce the
number or restrict the range of a
rare or endangered plant or animal

or eliminate.important examples of
the major periods of California
history or prehistory?

b. Does the project have the
potential to achieve short-term,
to the disadvantage of long-term,
environmental goals? (A short-term
impact on the environment is one
which occurs in a relatively brief,
definitive period of time while
long-term-impacts will endure well
into the future.)
c. Does the project have impacts
which are individually limited,
but cumulatively considerable?
(A project may impact on two or more
separate resources where the impact
on each- resource is relatively small,
but where the effect of the total
of those impacts on the environment
is significant.)
d. Does the project have environmental effects which will cause
substantial adverse effects on
human beings, either directly or
indirectly?

DETERMINATION
On the basis of this initial evaluation:

/-77

I find the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant
effect on the environment, and a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will
be prepared.

,..P‹ I find that although the proposed project could have a
significant effect on the enyirpnment, there will not be
a significant effect in this case because the mitigation
measures described on an attached sheet have been added to
the project. A NEGATIVE DECLARATION WILL BE PREPARED.
I find the proposed project MAY have a significant effect
on the environment, and an ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT . REPORT is
.required.

Li=7

Date

/69

,:Thyd
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DISCUSSION OF ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION'
P-8997
Remarks
lb.

Minor excavation for building and roadway foundation.

lc.

Minor change-in topographic relief for proper drainage and
landscaped berms.

le

Possible soil erosion during construction from adverse weather
conditions.

lg.

Earthquake shaking and possible soil liquification will be
considered in building design and structural analysis.

2a.

A minor, incremental cumulative impact on local air quality, and
slight impact on regional air quality resulting from the additional vehicle trips per day generated by this project.

3b.

The rate and amount of surface water level will slightly increase
due to impervious areas; however, the existing infrastructure can
accommodate this increase.

4a/c. Change in plant species from agricultural/weeds to urban flora.
New plants will be introduced for aesthetic and energy conservation reasons.
4d.

Slight reduction in agricultural lands which is an interim land
use. Interim agricultural use provides some crop production
instead of a parcel in weeds, thus requiring weed abatement
(periodical discing). Urbanization of the site would reduce
the field fire potential and particulate pollutants from plowing, planting, and harvesting

5a/c. Change animals from agricultural/field (rodents) to urban
fauna (dogs, cats). Displacement or loss of rodents will not
be a significant impact.
6.

Mobile and stationary noise generators will slightly increase
the area's ambient noise level. Stationary noise generators
should comply to the City's Noise Ordinance and consequently are
not a significant impact.

7.

A minor amount of light with the possibility of glare may result
from street window and security lights. This aspect will have
,less than significant effect.

9a.
13.

Slight use of wood, sand, etc.
This project is extimated to generate approximately 4100
vehicles per day, and the existing street system has the capacity
to accommodate this traffic.

-2-
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There will be an incremental increase for municipal services
but demand is anticipated to be less than significant.

16.

There will be an incremental increase for utilities, but the
existing infrastructure can accommodate this project. The
developer may be required to install extension of utility., lines,
streets and street lights.

20.

An archaeological survey found no significant surface artifacts
however, the site may yield subsurface artifacts. To mitigate
the potential destruction of unknown subsurface artifacts to
less than significant effect, the following measure shall be
required: If unusual amounts of bone, stone, or artifacts
are uncovered, work within 50 meters of the area will cease
immediately and consult a qualified archaeologist to develop,
if necessary, further mitigation measures to reduce any
archaeological impact to a less than significant effect before
construction resumes.

21c.

This site was assessed for urban impacts in the South Natomas EIR
This project does not create any new impacts not previously
identified in the previously mentioned certified EIR..
This project has limited incremental cumulative impacts (e.g.
loss of agricultural land, loss of wildlife habitat, increase
in vehicular traffic, increase in vehicular'related emissions
and noise levels) that are less than significant on a project
basis.

bw
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CITY OF SACRAMENTO
Planning Department
915 "I" St., Rm. -:;•7
Sacramento,CA
Tel. 916 - 41:9-54- cL.

ENVIRONMENTAL QUESTIONNAIRE

This document is part of an Initial Study that will facilitate envirLA.mental assessment by identifying potentially adverse environmenta:
impacts and analyzing proposed mitigation measures that may reduce siEnificant environmental impacts. More definitive and factual information
will assist the Planning Department in evaluating the project's irnpacts.
Additional informption my be recuired to complete en Initiel Study.
parainsatucatametmesmnece
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PROJECT ADDRESS:SE
Assessor's Parcel No. 27t/...-

al 1:12 C1110
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OWNER: 1-Re15-STRS LLOI-tmcirty
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Telephone

Mailing Address
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City
APPLICANT/AGENT: jtteicyd

?crAt..6_

Mailing Address: iito i
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voc,

Telephone

--ratr5LIT6
. fZ.0

S
SAC
City
(Zip Code
USE A SEPARATE SHEET, IF NECESSARY, TO EXPLAIN ANY OF THE FOLLOWING:
I.

Existing Conditions:
C-8
A. Project Land Area (sq. ft. or acres)
B. Project Parcel: Present ZoningMut
39._ Propose.
Developed
C. Project Site Land Use: Undeveloped(vacant) )c
If developed, briefly describe extent (type & use of structures:
photograph acceptable)
D.

txisting surrounding land uses. & zoning within 300 feet (type,
Intensity, height, setback)

Land Use
North

kacmT
South____3L_

-s,p

East

R \

West

kiicivvc

-

Zoning
-- Scf2.

_____

4L

-6?

________________

(1-k
_________

Rev. 5/76
1

Slope of Property:*ffflat or Sloping -

0 Rolling
°Steep
*Submit contour map, or show contours on site plan.
B. Are there any natural or man-made drainage channels through or
. If yes, show on site plan
adjacent to the property: -16s
and explain: a0605104E
Patii451*
•

C. Describe changes in site contours resulting from site grading
plans: Cie&ADA • 460
4
14
MC- 5T,C
D; Type and amount of soil to be movedgpt51.2cL_________
Location moved to or from:
-

A. Number,: location and type of existing trees on project parcel (show
on site p1 an)
B. Number, size, type, and location of trees being removed (show on
site plan)
42,1001,11.4-1
f3e4o LAInt,m%41'

IV. A. Number and type of structures to be removed as a
project:**
&KJ
B. Are any structures occupied? A i o
. If yes, how
C. If residential units are being removed, indicate
dwelling units included:
/04
** Show all structures on site plan by type, and
Also indicate those to be removed.

result of the
many
number of
whether occupied.

V. A. Will the project require the extension of or new municipal
services: i.e.,
No V Yes
Water
City/County Health No i.,-. Yes
Yes ,,
Sewer
No s...--- Yes
Police
No
Drainage No-7--Yes -4;7Fire
No
Yes —
L.Parks
Yes p,
School
No —Yes /..No
_
Yes 4,,,
Waste Removal
No
B. If any of the above are "yes", then submit report detailing how
adequate capacity will be achieved. If "no", then submit c earance memo from. appropriate agency/department (use copies of
attached form)'.
- VI.

Project Characteristics
.
V 6bRi- 34gzo tr:
A. Building size (in sq. ft.) Ii- 213
B. Building height
uotaM
C. Building site plan:
%
3•0
23- tTst;e cd anLige
%
3(3
surfaced area
3 I
%
106%
Total
••••
2 . .
D. Exterior Building colors
—2
E. Exterior Building materials
C e174.4.ct...c)
-----sx,veto •

b

•

•

waiver form is signed, clearance(s) from agency/department is not
necessary for " no " answers at this time.
2must also be shown on submitted plans.

hf

Proposed construction starting date
J4p& lq(?)
estimated completion date
'
Nc03,
2. Construction phasing (if the project is a component of an
overall larger project, describe the future phases or
extension. Show all phases on site plan).
s.
ttL Mf
G. Total number of parking spaces required
Provided
H. What type of exterior lighting is proposed for the project
(height, intensity): Building area:
oot
ParKing area:
I. Estimate the total construction cost for the project-( 40d
Total Dwelling Units
VII. Residential Project Total Lots
A. Number of dwelling units:
Two Family
Single family
1:04
Multiple famiTY
Condominium
B. Number of dwelling units with:
One bedroom
Two bedrooms
Three bedbrooms
'Four or More Becrco=
.2.9"7
range of units: $ 4tAre) to $_9Q1,010
.
C. Approximate .2rice
D. Number of units for Sale
Rent
F.

1.

VIII. Commercial, Industrial, Institutional, or other project (if pro.:ect
yis only residential, do not answer this section).

•

.

A. Type of use(s)
eig or 00
Oriented to: Regions
B. Hours of operation
C. If fixed seats involved, how many
D. If assembly area without fixed seats, state designed capacity:
Sq. Ft. of sales area
Describe loading facilities
E. Total number of employees
F. Anticipated number of employees per shift
G. Community benefits derived from the project
A. Why is the project justified now rather than reserving the opon
or other aItrnaUves in the future? (e.g. economic condftion,
community demand )b
f:c
LL rElal
wieto ertzsAl
tz,

B. Objectives of proposed project. ..7p
Ohatc-1-1
-‘-vw

Pc.T.

AV:f-

famykoc

pry,› 4

i

C. if this project is part of another project for which a Negative
Declaration of EIR has been prepared, reference the document
below (include date and project number if applicable).
__&2416_03;226...6

(2D611CAN - (PGA

D. List any and all other public approvals required for this project.
Specify type BY—permit or approval, agency/department, address,
person to contact, and their telephone number.
Permit or Approval
L

G

Agency

Address

Contact Person

CrT-1

Phone No

t4ALL_

To the best of the applicant's knowledge, evaluate the projects
in regard to the following questions:
If yes, discEs
A. Willithe Project:
• No
Yes
degr e of
e:
1.

Be located in or near an environmental or
• critical concern area (i.e, American or
Sacramento River; scenic corridor; °gravel
deposits or pits; drainage canal, slough
or ditch; existing or_planned parks, lakes,
airport')' 7.

2.

Directly or indirectly disrupt or alter an •
archaeological site .Over 200 years old; an
historic site, building, object or structure?.....

3

Displace, compaCt,..or cover soils . . .

A.' Be developed.upon ' fill or unstable soils?.

5.

Reduce "prime" agricultural acreage?

6.

Affect unique, rare or endrangered species
of animal or plant?

7.

Interfere with the movement of any resident
or migratory fish )r wildlife Species (e.g.
birds, anadramous fish,
Change the diversity of species, change the
number of any species or reduce habitat of
species (e.g. fish, wildlife or plants...
Modify or destory any unique natural features
(e.g. mature trees, riparian habitat)? ....

20. Expose people or structures to geologic
hazards (e.g. earthquakes, ground failures
or similar hazards) ?
••••.
11.

Alter air movement, moisture, teMperature„
or change elimate either locally or regionally?
.

12.

Cause flooding, erosion or siltation which
may modify a river, stream or lake? .......

13. Change surface water movement by altering
— the course or flow of flood waters?
Alter existing drainage patterns, absorption rate or rate and amount of surface
water runoff?...
15. Alter surface water quality (e.g. temperature, dissolved oxygen or turbidity)?

14.

16.

•

Interfere with an aquifer by changing the

direction, rate, or flow of groundwater?

n•n••n•n•n••n

A

•yin the Project: (contd.)

If yeE,
No

dezrc-A

YE-5°

of

17: Encourage activities which result in the
increased consumption of water or ue of
water in a wasteful manner-

1 . Contribute emissions that may violate.
existing or projected ambient air quality
standard
19.

Expose sensitive receptors (children,
elderly, schools, hcspitals to air
or-nois pollutants: ..................

20.

Increase the existing noise levels (traffic or mechanical' Cr adversely impact
adjacent areas with noise:

2l. Generate additional vehicular traffic
beyond the existing street capacity tnus
creating a traffic hazard or congestion
on the immediate street system, or alter
present circulation patterns:
.. . ..
22.

Increase traffic ha:ards to motor vehicles,
bicyclists or pedestrians

23.

Affect existing parking facilities or generate demand for additional parking':....

.1nMiNin••

2/4. Affect existing housinc or generate a demand for additional housing:
25.
26.

Induce substantial growth or alter th
location distribution, density or growth
rate of the human population of an area
Result in the dislocation of people?...

27. •Result in a substantial alteration of the
present or planned land use of an area?.
28.

29.

.•n•,
n•n•nnn •n•••141••nn•••IIME

Increase
and for municipal services
(police, i.rE, solid waste disposal,
schools, parks, recreation, libraries,
water, mass transit, communications, etc.
Require the extension or modification of
water, storm drainage or sewer line/plant
capacity to serVe the project at adequate
service levels',
•• • •• •

-30. Produce significant amounts of solid waste
or litter?
31. Violate adopted national -, state, or local .
standards relating to solid waste Or litter
control''
POWO.

4,••
.1n••

•nn••

4-64/0"

aEat)(1.6 ,766.-hc;.

X. A. Will the Project:

(Contd).

If ye, d

No

32.

Invbive the use, storage or disposal
of potentially hazardous material such
as toxic, flammable, or explosive substances, pecticides, chemicals or radioactive materials',

33.

r Encourau activities which result in the
use of large amount-. of fuel or energy,
use fuel or energy in a wasteful manner,
or substantially increase consumption
(of electricity,• oil,- natural gas)?....;
Increase the demand upon existing energy
distribution network (SMUD, PG",-E)?

35.

36.

Obstruct a scenic view open to the public.
or create an aesthetically offensive site
.open to public view,

•

3

or divide the physical
of an established community?

Have any significant impact upon the existing
character of the immediate area(i.e. scale,
.
patterns, impair integrity of neighbornocA:,

39•

Have any detrimental effect on adjoining
areaE or neighboring communities during
an/or after construction?

40.

Generate dust, ash, smoke fum, or create
objectionable odors in the project's
Produce . glare , or direct light where it is
•
intended?

not

Expose people to or create any health
hazard or potential health hazard (excluding mental health):
....
43.

Affect the use of or access to existing
Or proposed recreational area or navigable

stream''

44.

45.

.
,
Conflict with recorded public easements
for access through or use of property with
in this project?
_...•
- Result in an impact upon the quality or
quanity of existing recreational opportunities",
so
.... . ...
- --

46.

4.1

arrangement.

etc. ..

41.

flati l atC rettAfe

Have substantially, demonstrable negative
aesthetic effect?

:isrupt

Conflict with established recreational,
eduCational, religious or scientific
uses of the area')
-7-

degre e

..1,
247.

Will th ,. Project:

If yes, discuz
degree of effe

(Contd)

';en-rate public controversy?

.. . .

7 .z.nf1ict with adopted plans and environmental goals of the City (i.e. general,
specific, community plans or elements? .

rmal•••••••••• ■•

49. Have the potential to degrade the quality
of the environment (i.c. land, air, water,
plants, animals)

5

Achieve short-term environmzntal goals to
the disadvantage of long-term environmental
goals
leap-frog development or urban
spv'aw 1 1 a cum:dative impact en the environment when related to existing or future
prr:ject=',
••••

52. Have environmental effects which will
ca..Ise adverse effects on human beings,
either directly or indirectly' ,
List any and all mitigation measures prov.s.A to reduce eni.Lronmental
impacts (as identified in the above questions) for the prcject.'

S

C.

List proposed - measurs to limit or - reduce consumption of energy.
Wk-OkAJC,
113-_420_1
Are there alternatives to the project which would eliminate or .
reduce an.adverse impact on the environment (lower density, :hare
in land use, move building on site, no project, etc.):
ctot2"tz',4r-

NOTE: Yes or no answers do not necessarily imply that an EIR will bs
required for this project.

hereby state that, to the best of my knOwledge, the above answers

and statements are true and complete. .

June 26,

1980

Sacramento City Planning Commission
Members in Session:Subject:
Appeal of Negative Declaration --

P-8997

1.

Rezone of property to be known as Delta Point
may promote problems in density, traffic patterns,
noise pollution and air pollution.

2.

Elements of the South Natomas Community Plan have
not been fully acknowledged in Negative Declaration,
including such growiiimanagement considerations as:
Schools -- parks and open space -- senior housing -low income housing -- transit and/or paratransit -bike trails -- pedestrianways -- contiguous dwelling
height limitations and contiguous lot lines.

3.

South Natomas sewage treatment capacity is
approaching its limits.

4.

Insufficient time has been available for citizen
participation and study.

It is respectfully requested that the Sacramento City
Planning Commission hold in abeyance any rezoning procedures
until the South Natomas Citizens Advisory Committee and
the residents and home owners in the adjoining River Gardens
district have had an opportunity to review the proposed
development plans and tentative map.
Sincerely,

414-K 41.
Robert V. Doyle
Spokesman,
South Natomas Citizens Advisory Committee

927-6258

RESOLUTION NO.
Adopted by The Sacramento City Council on dote of
FEB 21 1Y ?8
RESOLUTION ADOPTING THE SOUTH NATOMAS COMMUNITY
PLAN - FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT (M-219)

-./...,41//3/7--

WHEREAS, the Council has had two noticed public hearings on that
certain document entitled "Final Environmental impact Report for
the South Natomas Community Plan."
WHEREAS, the Council has considered the documentary and-oral
evidence submitted at public hearings.
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF
SACRAMENTO that the Council hereby determines and certifies:
1.. That the document has been prepared in compliance with
State EIR Guidelines, and that the decision-making body has
reviewed and considered the information contained in the EIR;
2. That the Final Environmental Impact Report is adequate;
3. That the project WILL have a significant effect on the
environmental due to loss of agricultural land, loss of
wildlife habitat and habitat of rare wildlife species,
increase in air pollutants, and increase in noise levels;
That the alternative "no growth" is the only measure which
will reduce the impacts of loss of agricultural land, loss
of wildlife habitat and habitat of rare wildlife species,
increased air pollutants, and noise levels to where the
impacts are no longer significant;
That the alternative of "no growth" is not feasible because
of the social need for housing near the major employment center
of the Central City. The Commuriity Plan provides mixed
residential uses in close proximity to, and in support of,
the Central City;
6.

The proposed Plan will be developed over an extended period
of time and will be subject to further environmental review
and adopted mitigaion measures.

PHILLIP L. ISENBERU
MAYOR
ATTEST:
L.CaliAINE MAGANA

CITY CLERK
cEin it-tau
al Re2ulution

km

JY

NOTICE OF HEARING
CITY OF SACRAMENTO
NOTICE OF HEARING is hereby given that the Sacramento City Council will
consider the following matter on September 2, 1930, 7:30 P.M., Tuesday,
Council Chambers, 2nd'Floor, 915 I Street, Sacramento, California:

1. Appeal of the Environmental Coordinator's decision to file
a Negative Declaration on various matters for property located
between the northeast corner of Truxel Road and Garden Highway
(P-8997)(APN 274-061-21,22):
A. PUD Designation and Schematic Plan for 58+ vacant acres to
be known as Delta Point
B. Rezone 46+ vacant ac. from Light Density Multiple Family-Review
R-3-R to Townhouse (Planned Unit Development) R-1A(PUD) and
12+ vacant ac. from Towhouse-Review R-1A-R to Light Density
Multiple Family (Planned Unit Development) R-3(PUD); or more
restrictive zoning.
C. Tentative map to divide 58+ gross acres into 3 parcels to
be known as Del Point North, West and East; which will include
232 apt. units (North) on 10+ net ac.; 190 townhouse-condominium
units on 19+ net ac. (West); and 254 townhouse-condominium
units on 23+ net ac. (East).
D. Special Permit to construct 190 townhouse-condominium units on
19+ ac., and 254 townhouse-condominium, units on 23+ ac.

Interested parties may appear and be heard at the Council hearing.
Further information may be obtained from the office of the City Clerk,
Room 203, City Hall, Sacramento, California.
SACRAMENTO CITY COUNCIL
BY: LORRAINE MAGANA
CITY CLERK

10S--

AD. NO.
RUN 1
August 22, 1980
2 PUBLISHED PROOFS

Scfgl
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PUD Desinnat ion and Schematic Plan fo'r 581, vacant ac. to be
: known as Del ta Point. Rezone: 46+ vacant ac. from Light Density
Multiple Fam fly-Review R-3-R to Townhouse (clanli Unit Development) R-1A(P U0) and 12+ vacant ac.fi from Townhouse-Review R-1A-12.
to Light Den sfty Multiple Family (Planned Unit Development)
R-3(PUD); or more restrictive zoning. Tentative Map to divide
58+ gross ac res into 3 parcels, to be known as Delta Point North,
; Nat and Eas t: which will include 232 apt. units (North) on
10+ net ac.;
190 townhouse-condominium units on 191 net ac. (West);
1 /Ina 254 town house-condominium units on 23+ net ac. (East).
' S pecial Perm it to construct 190 townhouse=condominium units on
.1 19+ ac., and 254 townhouse-condominium units on 23+ ac.
corner of Truxel Rd. & Garden Hwy. AVN: 274-061-21,22

LOWP.<(1'\e'

Pea '\70( 1 1 1)43FeP4sL-

)611f

(J)soloot,

WKINV1

(%0 P\PF56cL

June 26, 1980
Sacramento City Planning Commission
Members in Session:
Subject:
Appeal of Negative Declaration -- P-8997
1.

Rezone of property to be known as Delta Point
may promote problems in density, traffic patterns,
noise pollution and air pollution.:

2.- Elements of the South Natomas Community Plan have
not been fully acknowledged in Negative Declaration,
including Such grow management considerations as:
Schools -- parks and open space -- senior housing -low income housing -- transit and/or paratransit -contiguous dwelling
bike trails -- pedestrianways
height limitations and contiguous lot lines.
-South Natomas sewage treatment capacity is
approaching its limits.
Insufficient time has been available for citizen
Participation and study.. •
It is respectfully requested that the Sacramento City
Planning Commission hold in abeyance any rezoning procedures
until the South Natomas Citizens Advisory Committee and
the residents and home owners in the adjoining River Gardens
district have had an opportunity to review the proposed
development plans and tentative map.
Sincerely,

404-4( Jove
Robert V. Doyle
Spokesman,
South Natomas Citizens Advisory Committee
9277.8258

•

NOTICE OF HEARING
CITY OF SACRAMENTO

NOTICE OF HEARING is hereby given that the Sacramento City Council will
consider the following matter on September 2, 1980, 7:30 P.M., Tuesday,
Council Chambers, 2nd Floor, 915 I Street, Sacramento, California:

1. Appeal of the Environmental Coordinator's decision to file
a Negative Declaration onEarious matters for property located
between the northeast corner of Truxel Road and Garden Highway
(P-8997)(APN 274-061-21,22):
A. PUD Designation and Schematic Plan for 58+ vacant acres to
be known as Delta Point
B. Rezone 46+ vacant ac. from Light Density Multiple Family-Review
R-3-R to Townhouse (Planned Unit Development) R-1A(PUD) and
12+ vacant ac. from Towhouse-Review R-1A-R to Light Density
Multiple Family (Planned Unit Development) - R-3(PUD); or more
restrictive zoning.
C. Tentative map to divide 58+ gross acres into 3 parcels, to
be-known as De Point North, West and East; which will include
232 apt. uni s (North) on 10+ net dc.; 190 townhouse-condominium
units on 19+ net ac. (West); and 254 townhouse-condominium
units on 23+ net ac. (East)..
D. Special Permit to construct 190 townhouse-condominium units on
19+ ac., and 254townhouse-condominium units on 23+ ac.

Interested parties may appear and be heard at the Council hearing.
Further information may be obtained from the office of the City Clerk,
Room 203, City Hall, Sacramento, California.
SACRAMENTOCITY COUNCIL
BY: LORRAINE MAGANA
CITY CLERK

4/4/1V ,r

AD. NO.
RUN 1 TI: August 22, 1980
2 PUBLISHED PROOFS
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Ray Tretheway/ 925-2449

August 19, 1980

For presentation and release at City Council Meeting, Sacramento, Ca.

Mr. Mayor, Members of the Council in Sessiora..
. .
my name is Raymond Tretheway.
speak for the River Garden Community, many of whom are here tonight.
xxxWe are extremely concerned about the Delta
Point Development proposal and the development
trends in the South Natomas area.
We have a community plan, considered by many the best in Sacramento, that
was achieved in part by the cooperation of the City Planning Departments
and the active participation of South Natomas residents over a

year

period. With approval of this Plan in February 1978, We accepted South
Natomas development.
What began on Azusa Street and Hawk Avenue as a petition drive to retain
the character and. stability of our neighborhood, has expanded into a
detailed examination of the Delta Point proposal, the South Natomas
CommUnity Plan of 1978 and the Environmental Impact Report for the South
.Natomas area. Our findings concluded that
1) The Delta Point development proposal, as stated, fails t
substantially conform to the policies and criteria set out
in the South Natomas Community Plan.
2) Significant, impacts apparent in the Delta Point development
proposal. are not addressed in the South Natomas Environmental
Impact Report, including rezoning and street openings.
The South Natomas Environmental Impact Report does not address
significant changes that have taken place in the past 2i years
in: trends in South Natomas developments; community . concerns;
an the ability, of the City to provide necessary services and
facilities in a high growth area since the passage of Proposition 13.
-1-

.)
IV
H4

Citizen participation in current developments and changes in the

. Community Plan has been singularly lacking over the past

ai

years.

We understand the problems of developers and investors, and their interest
in building without delays. At the same time, we feel it is in the interest
of our neighborhood and the greater South Natomas community that the City
closely examines our findings before approval of any new developments.
***Therefore, due to public contoversy and potential
significant impacts we respectfully request the City
to.deny the.Negative Declaration

proposal (P-8997)

on the Delta Point

and require a full Environmental

Impact Report in :compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act of

1970.

Secondly, we recommend that the City Council declare
a moratorium on South Natomas development until the
City can deVelop an updated status report on South Natomas
development, including a . determination of the cumulative
impacts of piece-by-piece dismantling of the goals, policies
and priorities set out in the South Natomas Community Plan.
In addition, we request the City Council to formally recognize the River Garden
Community and to renew the formal recognition of the South Natomas Citizens
Advisory Committee. . Only through this action can we once again be certain
of.full public participation in the present and future review of development
in South Natomas.
Again, we are not opposing South Natomas development. In
the interest of maintaining the liveability of our neighborhood and community, we simply wish to insure sufficient and
proper planning, as well as our active and continued

Thank you.
-2-
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Project No: Northgate Open
Space Project
Escrow No:

30722-B

AGREEMENT FOR ACQUISITION OF REAL PROPERTY
This Agreement is made between the City of Sacramento,
a municipal corporation, herein called City, and The Cook Company, being the owners of

the parcels of real property

described in this Agreement, herein called Owner.
1.

For valuable consideration and in consequence of

negotiation had between the City and Owner, Owner agrees to
sell to the City said real property, and will execute and
deliver unconditionally to the City or into escrow separate
deeds conveying to the City those parcels of real property
described on the page attached hereto and identified as
Exhibit "A" to this Agreement. Parcels 1 and 3 described
therein shall be dedicated by City to open space purposes
and Parcel 2 shall be dedicated to street and highway purposes.
2.

The full purchase price for the sale of the real

property described herein shall be as follows:
For Parcels 1 and 3: $35,382.50
For Parce1 . 2:

$ 3,532.50

Said sums shall be paid through escrow at Chicago Title
Insurance Co., 1014 21st Street, Sacramento, California, upon
the terms stated in this Agreement. Owner authorizes the City
to Prepare and deliver escrow instructions in accordance with

this Agreement on behalf of both parties.
3.

Owner shall convey to City title to the real property

described herein free and clear of all assessments, easements,
leases, judgments, taxes, and liens or encumbrances of any
kind except;

'1

7

•

(a) Municipal service charges for the current period
to be paid in full as of the date of the close of
the escrow.
(b) The following other exceptions:
Items A, D, 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, and 8 in the
First Amended Title Report (30722-13) of the Chicago
Title Insurance Company, a copy of which is attached
hereto and marked Exhibit "B". The special assessment referred to in Item C of said report shall be
apportioned between the granted property and the
remaining property of owner in the manner provided
by law. Owner does hereby authorize City to initiate
the proceedings required by law to accomplish said
apportionment.
4.

All costs of escrow, title insurance, conveyancing

or reconveyancing shall be paid by the City.
5.

The City shall have the right to possession of the

property described herein on and after close of escrow.
6.

The proceeds of the escrow, if any, shall be mailed

to the Owner at 7100 Bowling Drive, Sacramento, California.
7.

The parties have herein set forth the whole of their

Agreement. The performance of this Agreement shall constitute
full and fair compensation for all obligations of the Cityhereunder and for all claims which the Owner may have against the
City by reason of the acquisition, improvement, possession or
occupancy of the property described herein, except those claims
for relocation assistance to which Owner may be entitled
pursuant to Sections 7260 et seq., of the Government Code
of the State of California and/or the Uniform Relocation
Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of
1970 (Pub. L. 91-646).

8.

It is mutually understood that the property acquired

pursuant to this agreement is for a public purpose and subject
to taking by the power of eminent domain.
9.

The undersigned Grantor hereby agrees and consents to

the dismissal of any eminent domain action in the Superior
Court wherein the herein described land is included and also
waived any and all claims to any money that may not be on
deposit in said court action.
10.

City does hereby agree that it will extend Northfield

Drive westerly from its present terminus to connect said street
with Morrell Street, said street extension to be made in the
parcel of property as Parcel 2 in Exhibit "A" without
assessment of the cost thereof to the remaining properties of
Owner. Owner agrees that City may delay the extension of
said street until such time as Owner, or his successors in
interest, commence construction of permanent structures on
the remaining properties of Owner that will front upon said
street as extended. Street improvements, as required by City
building codes, shall include,but not be limited to, the installation of curbs, gutters and sidewalks on that portion of
the street that fronts upon Owner's remaining properties.
Executed in Sacramento, California, this

2

day of

The Cook Company of Sacramento,
a California Corporation

Owner

CITY OF SACRAMENTO, A MUNICIPAL
CORPORATION
By
ENGINEERING DEPARTMENT

EXHIBIT "JO

•

;,11 that portion of Swamp Land Survey No. 476, Sacramento County
surveys, being situated in Section 25, Township 9 North, Range 4
East, and in Section 30, Township 9 North, Range 5 East, N. D.
B. & M., described as follows:
PARCEL NO. 1:

Beginning at the Northeast corner of River Gardens, the official
plat of which is recorded in Book 19 of Naps, Nap No. 20; thence
from said point of beginning South 87 ° 50! 30" East 212.29 feet
to a point located on the Westerly line of Northgate Unit No. 3A
which is also the Easterly right of way line of that certain
200.00 foot United States of America Transmission Easement; thence
along said Easterly right of way line South 16 ° 35' 18' East
602.89 feet to a point located North 16 ° 35 1 18" West 30 feet
from the Northwest corner of Hacienda Northgate; thence South
73' 24' 42" West 392.48 feet to a point located on the Easterly
line of River Gardens; thence along said Easterly line North 00 °
40 1 00" West .697.89 feet to the point of beginning.
PARCEL NO. 2:

Beginning at a point on tne Easterly right of way line of that
certain 200.00 foot United States of America Transmission Easement, located from the Northeast corner of River Gardens, the
Official Plat of which is recorded in the office of the Recorder
of Sacramento County in Book 19 of Naps, Nap No. 20, the following two courses and distances: (1) South 87 ° 50 1 '30" East 212.29
feet; (2) South 16' 35' 18" East 602.89 feet; thence from said
point of beginning along said Easterly right of way line South
16" 35' 18" East 60 feet; thence on a line perpendicular to said
Easterly right of way line South 73' 24 1 42" West 409.60 feet to
a point located on the Easterly line of River Gardens; thence
along said Easterly line North 00" 40 1 00' West 62.39 feet;
thence North 73° 24' 42" East 392.48 feet to the point of begin
ning.
-

PARCEL NO.

Beginning at a point on the Easterly right of way line of that
certain 200.00 foot United States of America Transmission Easement which is also the Westerly line of Hacienda Northgate located
from the Northeast corner of River Gardens, the Official Plat of
-:hich is recorded in the office Of the Recorder of Sacramento
County in Book 19 of Maps, Map No. 20, the following two courses
and distances: (1) South 87 ° 50 1 30" East 212.29 feet, (2) South
16' 35' 18" East 662.89 feet; thence from said point of beginning
along said Easterly right of way line South 16" 35' 18" East
809.91 feet to a point located on the Northerly right of way line
of the Garden Highway; thence along said Northerly right of way
line the folloAng two courses and distances:
North 73' 52 1
30" West 198.69 feet; (2) North 70 ° 20' 13" West 4 o.68 feet to
point located on the Westerly right of way line of said Transmission Easement; thence along said Westerly right of way line
North 16" 35' 18" West 678.48 feet; thence North 73 ° 24' 42" East
199.98 feet to the point of beginning.

"EXHIBIT E"
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PRELIMINARY REPORT

Chicago Title Insurance Company
2625 Fair Oaks Blvd., Sacramento, California 488-1270
6832 Fair Oaks Blvd., Carmichael, California 488-1040
1005 22nd Street, Sacramento, California 441-0630
555 Capitol Mall, Sacramento, California 441.3610
6056 Rutland Drive, Carmichael, California 334.4620
1006 21st Street, Sacramento, California 446-6494

-

City of Sacramento
Room 207 City Hall
Sacramento, California

Attention: Ed Flowers
Your No.
Our No. 30722—B

Second Amended

In response to the above referenced application for a policy of title insurance, Chicago Title Insurance
Company hereby reports that it is prepared to issue, or cause to be issued, as of the date hereof, a California
Land Title Association Standard Coverage form Policy of Title Insurance describing the land and the estate
or interest therein hereinafter set forth, insuring against loss which may be sustained by reason of any
defect, lien or encumbrance not shown or referred to as an Exception below, or not excluded from
coverage pursuant to the printed Schedules, Conditions and Stipulations of said policy form.
This report (and any supplements or aniendments thereto) is issued for the purpose of facilitating the
issuance of a policy of title insurance.

Dated:

June

19, 1975

at 7:30 A.IVI

••••

,

r2.13/tb

N. 1.0.
1. O.
Title Officer.

The estate or inte e t in the land hereinafter described or referred to covered by this report is: A Fee

Title to said estate or interest at the date hereof is vested in:

THE COOK COMPANY OF SACRAiZNTO,
a. California Cori:oration
The land referred to in this report is described as follows:

SEE EXHIBIT HAD

30722—B
2nd Amended Report
EXHIBIT "A"
In the State of California, County of Sacramento City of Sacramento
and being:
All that portion df Swamp Land Survey No. 476, Sacramento County,
Surveys, being situated in Section 25, Township 9 North, Range 4
East, and in Section 30, Township 9 North, Range 5 East, M.D.B.&M.,
described as follows:
BEGINNING at the Northeast corner of River Gardens, according to
the official plat thereof, filed in the offics of the Recorder
of Sacramento County, California, on April 6, 1927, in book 19 of
Map No. 20; which corner is on the North line of said Swamp
Land Survey No. 476; thence, along the East line of said River
Gardens, Southerly to the Southwest corner of a 61.11 acre tract
of land described in the'deedfrom L.V. Morand to Carroll A. Cook
and Margaret I. Cook, dated June 17, 1946, recorded June 25, 1946,'
in Book 1257 of Official R.pcords, Page 219; thence, along the
Southerly boundaries of said 61.11 acre tract to the Easterly line
of Parcel 12 (unit No. 13) Tract 1 as described in a Decree in
Taking, entitled United States of America vs. Lester F. Hooper, et
al., recorded October 11, 1949, in Book 1709, page 334, Official
Records; thence along said Easterly line Northwesterly to the North
line of said Swamp Land Survey No. 2;76; thence Westerly to the
point of beginning.
.

* **

PAGE 2
CHICAGO TITLE INSURANCE COMPANY
PRELIMINARY REPORT
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At the date hereof exceptions to coverage, in addition to the printedi exceptions and exclusions
contained in said policy form, would be as follows:

A. Taxes for the fiscal year 1975- 1976, a lien, not yet due or payable.
B. A Sale to the State of California for non-payment of taxes for the year
1973. Sale No. 74 - 083473. Amount to redeem prior to May 31, 1975 $725.08.

C. Municipal Bond, 1915 Bond Act, Assessment No. 93. Original Amount
$4,674.74, with interest at the rate of 'A per annum for 1300 Street
Improvement. Resolution of Intention No. 3773.
Principal and interest payable in 15 annual installments, beginning
with the fiscal year 1967-1968.
Unpaid Principal Balance $2,181.55
1st Installment $218.70 PAID
2nd Installment $218.70 PAID

Account No. 713-8817-1

D. Assessments or calls for Reclamation District 1000. All calls paid to
date. •
I. Rights of the public, the City and the County of Sacramento and/or
Reclamation Districts No. 1000 and 1400, in and to any roads, canals,
ditches.or levees embraced within the boundaries of said parcels 1 and
2.
2. Rights of Reclamation District 1000 for levee and other Reclamation purposes; acquired by the following Deeds: (a) Book 393 of Deeds, page 404,
(b) Book 406 of Deeds, page 349, (c) Book 406 of Deeds; page 350) (d)
and in Book 448 of Deeds, page 234.
(Affects the Southerly portion thereof.
An easement over said land for poles and wires for the transmission and
distribution of electricity and incidental purposes as granted to Great
Western Power Company in Deed recorded in Book 417, page 68 of Deeds.
That certain parcel of land situate in Secs. 25 of Tp. 9 N.R. 4 E: and
30 of Tp. 9N. R.6E. M.D.B.M., bounded on the North by lands of Katherine
Meister, on the East by the West boundary of Rancho Del Paso, off the South
by lands of D. Flint, and on the West by lands of Natomas Consolidated.
The route to be followed by said poles is along the Southerly boundary of
said paroperty to the levee of Reclamation District 1000, and thence along
the inner toe of said levee to the West boundary of said property.
The right of way or easement to build, enlarge and maintain levees, canals, roads and all other reclamation or drainage works of every kind and
character including telephone and telegraph lines aver, upon and across
the Southerly portion of said land as granted to Reclamation District
1000 in Deed recorded in Book 448, page 228 of Deeds.
5.

easement over said land for a public highway or road and incidental
as granted to the County of Secramento in Deed recorded. in Book
769, page 476, Official Records and in Book 790, page 50, Official Records, described as follows:

An
purposes

ITEM NO. 5 CONTINUED

30722-B
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PAGE 3
ITEM NO. 5 CONTINUED - - BEGINNING at a point in a fence line which bears South 87° 55 1 East
1743.00 feet to a corner in fence and South 08° 00' East 1524.57 feet
from the Northeast corner of River Gardens, according to the official
plat thereof filed in the office of the Recorder of the County of Sacramento in Book 19 of Maps; Map No. 20; thence from said point of be-•
ginning, South 08° 00' East 126.91 feet; thence North 82° 12' West
.
1189.14 feet to the toe of the Northerly slope of the Levee of Reclamation
District 1000; thence North 64° 32' West, along the toe of the Northerly
slope of said levee, a distance of 387.00 feet; thence North 16° 51'
East 7.55 feet; thence South 73° 57 1 East 313.00 feet; thence South 82'
12' East 1141.80 feet and thence North 66° 581- 1 East 82.20 feet to the
point of beginning.
6.

An easement over said land for a transmissionaine or lines with all
steel or wooden towers, poles, crossarms, cables, wires, etc., for
transmitting electric energy as described in that Decree of taking,
entitled United States of America vs. Lester F. Hooper, et al., recorded October 11, 1949, in Book 1709, page 334, Official Records, described as follows:
A strip of land 200 feet in width, where measurable at right angles
with 160 feet on the left or Easterly side and 40 feet on the right
or Westerly side of the location line as described more fully in said
Decree of taking.
(Reference is hereby made to said instrument for full particulars thereof)

7. An easement over said land for a water service line and incidental purposes as granted to Natomas Sanitation District in Deed recorded in Book
66-11-07, page 289, Official Records, described as follows:
A strip of land five (5.00) feet in width, the centerline of which is

described as follows:
BEGINNING at a point on the Westerly boundary of Northgate Unit No.
3, the official plat of which is recorded in the office of the Recorder of Sacramento County, California, in Book 42 of Maps, Map No.
28, from which the Northwest corner of Lot 461, of said subdivision
bears North 16° 35 1 18" West 31.06 feet; thence from said point of
BEGINNING South 73° 24' 42" West 200.00 feet to a point on the Westerly line of the right of way of the United States of America, as described in the Judgement recorded in the office of said Recorder, in Book
1709 of Official Records, page 334, being also South 16° 35 1 18" East
20.00 feet from the Northeast corner of that certain property bdlonging
to the County of Sacramento as recorded in the office of said Recorder
in Book 3132, of Official Records, at page 96.

30722-B
2nd Amended Report
PAGE 4
8. Lis Pendens in the Superior Court of the State of California, for the

County of Sacramento, Case No. 251477, in favor of City of Sacramento
a municipal corporation, against Frances G. Cook, County of Sacramento,
a political subdivision of the State of California, and Does 1 through
100, inclusive, recorded October 30, 1974, in Book 74-10-30, page 542,
Official Records.
TAX NOTE:_
County and Municipal taxes for the fiscal year 1974-1975

Assessor's Parcel No. 274-110-23
'Assessment No. 086752
Code Area 03-126
1st Installment $320.32 PAID
2nd Installment . $320.32 PAID
.Assessed Land Value - $3,000.00

PAGE 5
SPECIAL INFORMATION
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CHAIN CIF TITLE REPORT
According to the public records, no Deeds conveying the property described in this report have been
recorded within a period of six months prior to the date of this report, except as shown herein.

NONE

. POR. SEC. 30, T.9N.,f3.5E., M.D.B. a M.
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CITY OF SACRAMENTO

OFFICE OF THE CITY CLERK
915 I STREET
Orr HALL ROOM 203

LORRAINE MAGANA
CITY CLERK

SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 96814
TELEPHONE (918) 410.5420

September 3, 1980
Robert V. Doyle
South Natomas Citizens Advisory Committee
1209 Fairweather Drive
Sacramento, CA 95833

Dear Mr. Doyle:
On September 2, 1980, the City Council heard your appeal from City Planning Commission Environmental Coordinator's decision to file a Negative Declaration on
the following entitlements for Delta Point Planned Unit Development (PUD) (P-8997):
A. PUD Designation and Schematic Plan for 58+ vacant acres to be
known as Delta Point.
B. Rezone 46+ acres from Light Density Multiple Family Review
R-3-R to Townhouse R-1A (PUD) and 12+ vacant acres from Townhouse Review R-IA-R
to Light Density Multiple Family R-3 (PUD); or more restrictive zoning.
C. Tentative map to divide 58+ gross acres into 3 parcels, to be
known as Delta Point North, West and East; wEich will include 232 apartment units
(North) on 10+ net acres; 190 Townhouse-Condominium units on 19+ net acres (West);
and 254 Townhouse-Condominium units on 23+ net acres (East).
—
D. Special permit to construct 190 townhouse-condominium units on
19+ acres, and 254 townhouse-condominium units on 23+ acres.
The Council adopted by motion, its intent to deny the appeal based on Findings of
Fact, Which are enclosed.
Sincerely,

rrai4
4'1
ne MagL
C ty Clerk

LM/mm/27
End: Findings of Fact
CC: Planning Department
Treetops Unlimited
Morton & Pitalo, Inc.

an the matter of appeal by Robert V. Doyle )
of the Environmental Coordinator's decision)
to file a Negative Declaration with mitiga-)
tion measures on the designation of a PUD )
and Schematic Plan for 58 acres, rezoning )
of 58 acres from R-3-R to R-IA (PUD), and )
R-1A-R to R-3-R (PUD), tentative map to
)
)
divide 58 acres, and special permit to
construct 190 townhouse-condominium units, )
)
232 apartment units, 146 halfplex units,
and 48 patio homes, located at the north- )
)
east corner of Truxel Road and Garden
)
Highway (P-8997)

NOTICE OF DETERMINATION
a
n
FINDINGS OF FACT

The City Council having held a public hearing on September 2, 1980 and
having received and considered the report and recommendation of the
Planning Commission following its public hearing on June 26, 1980 and
having reviewed and considered the oral and written evidence presented
and received at its hearings, the Initial Study and City staff reports,
the Council denies the appeal, affirms and approves the Negative Declaration as attached hereto, and finds as follows:
1. The Initial Study is adequate and complete in compliance with provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act, the State EIR
Guidelines, and Sacramento City Environmental Procedures, and
the South Natomas Community Plan Environmental Impact
references
Report that assesses the impacts for an area, including the subject
property.
• 2. The South Natomas EIR identified significant impacts on the environment resulting from urbanization of the community plan area. The
no growth alternative" was the only measure identified which would
reduce the urbanization impacts; however, the beneficial impact of
the plan, fulfilling a social need for a mixture of residential uses
near the Central City, was the overriding consideration favoring
adoption of the plan- The EIR evaluated the draft community plan
(63,000 population) as well as a low (53,000 population) and high
(79,000 population) residential density alternatives thereby inclusively assessing the impacts of the adopted plan for a population of
70,000 at ultimate development.
3. The Delta Point project, as conditionally approved, incorporates
the mitigating measures set forth in the Negative Declaration,
therefore will not result in a significant adverse effect on the
environment.

-24. The Delta Point project is consistent with the overall policies,
goals, and objectives of the 1974 General Plan and the 1978
South Natomas Community Plan.
Based on the foregoing findings, the appeal is hereby denied. Approved
by the City Council on September 2, 1980.

P-8997

