April 1

SACRAMENTO
H ()USING &
REDEVELOPMENT

AGENCY
City Council and
Redevelopment Agency of the
City of Sacramento
Sacramento, California
Honorable Members in Session:
SUBJECT: DISPOSITION AND DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT FOR 13th/F TOWNHOMES,
NEGATIVE DECLARATION; HEALTH AND SAFETY CODE § 33433 REPORT.
LOCATION & COUNCIL DISTRICT: District 1
RECOMMENDATION
Staff recommends approval of the attached resolution which:

•

•

finds that the environmental documentation for the project is adequate and complete and
the Negative Declaration is appropriate;

•

approves the Section 33433 report justifying the disposition of Agency-owned property
for less than its acquisition cost;

•

authorizes the Executive Director to enter into a Disposition and Development
Agreement and related documents with Christina Anderson and Michael Krambs
(Developer) for the development of a 10-unit townhome development on the Agencyowned site located at the southwest corner of 13th and F streets in the Central City
including a forgivable loan in the amount of $300,000 to Developer;

•

authorizes the Executive Director to modify and amend the DDA and/or loan documents
as approved by Agency Counsel; and

•

authorizes the Executive Director to transfer $300,000 from the Housing Development
Project (available in the Alkali Flat 1993 Taxable Tax Revenue Bond Fund).

CONTACT PERSONS
Beverly Fretz-Brown, Acting Director of Housing Development and Preservation, 440-1357
Al Esquivel, Acting Assistant Director of Housing Development and Preservation, 440-1350
FOR COUNCIL MEETING OF April 14, 1998

630 [Street, Sacramento, California 95814
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SUMMARY
This report recommends authorization for the Executive Director to make a $300,000 loan from
Alkali Flat Redevelopment Project Area tax increment funds and enter into a DDA with the
Developer to transfer ownership of the Agency-owned site at the southwest corner of 13th and F
streets for the purpose of developing a 10-unit owner-occupied townhome complex.
LOAN COMMITTEE ACTION
At its meeting of January 22, 1998, the Sacramento Housing and Redevelopment Agency Loan
Approval Committee recommended approval of a $300,000 loan to the Project.
ALKALI FLAT PROJECT AREA COMMITTEE ACTION
At its meeting of December 17, 1997 the Alkali Flat Project Area Committee recommended
approval of the proposed project subject to future PAC review of the final design.
COMMISSION ACTION:
At its meeting of April 1, 1998, the Sacramento Housing and Redevelopment Commission
recommended approval of the attached resolution. The votes were as follows:
AXES: , Dobbins, Hoag, Holloway, Newsome, Simon, Harland
None
NOES:
ABSENT: Amundson, Cespedes, Rotz, Taylor
NOT PRESENT TO- VOTE:
Castello
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BACKGROUND
The site of the proposed project is the Agency-owned parcel at the southwest corner of 13th and F
Streets. (See Location Map included as Attachment I.) The subject property was acquired by the
Agency for residential development in 1993 at a cost of $547,000, the appraised fair market value,
as part of the Alkali Flat Redevelopment Area Five Year Revitalization Plan. After issuance of an
RFP, in' 1996 the Alkali Flat Project Area Committee recommended approval of a Disposition and
Development Agreement (DDA) between the Agency and K.S. Bradley to construct 10 townhomes
targeted to first-time homebuyers on the site. Proposed prices for these homes were to be in the
range of $88,000. The proposed financing for this project was brought to the Loan Committee and
approved on January 9, 1997. The Agency and K.S. Bradley attempted to negotiate a DDA, but
negotiations broke down and were terminated in Spring, 1997.
Various options were considered by the PAC and staff, including putting the project on hold and
issuance of a new RFP. Another development firm, Acorn Development, analyzed developing the
project originally proposed by K.S. Bradley and determined that it could not develop that project
without a significant increase in the subsidy then being proposed by the Agency.
Staff initiated discussion with various other development firms in an attempt to generate interest in
the development of this site. Christina Anderson, a local land-use attorney, and Michael Krambs, an
experienced Central City developer, responded with a proposal for a townhouse development
targeted to move-up buyers. This proposal, which was approved by the Alkali Flat PAC on
December 17, 1997, is the subject of the current report. The final design for the project will be
subject to approval by the Alkali Flat PAC.
The proposed project is a 10-home townhouse project with homes ranging in size from 1,415 to
1,645 square feet priced from $127,900 to $148,500 as shown in the following table:
Number
of Units

Type
(Bedrooms/Baths)

Square
Footage

Proposed
Sales Price

8

4/2

1,645

$148,500

2

3/2

1,415

$127,900

The proposed development site is the Agency-owned 16,000 square foot parcel located at the
southwest corner of 13th and F Streets in the Alkali Flat Redevelopment Project Area. The
proposed homes will front on 13 and . F Streets, with individual garages accessible from the alley
between F and G Streets. Although giving the appearance of being attached, the homes will be
detached and will surround a gated central courtyard that will serve as common area for residents.
Each home will also have an individual fenced back yard with patio. A complete discussion of the
project is included in Attachment II, Summary of Loan Committee Staff Report.
630 1 Street, Sacramento, California 95814
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FINANCIAL CONSIDERATIONS
The resolution attached to this report authorizes the transfer of Agency-owned property to the
Developer at zero cost and a $300,000 forgivable loan to the Developer. The proposed loan will be
secured by a deed of trust that will be incrementally forgiven upon the completion and sale of the
homes in accordance with the DDA and related documents which are available for review at the Office
of the Agency Clerk, 630 I Street. Funds are available in the Housing Development Project.
Pursuant to state redevelopment law a Section 33433 report justifying the sale of the land at the
recommended cost has been prepared and is included as Attachment HI.
POLICY CONSIDERATIONS
The actions proposed in this report are consistent with the Agency's adopted Home Ownership Policies
and the 1991 Alkali Flat Revitalization Strategy. No other policy changes are recommended.
ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW
An Initial Study/Negative Declaration has been prepared for this project and is included as Attachment
IV. The activities outlined in the DDA have been analyzed in accordance with the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The Initial Study and Negative Declaration have been prepared,
published and circulated for review from March 6 to March 27. The Initial Study determined that the
project would not result in any significant impacts to the environment. Staff recommends that the
Negative Declaration be approved for purposes of approving the DDA.
There is no federal funding so NEPA does not apply.

630 I Street, Sacramento, California 95814
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M/WBE CONSIDERATIONS
The Agency's M/WBE requirements will be incorporated into the DDA.

Respectfully submitted by,

ANNE M. MOORE
Executive Director
Transmittal approved by,

LIAM H. EDGAR
City Manager--

630 1 Street, Sacramento, California 95814
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RESOLUTION NO.

9/- Iii

SACRAMENTO
CITY REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY

OF SACRAMENTO

ADOPTED BY THE REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY OF THE CITY OF SACRAMENTO

ON DATE OF

13TH AND F STREET SITE: ENVIRONMENTAL FINDINGS;
DISPOSITION AND DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT AND RELATED
AGREEMENTS WITH CHRISTINA ANDERSON AND MICHAEL KRAMBS;
HEALTH AND SAFETY CODE SECTION 33433 REPORT; AND CERTAIN
FINDINGS IN CONNECTION THEREWITH;
(ALKALI REDEVELOPMENT AREA)
WHEREAS, the Redevelopment Agency of the City of Sacramento (Agency)
and Christina Anderson and Michael Krambs (Developer) propose to enter into a disposition
and development agreement (DDA) and related agreements pursuant to which the Agency will
sell the properties at 1222, 1224, and 1226 F Street (Property) in the Alkali Redevelopment
Project Area, to Developer and Developer will develop and sell to owner-occupants a 10-unit
common interest, housing development (Project);
WHEREAS, pursuant to Health and Safety Code Section 33433, the Agency is
authorized, with the majority approval of the City Council after public hearing, to sell the
Property for redevelopment purposes pursuant to the Alkali Redevelopment Plan upon a
determination by the City Council that the sale of the Property:
a. will provide low- or moderate-income housing;
b. is consistent with the Implementation Plan for the Redevelopment Plan; and
c. the consideration for such sale is not less than the fair reuse value in
accordance with the covenants and conditions governing the sale and development costs
thereof;
WHEREAS, a public hearing of the Agency on the proposed DDA was duly
noticed and held in accordance with the requirements of the Health and Safety Code Section
33433, and at that hearing the Agency evaluated all of the information, testimony, and
evidence presented during the public hearing;

FOR CITY CLERK USE ONLY
RESOLUTION NO.:
DATE ADOPTED:
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WHEREAS, the proposed DDA and a summary report meeting the requirements
of Health and Safety Code Section 33433 (Summary Report) were available for public
inspection consistent with the requirements of Health and Safety Code Section 33433;
WHEREAS, the Agency has reviewed the Summary Report and evaluated other
information provided to it pertaining to the findings required pursuant to Health and Safety
Code Section 33433;
WHEREAS, the sale of the Property pursuant to the proposed DDA will be
equal to the fair reuse value of the Property as set forth in the Summary Report; and
WHEREAS, a Notice of Intent to adopt a Negative Declaration was duly noticed
and held in accordance with the requirements of the Public Resources Code Section 15072 and
15105, and a public hearing was held on the project where the Agency evaluated all of the
information, testimony, and evidence presented during the public hearing, and the Mitigated
Negative Declaration and other Material which constitutes the record of proceedings is on file
with the Agency Environmental Coordinator.
NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE REDEVELOPMENT
AGENCY OF THE CITY OF SACRAMENTO:
The Mitigated Negative Declaration, as prepared by the Agency's
Section 1:
Environmental Coordinator is adequate and complete and reflects the Agency's independent
judgment and analysis. The Mitigated Negative Declaration and Mitigation Monitoring Plan is
hereby adopted.
The Agency hereby finds and determines, based upon substantial
Section 2:
evidence provided in the record before it, that the consideration for the disposition of the
Property pursuant to the terms and conditions of the proposed DDA, is not less than the fair
reuse value of the Property in accordance with the covenants and conditions governing the
Property and the development costs required under the proposed DDA.
Section 3:
The Agency hereby finds and determines that the disposition of
the Property pursuant to the proposed DDA will provide low- and moderate-income housing to
the residents of the City of Sacramento.

FOR CITY CLERK USE ONLY
RESOLUTION NO.:
DATE ADOPTED:
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The Agency hereby finds and determines that the DDA is
Section 4:
consistent with the Implementation Plan for the Redevelopment Plan.
The Agency approves the DDA and related agreements (copies of
Section 5:
which are on file with the Agency Clerk) with Developer for the purchase and sale and
development of the Property.
The Executive Director or his designee is authorized to execute
Section 6:
the DDA and related agreements, in substantially the form on file with the Agency Clerk,
subject to modifications approved by Agency Counsel, and to enter into other agreements,
execute other documents and perform other actions necessary to provide funding assistance to
the Developer and to ensure proper repayment and/or forgiveness of Agency funds, including
without limitations, subordination, extensions and restructuring of payments, all as approved
by Agency Counsel.
The Executive-Director is authorized to modify or amend the
section 7:
agreements and documents with the approval of Agency Counsel.
The Executive Director is authorized to disburse and receive
Section 8:
funds for the above purposes, as provided in the DDA.
Section 9:
The Agency Budget is amended to transfer $300,000 from the
Housing Development Project fund to the 13th and F Streets Project fund.

CHAIR
ATTEST:

SECRETARY
f: kj \staffres \ holly 13& F.rac

FOR CITY CLERK USE ONLY

RESOLUTION NO.:
DATE ADOPTED:
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ADOPTED BY THE SACRAMENTO CITY COUNCIL

%tie

ON DATE OF

13TH AND F STREET SITE:
HEALTH AND SAFETY CODE SECTION 33433 REPORT;
AND CERTAIN FINDINGS IN CONNECTION THEREWITH;
(ALKALI FLAT REDEVELOPMENT AREA)
WHEREAS, the Redevelopment Agency of the City of Sacramento (Agency)
and Christina Anderson and Michael Krambs (Developer) propose to enter into a disposition
and development agreement (DDA) and related agreements pursuant to which the Agency will
sell the properties at 1222, 1224, and 1226 F Street (Property) in the Alkali Flat
Redevelopment Project Area, to Developer and Developer will develop and sell to owneroccupants a 10-unit common interest housing development (Project);
WHEREAS, pursuant to Health and Safety Code Section 33433, the Agency is
authorized, with the majority approval of the City Council after public hearing, to sell the
Property for redevelopment purposes pursuant to the Alkali Redevelopment Plan upon a
determination by the City Council that the sale of the Property:
a.
b.
c.

will provide low- or moderate-income housing;
is consistent with the Implementation Plan for the Redevelopment Plan;
and
the consideration for such sale is not less than the fair reuse value in
accordance with the covenants and conditions governing the sale and
development costs thereof;

WHEREAS, a public hearing of the City Council on the proposed DDA was
duly noticed and held in accordance with the requirements of the Health and Safety Code
Section 33433, and at that hearing the City Council evaluated all of the information, testimony,
and evidence presented during the public hearing;

FOR CITY CLERK USE ONLY

RESOLUTION NO.:
DATE ADOPTED:
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WHEREAS, the proposed DDA and a summary report meeting the requirements
of Health and Safety Code Section 33433 (Summary Report) were available for public
inspection consistent with the requirements of Health and Safety Code Section 33433;
WHEREAS, the City Council has reviewed the Summary Report and evaluated
other information provided to it pertaining to the findings required pursuant to Health and
Safety Code Section 33433; and
WHEREAS, the sale of the Property pursuant to the proposed DDA will be
equal to the fair reuse value of the Property as set forth in the Summary Report.
NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF
THE CITY OF SACRAMENTO:
Section 1: The City Council hereby finds and determines, based upon
substantial evidence provided in the record before it, that the consideration for the disposition
of the Property pursuant to the terms and conditions of the proposed DDA, is not less than the
fair reuse value of the Property in accordance with the covenants and conditions governing the
Property and the development costs required under the proposed DDA.
Section 2: The City Council hereby finds and determines that the disposition of
the Property pursuant to the proposed DDA will provide low- and moderate-income housing to
the residents of the City of Sacramento.

MAYOR
ATTEST:

CITY CLERK
f:\mdi\staffres\13&F

FOR CITY CLERK USE ONLY

RESOLUTION NO.:
DATE ADOPTED:
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Attachment I
Location Map

Attachment II
Summary of Loan Committee Staff Report
Project Description
The proposed project is a 10-home townhouse project with homes ranging in size from 1,415 to
1,645 square feet priced from $127,900 to $148,500 as shown in the following table:

Number
of Units

Type
(Bedrooms/Baths)

Square .
Footage

Proposed
Sales Price

8

4/2

1,645

$148,500

2

3/2

1,415

$127,900

•

Developer
Christina Anderson is a long-time Sacramento resident and well-known Sacramento land-use
attorney who recently moved to the Central City and is interested in developing small urban projects
in the City, having developed three custom homes in the past. Michael Krambs is a developer who
has developed or is in the process of developing several projects in the Central City, including:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

22nd and I, eight condominium units in the planning stage
2031 K Street, commercial rehab. under construction
1500 21st Street, commercial rehab.
1015 20th Street, historic/commercial rehab.
2418 P Street, construction of six condominiums
2115 J Street, retail/office rehab.
2021 and 2023 N Street, historic/commercial rehab.

Mr. Krambs and Ms. Anderson plan to form a limited liability company to serve as the development
entity for the subject project. Staff has reviewed the financial statements submitted by the applicants
and concluded this team has the capacity to develop the proposed project.
Site and Location
The proposed development site is the Agency-owned 16,000 square foot parcel located at the
southwest corner of 13th and F- Streets in the.Alkali Flat Redevelopment Project Area. (See location
map included as Exhibit A.)
This neighborhood is characterized by apartment buildings and large Victorian homes, many of
which are being operated as multi-family rental properties. The site is one block away from the light
rail station at 12th and E s treets.
(12)

Project Design
The proposed homes will front on 13 and F Streets, with individual garages accessible from the alley
between F and G Streets. Although giving the appearance of being attached, the homes will be
detached and will surround a gated central courtyard that will serve as common area for residents.
Each home will also have an individual fenced back yard with patio. (See preliminary site plan
included as Exhibit B.)
Preliminary floorplans and elevations are included as Exhibit C. The project will feature high
quality building materials and architectural finishes designed to make it compatible with the rich
architectural fabric of the Alkali Flat neighborhood, including architectural composition shingle
roofs, stucco and wood exteriors, and double-glazed windows. The City's Design Review and
Preservation Board and the Alkali Flat Project Area Committee will review and approve the final
design of the proposed homes
Marketability
The developer has analyzed sales trends in existing ownership housing in the Central City and is
confident in the marketability of the proposed homes.
The strong demand for homes at the Agency-financed Metro Square development currently under
construction on the block bounded by 26th, 27th, H and I Street is perhaps the best evidence for
the market viability of the proposed project. The SARES-REGIS Group, developer of Metro Square,
has had long waiting lists for homes in this development, which features homes ranging in size from
1,320 square feet to 1,523 and priced from $139,000 to $164,000. While the Metro Square site is
a more desirable location, staff believes the success of Metro Square demonstrates the existence of
a market for move-up housing in the Central City.
Other studies support the same conclusion. For example, recent market analyses prepared for
CADA projects have found that based on 1996 sales records, homes in the Central City sold for an
average of between $75 and $106 per square foot. With its ideal location close to Midtown
amenities, Metro Square is selling at per square foot prices well above this range. With the
construction of several new office buildings downtown, including the new Federal Building located
near Alkali Flat, demand for Central City market-rate housing should be increasing. Sales prices for
the proposed project are set at about $90/square foot, which is consistent with the market prices
indicated in the study produced by the developer of the CADA sites.
Financial
The developer has proposed to use the loan to fund development costs. The balance of the
• necessary funds would come from a private construction loan. The developer is currently discussing
the project with a financial institution which has expressed interest in financing the development.
A construction loan commitment will be required by the Agency prior to transfer of the property
to the developer. Staff will assist the developer in obtaining a deferral of its permit fees in order to
reduce the cost of the project during the construction period.
The following is a summary of the sources and uses of funds submitted by the applicar0.3)The
development budget is included as Exhibit D.

Project Financing
Total

Per
Unit

Per
Square
Foot

% of
Value

Net Sales Proceeds (Value)

$1,371,610

$137,161

$85.78

100.0%

Development Costs

(1,671,610)

(167,161)

(104.54)

(121.9)%

Subsidy Required

($300,000)

($30,000)

($18.76)

(21.9)%

Developer Cash Equity

$10,348

$1,035

$0.65

0.8%

Deferred Developer Fee

173,256

17,326

10.84

12.6%

Deferred Permit Fees

105,156

10,516

6.58

7.7%

Conventional Const. Loan

1,082,850

108,285

67.72

78.9%

Subtotal

1,371,610

137,161

85.78

100.0%

300,000

30,000

18.76

21.9%

$1,671,610

$167,161

$104.54

121.9%

Agency Loan
Total
Repayment

The proposed loan would be forgiven incrementally upon the development and sale of each home
in accordance with the Agency's loan documents.

(14)

Exhibit A
Location Map
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Exhibit B
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Exhibit D
13th/F Condominium Proposal

PRODUCT SUMMARY

Plan

Total

Total

Total

Sales

Const. Cost

Price per

Type

Units

s.f.

s.f.

Const. Cost

Revenue

Price

per Unit

s.f.

4/2

8

1,645

13,160

872,246

1,188,000

148,500

109,031

3/2

2

1,415

2,830

187.573

255,800

127,900

93,786

10

--

15,990

1,059,819

1,443,800

Total
Average

1,599

-

-

--

144,380

105,982

90.27
90.39
-90.29

SOURCES AND USES OF FUNDS
Revenue
Per Unit
Sales Revenue

Total

144,380

1,443,800

(7,219)

Cost of Sales
Net Sales Revenues

(72,190)

137,161

1,371,610

Costs
Land
Land Development
Building Permits/Fees

0

0

16,400

164,000

10,516

105,156

Construction

105,982

1,059,819

Contingency

2,500

25,000

Off sites
Indirect Construction

0

5,775

57,751

2,166

21657

17,326

173,256

Marketing
Developer Fee

0

Financing Costs

6,497

64,971

Total Costs

167,161

1,671,610

Subsidy Required

(30,000)

(300,000)

Financing
Developer Equity (Cash)

1,035

10,348

Deferred Developer Fee

17,326

173,256

Deferred Permit Fees

10,516

105,156

Construction Loan

108,285

1,082,850

Total

137.161

1,371,610

Additional Construction Period Financing Required

$

30,000

$

300,000

AFFORDABILITY
Unit Type
Per Unit Cost/Sales Price

148,500

Down Payment

127,900

(7,425)

(6,395)

Loan Amount Needed

141,075

121,505

Payment (P+I)

($1,035)

($892)

Taxes

($155)

(S133)

Insurance

($50)

($43)

Mello Roos

0

0

($37)
($50)

($32)
($50)

Flood Insurance
HOA
Mort gage Insurance
Monthly Payment

($59)

($51)

($1,385)

($1,200)

Annual Income Required

$47,494

$41,144

86%

80%

Annual Required Income as % Median

(18)

ASSUMPTIONS
Interest Rate
Loan Term

8.0%

Taxes

30

Insurance

Down Payment %

5%

Mello Roos

HOA/Month

50

Flood Insurance

Mortgage Insurance

0.005

Income % to Housing

0.0125
0.004
0
0.003
35%

Attachment III

Report Regarding the Disposition of Property Acquired Directly or
Indirectly with Tax Increment Funds (Health & Safety Code Section 33433)
I. Agreement
A copy of the Purchase and Sale or Lease Agreement ("Agreement") disposing of an interest
in Agency real property is attached to this Report.
II. Summary of Terms of Disposition
AGENCY'S

COST OF

ACQUIRING

THE LAND

Purchase Price (or Lease Payments Payable During Agreement)

$547,000

Commissions

0

Closing Costs

1,570

Relocation Costs

0

Land Clearance Costs
Financing Costs

0

Improvement Costs (e.g. utilities or foundations added)

0

Other Costs: Toxic Remediation
TOTAL

$548,570

ESTIMATED VALUE OF INTEREST CONVEYED
Value of the property determined at its highest and best use under the
redevelopment plan

$1,371,610

ESTIMATED REUSE VALUE OF INTEREST CONVEYED
Value of property determined with consideration of the restrictions and
development costs imposed by the Agreement

$(300,000)

(19)

33433 Report
Page 2

VALUE RECEIVED ON DISPOSITION

The purchase price or the total of the lease payments due to the Agency
under the Agreement

$108,900

Ill. ..Explanation of Disposition for Less than Full Value
The 1991 Alkali Flat Revitalization Strategy identifies the subject site as the desired location for a
future home-ownership project. However, development costs for a project of the requisite
construction quality exceed the value of the proposed project by $300,000. The disposition of this
site for less than its full value is justified because this is the only mechanism to effect the
development of the desired housing on this site.
IV. Elimination of Blight
The Alkali Flat Project Area is characterized by very low average incomes and a preponderance of
renter-occupied housing. According to 1990 U.S. Census data, Alkali Flat has one of the lowest
home-ownership rates (4 percent) of all City tracts. Incomes in Alkali are also among the lowest in
the City. The 1991 Alkali Flat Revitalization Strategy recommends the development of additional
ownership housing in the project area.
The proposed project will address the goals of the 1991 Alkali Flat Revitalization Strategy by
creating new housing opportunities and helping to create a more heterogeneous mixture of housing
types in the project area.

(20)

Attachment IV

SACRAMENTO HOUSING AND REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY

NEGATIVE DECLARATION
Pursuant to Division 6, Title 14, Chapter 3, Article 6, Sections 15070 and 15071 of the California Administrative Code and pursuant to the Procedures
for Preparation and Processing of Environmental Documents adopted by the Sacramento Housing and Redevelopment Agency pursuant to Resolution
Number SHRC-94-039, and pursuant to City of Sacramento Environmental Procedures, the Environmental Coordinator of the Sacramento Housing
and Redevelopment Agency of Sacramento County, State of California, does prepare, make, declare, publish, and cause to be filed with the County Clerk
of Sacramento County, State of California, this Negative Declaration. The Project is described as follows:

I. PROJECT TITLE AND SHORT DESCRIPTION: 13TH AND F SUBDIVISION PROJECT. The proposed project

involves approval of a Development and Disposition Agreement (DDA) for a 10-home market-rate subdivision
project on an Agency-owned site at 13th and F streets. The proposal is for three- and four-bedroom detached
units with detached garages.
2. PROJECT LOCATION AND ASSESSOR'S PARCEL NUMBERS: The project site is located at the southwest corner of 13th
and F streets, in the Alkali Flat area of the City of Sacramento. APN: 002-0161-021
3. PROJECT PROPONENTS: City of Sacramento and Redevelopment Agency of the City of Sacramento
4. SAID PROJECT WILL NOT HAVE A SIGNIFICANT EFFECT ON THE ENVIRONMENT FOR THE FOLLOWING REASONS:
a)

It does not have the potential to degrade the quality of the environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish
or wildlife species, cause 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)

It does not have the potential to achieve short-term, to the disadvantage of long-term, environmental goals.

c)

It will not have impacts which are individually limited, but cumulatively considerable.

d)

It will not have environmental effects which will cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly
or indirectly.

e)

A mitigation monitoring plan is proposed, and has been agreed to by the Agency and City of Sacramento to
further reduce the identified potential impacts of the proposed project.

5. As a result thereof, the preparation of an Environmental Impact Report pursuant to the Environmental Quality Act
(Division 13 of the Public Resources Code of the State of California) is not required.
6. This Initial Study has been performed by the Sacramento Housing and Redevelopment Agency in support of this
Negative Declaration. For additional information, contact the Agency at 630 I Street, Sacramento, California 95814,
(916) 440-1330.
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PROJECT TITLE: 13TH AND "F" SUBDIVISION PROJECT
CONTROL NO.: 200-DR-98
LOCATION:

The project site is located at the southwest corner of 13th and F streets, in
the Alkali Flat area of the City of Sacramento.

LEAD AGENCY: Redevelopment Agency of the City of Sacramento
Sacramento Housing and Redevelopment Agency
Housing Development and Preservation
630 I Street, Sacramento, CA 95814
Contact Person and Phone Number: Jon Robinson: 440-1399 ext.1462

GENERAL PLAN DESIGNATION: High Density Residential
ZONING: Multi-Family Zone (R-3A)
ASSESSOR'S PARCEL NUMBER: 002-0161-021
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION
ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING
The proposed project is located on the southwest corner of 13th and F streets, in the Alkali Flat
Redevelopment Project Area of the City of Sacramento. The project vicinity is primarily residential
in character, although 12th Street is a major commercial corridor that traverses the vicinity in a
north/south direction. The American River is approximately 1.5 miles north of the site, and the
Sacramento River is 13 blocks to the west. The Union Pacific main rail line is located a little more
that one half mile to the north.
Regional access is provided to the project site via Interstate 5 (I-5) and State Route (SR) 99 which
are co-terminus west of the site. Access to the project vicinity from 1-5 interchanges are located at
I Streeta Street Regional access is also provided from Interstate (Business) 80 east of the site at E,
H and N streets, and the "W-X" freeway south of the site at 10th, 15th and 16th streets. State
Highway 160 connects along F Street in this location (southbound off 12th street, across F Street to
15th Street southbound), and provides primarily cross town access.
The project site is 160 feet by 100 feet, approximately 0.37+ acres, and is surrounded by cyclone
fencing. The site is vacant, graded and flat, with no vegetation. The site has undergone previous
remediation for toxic contamination; and has received a No Further Action letter from the County
of Sacramento Environmental Management Department.
The proposed project is located in a neighborhood characterized by apartment buildings and large
Victorian homes, many of which are being operated as multi-family rental properties. The site is one
block away from the light rail station at 12th and E streets. Surrounding land uses include Victorian
residences to the west and north on F Street, modern-era apartments on the northeast corner of 13th
and F streets, residential uses across 13th Street and across the alley, and an auto body shop to the
west off the alley. 12th Street to the west is a commercial corridor.
PROPOSED PROJECT
The proposed project involves approval of a Development and Disposition Agreement (DDA) for a
10-home market-rate subdivision project on an Agency-owned site at 13th and F streets (Figure 1).
The site was purchased by the Agency in 1993 as part of the Alkali Flat Redevelopment Area Five
Year Revitalization Plan.
The proposal is for three- and four-bedroom detached units ranging in size from 1,415 to 1,645
square feet fronting on 13th and F streets. Although giving the appearance of being attached, the
homes will be detached and will surround a gated central courtyard that will serve as common area
for residents. Each two-story unit will also have a fenced, landscaped inner courtyard (Figure 2).
Secure covered parking will be provided for each home. The proposed homes will front on 13th and
F streets, with eight of ten double garages accessible from the alley between F and G streets. Two
garages will be accessed from 13th Street and F Street. Although the homes will give the appearance
(23)
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of being attached, each home will be detached and will surround a gated central courtyard that will
serve as common area for residents. Each home will also have an individual fenced back-yard with
patio.Preliminary floorplans and elevations are included as Figure 2. The project proposes to feature
high quality building materials and architectural finishes designed to make it compatible with the
architecture of the Alkali Flat neighborhood, including architectural composition shingle roofs, stucco
and wood exteriors, and double-glazed window's. The City's Design Review and Preservation Board
and the Alkali Flat Project Area Committee will review and approve the final design of the proposed
homes.
Proposed sales prices range from $127,000 to $148,000, with an average of just over $144,000. At
this level, the homes are affordable to families earning between $36,700 and $42,300 per year.
Assuming a two-worker family, these figures represent two earners each bringing home between
$18,350 and $21,150 annually ($8.82 to $10.15 per hour). The Agency estimates there are many jobs
with salaries in this range in the Central City (Al Esquivel, 11/97).
Project Approvals
This environmental document will be used by the Redevelopment Agency of the City of Sacramento
for the following action:
I. Development and Disposition Agreement (DDA) with the Redevelopment Agency of
the City of Sacramento. The DDA will identify the legal and financial requirements of all
parties participating in the planning, design, permitting and entitlement, construction and
financing of the proposed project.
This environmental document will be also used by the City Council for consideration of the following
entitlements:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

Tentative Map subdividing 0.58+ vacant acres into 10 lots.
Variance to reduce driveway depths.
Variance to reduce setbacks.
Design Review/Preservation Review.
Subdivision Modification reducing and altering lot sizes.
Special Permit to develop townhouses in the R3A zone.

Documents incorporated by Reference
This Initial Study has been complied froin a variety of sources, including published and unpublished
studies, applicable maps, aerial photographs, and independent field investigations. The State CEQA
Guidelines recommend that previously completed environmental documents, public plans, and reports
directly relevant to a proposed project be used as background information to the greatest extent
possible and, where this information is relevant to findings and conclusions, that it be incorporated
by reference in the environmental document. The following documents are incorporated herein by
reference and are listed with numbers which correspond to those in 0 in the attached CEQA
checklist:
(26)
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1.

Alkali Flat Redevelopment Plan Amendments and Implementation Strategy, Final
Environmental Impact Report, Sacramento Housing and Redevelopment Agency, City of
Sacramento, May, 1984.

2.

City of Sacramento General Plan, City of Sacramento, January 19, 1988.

3.

City of Sacramento Zoning Code, City of Sacramento

4.

Draft and Final Environmental Impact Report, City of Sacramento General Plan, City of
Sacramento, Draft EIR is dated March 2, 1987 and Final EIR is dated September 30, 1987.

5.

Air Quality Thresholds of Significance, .Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management
District, 1994, First Edition.

6.

Sacramento County Hazardous Materials Toxisite Report, August, 1995; Cortese List;
National Priority List; Ca/EPA List; and CALSITES List.

7.

2010 Sacramento City/County Bikeway Master Plan, Environmental Impact Report, County
of Sacramento, September 1992

8.

Airport CLUPs for Sacramento County: Mather, McClellan, Metro and Executive Airports
Official Register Containing Structures of Architectural or Historical Significance, City of
Sacramento, October 6, 1983.

10. Final Environmental Impact Report, Land Use Planning Policy Within the 100-Year Flood
Plain in the City and County Of Sacramento, City of Sacramento, February 6, 1990.
11. Draft Preliminary Report on the Proposed Sixth Amendment to the Redevelopment Plan for
the Alkali Flat Redevelopment Project, Redevelopment Agency of the City of Sacramento,
July 1997.
12. Draft Sixth Amendment to the Redevelopment Plan for the Alkali Flat Redevelopment Project,
Redevelopment Agency of the City of Sacramento, August 1997.
13. Draft and Final Environmental Impact Report, Railyards Specific Plan, Richards Boulevard
Area Plan, City of Sacramento, Draft ElR is dated June 10, 1992, and Final EIR is dated
November 1993.
14. Sacramento Central City Community Plan, City of Sacramento, May 15, 1980.
15. Sacramento Central City Housing Strategy, Sacramento Housing and Redevelopment Agency
and Department of Planning and Development, City of Sacramento, May, 1991.
The documents incorporated by reference are available for review at the Sacramento Housing and
Redevelopment Agency, 630 I Street, and the City of Sacramento, Neighborhoods, Planning and
Development Services Division, 1231 I Street, Suite 300, Sacramento, California 95814.
(27)
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ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS
A. Environmental Factors Potentially Affected
The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, involving at
least one impact that is a "Potentially Significant Impact" or "Potentially Significant Unless
Mitigated," as indicated by the checklist on the following pages.
Land Use and Planning
Public Services
Population and Housing
Utilities and Service Systems
Energy and Mineral Resources
Water
Air Quality
Hazards

Transportation/Circulation
Biological Resources
Cultural Resources
Geological Problems
Aesthetics/Urban Design
Noise
Recreation
Mandatory Findings of Significance

B. CEQA Determination
On the basis of the initial evaluation:
I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment,
and a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.
I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment,
there will not be a significant effect in this case because mitigation measures described on an
attached sheet have been incorporated into the proposed 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.
I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect(s) on the environment, but at
least one effect 1) has been adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable
legal standards, and 2) has been addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier
analysis as described on attached sheets, if the effect is "a potentially significant impact" or
"potentially significant unless mitigated." An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is
required, but it must analyze only the effects that remain to be addressed.

3 40,

GAIL M. ERVIN,
Acting Environmental Coordinator
Sacramento Housing and Redevelopment Agency

. /
DATE

(28)
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CEQA Initial Study Checklist
Source Documentation is listed above with numbers corresponding to those in 0, below.
I.

LAND USE AND PLANNING. Would the proposal:
X

a) Conflict with general plan designation or zoning?
(source #(s): 5-Section D) See Section 1 discussion.
b) Conflict with applicable environmental plans or policies adopted by
agencies with jurisdiction over the project?
(1,2,3,5,6,8,10) See Section 1 discussion.

X

c) Be incompatible with existing land use in the vicinity?
(1,2,3,4,5,8,11,12) See Section 1 discussion.

X

d) Affect agricultural resources or operations (e.g. impacts to soils or
farmlands, or impacts from incompatible land uses)?
(1, 5-Sections D,T)

X

e) Disrupt or divide the physical arrangement of an established community?
(including a low-income or minority community)? (1,3)

X

H.

POPULATION AND HOUSING. Would the proposal:

a) Cumulatively exceed official regional or local population projections? (5Section E)

X

b) Induce substantial growth in an area either directly or indirectly (e.g.
through projects in an undeveloped area or extension of major infrastructure)?
(5-Section E)

X

c) Displace existing housing, especially affordable housing?
(1,5-Section F,4,24)
III. GEOLOGIC PROBLEMS. Would the proposal result in or
expose people to potential impacts involving:
X

a) Fault rupture? (5-Section T)
b) Seismic ground shaking? (5-Section T) See Section 2 discussion.

X

c) Seismic ground failure, including liquefaction? (5-Section T) See Section
2 discussion.

X

d) Seismicity: seiche, tsunami or volcanic hazard? (5-Section T)

X

e) Landslides or mudflows? (5-Section T)

X

0 Erosion, changes in topography or unstable soil conditions from
excavation, grading or fill? (1,5-Section T) See Section 2 discussion.
g) Subsidence of the land? (5-Section T)

PAGE 8

X

— —(29)

S

GEC (3/4/98)

INITIAL S'I'UDY

13TH AND F SUBDIVISION PROJECT
Potentially
Potentially Significant Less Than
Significant Unless Significant No
Impact Mitigation Impact Impact
Incorporated

h) Expansive soils? (5-Section T)

X

i) Unique geologic or physical features? (5-Section T,6)

X

IV.

WATER. Would the proposal result in:
X

a) Changes in absorption rates, drainage patterns, or the rate and amount of
surface runoff'? (5-Sections .1 & W) See Section 3 discussion.
X

b) Exposure of people or property to water related hazards such as flooding?
(20, 5-Section W) See Section 3 discussion.
c) Discharge into surface waters or other alteration of surface water quality
(e.g. temperatures, dissolved oxygen or turbidity)?
(5-Sections J & W) See Section 3 discussion.

X

d) Changes in the amount of surface water in any water body?
(5-Section W)

X

e) Changes in currents, or the course or direction of water movements? (5Section W)

X
X

f) Change in the quantity of ground waters, either through direct additions or
withdrawals, or through substantial loss of groundwater recharge capability?
(5-Section W)
g) Altered direction or rate of flow of groundwater? (5-Section W)

X

h) Impacts to groundwater quality? (5-Section W)

X

i) Substantial reduction in the amount of groundwater otherwise available
for public water supplies? (5-Section W)

X

V.

AIR QUALITY. Would the proposal:

a) Violate any air quality standard or contribute to an existing or projected
air quality violation?(6, 5-Section Z) See Section 4 discussion.

X

b) Expose sensitive receptors to pollutants? (5-Section Z) See Section 4
discussion.

X

c) Alter air movement, moisture, or temperature, or cause any change in
climate? (14, 5-Section Z)

X

•

X

d) Create objectional odors? (4, 5-Section Z)
VI. TRANSPORTATION/CIRCULATION. Would the proposal result in:
a) Increased vehicle trips or traffic congestion? (5-Section Y,5,14,15) See
Section 5 discussion.

X

(30)
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b) Hazards to safety from design features (e.g. sharp curves or dangerous
intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g. farm equipment)? (5-Section Y) See
Section 5 discussion.
c) Inadequate emergency access or access to nearby uses: See Section 5
discussion.

X

d) Insufficient parking capacity on-site or off-site? (16) See Section 5
discussion.

X

e) Hazards or barriers for pedestrians or bicyclists? (8,9) See Section 5
discussion.

X

0 Conflicts with adopted policies supporting alternative transportation (e.g.
bus turnouts, bicycle racks)?(5-Section Y)

X

g) Rail, waterborne or air traffic impacts? (5-Section Y)

X

VII. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES. Would the proposal result in impacts to:
X

a) Endangered, threatened or rare species or their habitats (including but not
limited to plants, fish, insects, animals, and birds)? (5-Section U) See Section
6 discussion.
b) Locally designated species (e.g. heritage trees)? See Section 6 discussion.

X

c) Locally designated natural communities (e.g. oak forest, coastal habitat,
etc.)? (5-Section U)

X

d) Wetland habitat (e.g. marsh, riparian and vernal pool)? (5-Section U)

X

e) Wildlife dispersal or migration corridors? (5-Section U)

X

VIII. ENERGY AND MINERAL RESOURCES. Would the proposal:
a) Conflict with adopted energy conservation plans? (5 - Section R)

X

b) Use non-renewable resources in a wasteful and inefficient manner? (1,5Section R)

X

c) Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would
be of future value to the region and the residents of the State?(5-Section R)

X

IX.

HAZARDS. Would the proposal involve:

a) A risk of accidental explosion or release of hazardous substances
(including, but not limited to: oil, pesticides, chemicals or radiation)? (7, 5Section X) See Section 7 discussion.

X

b) Possible interference with an emergency response plan or emergency
evacuation plan? (5-Sections L,M,O,W,X)

X
(31)
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c) The creation of any health hazard or potential health hazard? (7) See
Section 7 discussion.

X

d) Exposure of people to existing sources of potential health hazards? (7,5Section X) See Section 7 discussion.

X

e) Increased fire hazard in areas with flammable brush, grass, or trees? (5Sections U&M)

X

X.

NOISE. Would the proposal result in:

a) Increases in existing noise levels? (5-Section AA) See Section 8
discussion.

X

b) Exposure of people to severe noise levels? (5-Section AA) See Section 8
discussion.

X

PUBLIC SERVICES. Would the proposal have an effect upon, or result in a need for new or
XL
altered government services in any of the following areas:
a) Fire protection? (5-Section M) See Section 9 discussion.

X

b) Police protection? (5-Section L) See Section 9 discussion.

X

c) Schools? (5-Section P) See Section 9 discussion.

X

d) Maintenance of public facilities, including roads? (5-Section Y)

X

e) Other governmental services? (14) See Section 9 discussion.

X

XII. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS. Would the proposal result in a need for new systems
or supplies, or substantial alterations to the following utilities:

a) Power or natural gas? (5-Section R) See Section 10 discussion.
X

b) Communications systems? (14) See Section 10 discussion.
c) Local or regional water treatment or distribution facilities?
(3,5 - Section H)

X

d) Sewer or septic tanks? (5-Section 1) See Section 10 discussion.
e) Storm water drainage? (5-Section 0 See Section 10 discussion.

X

0 Local or regional water supplies? See Section 10 discussion.

X

0 Solid waste disposal? (5-Section K) See Section 10 discussion.

X

XIII. AESTHETICS. Would the proposal:
a) Affect a scenic vista or scenic highway? (17, 18, 5-Section S) See Section
. 1.1 discussion.

GEC (3/4/98)
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b) Have a demonstrable negative aesthetic effect? (17, 18) See Section 11
discussion.

X

c) Create light or glare? (18) See Section 11 discussion.

X

XIV. CULTURAL RESOURCES. Would the proposal:
a) Disturb paleontological resources? (5-Section V) See Section 12
discussion.

X

b) Disturb archaeological resources? (5-Section V) See Section 12
discussion.

X

c) Affect historical resources? (19, 5-Section V) See Section 12 discussion.

X

d) Have the potential to cause a physical change which would affect unique
ethnic cultural values?(5-Section V)

X

e) Restrict existing religious or sacred uses within the potential impact area?
(5-Section V)

X

XV. RECREATION. Would the proposal:
a) Increase the demand for neighborhood or regional parks or other
recreational facilities? (5-Section Q) See Section 13 discussion.

X

b) Affect existing recreational opportunities? (5-Section Q) See Section 13
discussion.

X

XVI. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE.
a) Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality of the
environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species,
cause 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?

X

c) Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, but
cumulatively considerable? ("Cumulatively considerable" means that the
incremental effects of a project are considerable when viewed in connection
with the effects of past projects, the effects of other current projects, and the
effects of probable future projects).

X

d) Does the project have environmental effects which will cause substantial
adverse effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly?

X
(33)
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Discussion
Sections 1 and 2: Land Use and Planning/Population and Housing
The proposed project is located in the Alkali Flat Redevelopment Project Area of the City of
Sacramento. The project site is designated High Density Residential on the Sacramento City General
Plan, and is zoned Multi-Family Zone (R-3A). The site is also located within the planning areas of
the following City plans: Alkali Flat Redevelopment Plan, Central City Community Plan and Central
City Housing Strategy.
The City of Sacramento General Plan is a twenty-year policy guide for physical, economic, and
environmental growth and renewal of the City. The General Plan is comprised of goals, policies,
programs and actions that are based on an assessment of current and future needs and available
resources. The document is the City's principal tool for evaluating public and private projects and
municipal service improvements. The current General Plan was adopted in January 1988, and is an
update that replaces the previous 1974 General Plan.
The General Plan 1-ugh Density Residential" designation refers to areas planned for development that
consist of a mixture of residential densities along with limited commercial or office use, most
commonly found within the Central City. General Plan residential goals and policies applicable to the
project site include:
Goal A: Improvement quality of residential neighborhoods Citywide by protecting, preserving and
enhancing their character.
Goal B: Provide affordable housing opportunities for all income household categories throughout
the City.
Goal C: Develop residential land uses in a manner which is efficient and utilized existing and
planned urban resources.
Policy 4: Promote infill development as a means to meet future housing needs by expanding the
benefits for this type of development...
Policy 6: Continue to support redevelopment and rehabilitation efforts that add new and
reconditioned units to the housing stock while eliminating neighborhood blight and deterioration.

For purposes of revitalization, the Agency's policy is to assist in the construction of new market-rate
housing developments in targeted areas. This site has also been specifically targeted in the Alkali Flat
Redevelopment Area Five Year Revitalization Plan for housing. As evidenced by its approval of
permanent subsidies to other market-rate home ownership developments and its sponsorship of the
Downtown Livability Conference, the City Council has made the creation of market-rate housing in
the Central City a policy priority. The proposed project is consistent With the Council's desire to
increase the amount of ownership housing in the Central City, especially in areas such as Alkali that
currently contain a disproportionate amount of rental housing. Currently there are only about 45
single-family homes in Alkali Flat. Overall, the homeownership rate in Alkali Flat is approximately
6 percent, compared to a City-wide figure of about 57%. The proposed project is consistent with

the City General Plan, Central City Community Plan, Central City Housing Strategy and the A(lket)i
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Flat Redevelopment Plan.

Population and housing is considered a socio-economic, rather than a physical impact on the
environment. CEQA does not require review of socio-economic impacts, except where a clear chain
of cause and effect results in physical impacts. The City has developed policies and plans to provide
for long-term population and housing needs, such as the General Plan, the Redevelopment Plan and
the Central City Housing Strategy. This project both meets market-rate demand and provides
homeownership opportunities for low to moderate income buyers. The proposed project is consistent
with the City General Plan and Central City Community Plan, as well as the Central City Housing
Strategy. The proposed project is not anticipated to alter the location, distribution, density or
growth rate of the human population or generate any additional demand for housing. No impacts
on population or housingwould occur which were not previously considered in those documents.

Section 3: 'Geology
The site is located on recent floodplain deposits of the American and Sacramento Rivers.
Topography is flat with an elevation of approximately 20 feet above mean sea level. The site is
approximately 15 feet higher than the confluence of the American and Sacramento Rivers at typical
flow levels. The site has been previously developed, and is currently graded and flat with no
vegetation. There are no outstanding topographic or ground surface relief features on the project site
which would be disturbed as a result of the proposed project improvements. Soils on the project site
are categorized as Urban Land and consists of areas covered by up to 90 percent impervious surfaces.
The project site is underlain by Holocene.Floodplain deposits (SGPU E1R, T-2), which represent the
depositional regime of the area immediately prior to streatnflow and drainage changes brought about
within the last 135 years. Floodplain deposits are unconsolidated sands, silts, and clays formed from
flooding of the American and Sacramento rivers, and these generally are moderately to highly
permeable. They are distributed in proximity to the present-day river channels and extend throughout
the Central City, South Natomas, and a substantial portion of North Natomas (SGPU EIR, T-1).
Exhibit T-4 of the SGPU EIR further indicates that the subject site correlates with the SailboatScribner-Cosumnes soil type, a very deep, somewhat poorly and poorly-drained soil that has a
seasonal high water table and are protected by levees. The soils are characterized as nearly level on
low and high floodplains.
No known active faults occur in or adjacent to the City of Sacramento. During the past 150 years,
there has been no documented movement on faults within Sacramento County. However, the region
has experienced numerous instances of ground shaking originating from faults located to the west and
east. According to the Preliminary Map of Maximum Expectable Earthquake Intensity in
California, prepared by the California Department of Mines and Geology, Sacramento is located
near the border between the "low" and "moderate" severity zones, representing a probable maximum
earthquake intensity of VII on the Modified Mercalli Scale. In Sacramento, the greatest intensity
earthquake effects would come from the Dunnigan Hills fault, Midland fault, and the Foothill Fault
System. The maximum credible earthquake for those faults is estimated at 6.5 on the Richter-scale.
Liquefaction is the loss of soil strength due to seismic forces acting on water-saturated, granular
which leads to a "quicksand" condition generating various types of ground failure. The potential for
liquefaction must account for soil types, soil density, and groundwater table, and the duratio0a1/11
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intensity of ground shaking. Earthquakes of the magnitude expected to emanate from any of several
nearby faults would be strong enough in the project area to induce liquefaction in susceptible sand
layers.
The City of Sacramento has adopted policies as a part of the General Plan Health and Safety Element
which consider seismic related hazards, including liquefaction. These policies require that the City:
1) protect levees and property from unacceptable risk due to seismic and geologic activity or unstable
soil conditions to the maximum extent feasible; 2) prohibit the construction of structures for
permanent occupancy across faults; 3) require reports and geologic investigations for multiple story
buildings; and 4) ensure the use of Uniform Building Code requirements that recognize State and
federal earthquake protection standards in construction. Development on the project site would not
occur across any currently identified fault. In addition, the City requires soils reports and geological
investigations for determining liquefaction, expansive soils and subsidence problems on sites for new
multiple-story buildings as a condition of approval, and that such information be incorporated into
the project design and construction to eliminate hazards. The policies listed above are required for
new construction projects and reduce the potential .significant health and safety impacts to less than
significant levels.
Section 4: Water
a. Flooding. Major portions of the City of Sacramento, including the project site, are located in a
potential flood hazard area. The proposed project is within an area of the 100-year floodplain
.currently designated as Zone A99 on the Sacramento Community's Official Flood Insurance Rate
Map, dated November 15, 1989. The A99 zone is defined by the Federal Emergency Management
Agency (FEMA) as a "special flood hazard area (SFHA), where enough progress has been made on
a protective system such as dikes, dams, and levees, to consider it complete for insurance raging
purposes." The A99 Flood Hazard Zone does not designate flood elevations, and there are no FEMA
regulations restricting development in the zone. However, development within the A99 zone is
subject to certain construction design regulations and flood insurance is required for any development
that includes federal financing.
In recent years, the Sacramento Area has been subjected to numerous storm events resulting in high
flows in the American and Sacramento rivers. In response to these flood events, the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers (COE) has revised flow frequency curves that indicate that portions of the area
are only protected against a 77-year flood event. Even when considering additional levee protection
that would be constructed along the American River in 1998, the level of protection is less than the
100-year level.
FEMA has a congressional mandate to establish a SFHA to deal with flood control systems that no
longer provide 100-year protection. In light of the refined COE hydrologic calculations, FEMA has
issued a final flood elevation determination letter and revised FlRM for portions of the Sacramento
area. FEMA intends to issue new flood maps on July 6, 1998 that would redesignate all A99 zones
to a more restrictive "AR" zone ("A" denoting that the area is a SFHA, and the "R" denoting that
restoration of a levee system to a level of base flood protection is underway). The area affected
includes larger portions of the City south of the American River, and smaller parts of the City north
of the river. The AR zone is intended for communities, such as Sacramento, where a certified(*GEC (3/4/98)
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year or greater flood protection system has been de-certified due to updated hydrologic or other data.
The AR zone allows development to continue with some restriction while progress is being made
toward restoring a 100-year flood protection level. Like the A99 zone, the AR zone is also
temporary and will expire ten years from the date of classification or when certification of 100-year
flood protection is obtained. The FEMA letter establishes the base flood elevations and initiated a
six month compliance period that will end in July 1998, at which time the AR restrictions will be
imposed. During the compliance period, the City is required to adopt a compliant floodplain
management ordinance to implement the AR zone requirements based on the flood hazard
information shown on the maps.
The AR zone contains two categories: "Developed" and "Undeveloped". The proposed project site
is anticipated to be categorized as "Developed", areas adjacent to existing public infrastructure or
infill areas which are .currently surrounded by existing development pursuant to FEMA definition.
New non-residential development in the AR zone would be required to either elevate three feet or
floodproof to three feet above adjacent grade.
Projects issued foundation permits prior to July 1998 would still be governed by A99 zone
requirements. The City evaluated the impacts of approving development within the A99 flood zone
in the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) prepared for the Land Use Planning Policy Within the 100Year Floodplain (M89-054) adopted by the City Council on February 6, 1990. This document serves
as a program EIR addressing the flood-related risks to people and property created by new
development in the 100-year floodplain in the City. Flood-related risks created by this project fall
within the scope of the program EIR. Accordingly, the findings adopted by the Council for its
certification of the program EIR and its adoption of the Policy are applicable to and hereby adopted
for the Project. These findings are set forth in the Findings of Fact/Statement of Overriding
Considerations for the Land Use Planning Policy Within the 100-Year Floodplain in the City of
Sacramento ("Findings"). This document is appended to the Program ElR available through the
Department of Planning and Development.
b. Water Quality: Surface Water. The American River water where the City takes it for municipal
uses is consider very good quality. The Sacramento River water at Sacramento is of good quality,
although higher sediment loads and extensive irrigated agriculture upstream of Sacramento tends to
degrade water quality. During the spring and fall, irrigation tailwaters are discharged into drainage
canals that flow to the river. In the winter, runoff flows over these same areas. In both instances,
flows are highly turbid and introduce large amounts of herbicides and pesticides into the drainage
canals, particularly rice field herbicides in May and June. The aesthetic quality of the river is changed
from relatively clear to turbid from irrigation discharges.
The Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) has primary responsibility for
protecting the quality of surface and groundwaters within the City. The Board's efforts are generally
focused on preventing either the introduction of new pollutants or an increase in the discharge of
existing pollutants into bodies of water that fall under its jurisdiction. The proximity of the
Sacramento and American Rivers to the project site, and the existence of both a shallow water table
and deep aquifer beneath the area keep the Board interested in activities in the area.
(37)
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The RWQCB is concerned with all potential sources of contamination that may reach both these
subsurface water supplies and the rivers through direct surface runoff or infiltration. Stormwater
runoff is collected in City drainage facilities, with most of the water being sent to the County
wastewater plant for treatment before final discharge into the Sacramento River.
The City of Sacramento has obtained a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES)
permit from the State Water Resources Control Board under the requirements of the Environmental
Protection Agency and Section 402 of the Clean Water Act. The goal of this permit is to reduce
pollutants found in urban stormwater runoff. This general permit requires the permittee to employ
"Best Management Practices" (BMP's) before, during, and after construction. The City has a list of
BMP's necessary to accomplish the goals of this permit. The primary objective of the BMP's is to
reduce nonpoint source pollution into waterways. These practices include structural and source
control measures for residential • and -commercial areas, and BMP's for construction sites.
Components of the BMP's include:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Maintenance of structures and roads
Flood control management
Comprehensive development plans
Grading, Erosion and sediment control ordinances
Inspection and enforcement procedures
Educational programs for toxic material management
Reduction of pesticide use
Site specific structural and non-structural control measures

BMP mechanisms minimize erosion and sedimentation, and prevent pollutants such as oil and grease
from entering the stormwater drains. BMP's are approved by the Department of Utilities before
beginning construction (the BMP document is available from the Department of Utilities Flood
Control and Sewers Division, 1391 35th Avenue, Sacramento, CA). The project site is currently
vacant and graded. Soil erosion would be limited to the construction period of the project. Minor
increases in sedimentation would be temporary and would be controlled by standard grading
practices and the require BMPs, resulting in a less than significant impact.
-Groundwater. The proposed project would not affect the direction or rate of flow of groundwater.
Water supplies are provided by the City of Sacramento through a system of pipelines that currently
exist within the streets. Development on the project site will not require new withdrawals from
groundwater sources or affect aquifers by cuts or excavations. The City does not rely on
groundwater in this area for its source of public water supply. As such, the project has no effect on
groundwater used for public water supplies.
Section 5. Air Quality
a. The proposed project is located within the Sacramento metropolitan area which is considered a
non-attainment area for selected pollutants. The 1986-2006 SGPU DEIR identified urban emission
sources as the primary source for existing air quality problems (SGPU DEIR, Z-6). The federal air
quality standards for ozone and particulate matter (PM, o ) are being exceeded several times per year
(38)
in Sacramento City and County.
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Ozone is a secondary pollutant produced over time by a complicated series of chemical reactions
involving nitric oxide, nitrogen dioxide, various organic compounds, ultraviolet light, and normal
components of the atmosphere. Ozone problems have been identified as the cumulative result of
regional development patterns, rather than the result of a few incremental significant emissions
sources (SGPU DEIR, Z-9).
The proposed project would result in additional emissions relating to both construction and
operations. The SMAQMD considers construction and operation impacts potentially significant if
the project would result in a net increase of 85 pounds per day (lbs/day) of ROGs, 85 lbs/day of NO„,
275 lbs/day of PK ° or 150 lbs/day of SO 2. Operational impacts for CO are considered potentially
significant if CO "hot spots" exceeding state 1-hour and 8-hour SAAQS are generated near major
thoroughfares and congested surface streets. Table A-4 of the Air Quality Thresholds of
Significance identifies the approximate size of some typical development types that may have
emissions that exceed the quantitative threshold criteria. The trigger level for residential development
is 340 single family units, or 500 apartment units. The proposed project would construct 10 single
family detached units, far below the identified trigger levels. Therefore, the proposed project would

have a less than significant impact on air quality.
c) Due to the small scale of the proposed project, changes in local or regional climate conditions are
not expected as a result of the Redevelopment Plan Amendment.
d) The proposed project is a residential development and would not generate objectionable odors.

Section 6. Transportation/Circulation
a) The proposed project includes development of 10 townhouse units on a 25,000 square foot infill
parcel. The residential units would face 13th Street and F Street, with one driveway access near the
corner on each street. All other access to the proposed garages would be from the one way, east
bound alley between F and G streets. On street parking is currently allowed on both 13th and F
streets. According to the Institute of Transportation Engineers (Trip Generation, 5th Ed. 1991),
the trip generation rate for residential condominiums is 5.69 trips per dwelling unit. Using this rate,
the proposed project would generate approximately 57 vehicle trips per day. Vehicles would access
the alley from 12th Street across the light rail tracks, and exit onto 13th Street.
Implementation of the proposed Midtown Neighborhood Preservation Transportation Plan (NPTP)
assumed General Plan buildout levels for the central city. The proposed project is consistent with the
General Plan. The NPTP includes various traffic control measures including partial street closures,
redirection of traffic, traffic circles, and various other traffic control devices intended to reduce speeds
and improve safety within the residential portions of the downtown Sacramento Area. The NPTP
traffic control measures are located starting three blocks south and east of the proposed project site,
extending south from F Street and east from 16th Street. As such, none of the proposed traffic
control measures associated with the NPTP project are within the immediate vicinity of the project
site.
Traffic service is generally characterized by examining peak period operations. Operations are
described in terms of the peak hour Volume to Capacity (V/C) ratio, as well as Level of SePa
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(LOS). The V/C ratio indicates the amount of capacity utilized, with 1.0 representing 100 percent
utilization. The LOS provides a letter grade that describes the quality of flow, ranging from the best
conditions (LOS A) through extreme congestion associated with at or over-capacity conditions (LOS
F).
Traffic conditions are best characterized by the peak hour LOS at signalized intersections, since
signalized intersections generally have more limited capacity than midblock roadway sections.
Intersection LOS is usually computed using the "Planning Methodology" from Transportation Board
Circular 212, which is commonly used in ElRs and is the method currently preferred by the City. This
method provides generally conservative estimates of intersection capacity.
The City of Sacramento has defined the level of service goal to be LOS C (i.e., acceptable levels of
service are A, B or C). This standard has been developed to be consistent with a goal set forth in the
City of Sacramento General Plan Update (1988). At General Plan buildout all intersections and
roadway segments in the project vicinity are anticipated to maintain LOS of C or better except for
12th Street. The freeways to the west (I-5), south (W-X Freeway) and east (Bus-80) are all expected
to. experience severe congestion at General Plan buildout. The City of Sacramento has adopted a
Findings of Fact and Statement of Overriding Considerations for the Adoption of the Sacramento
General Plan Update for impacts to 12th Street and the downtown freeways. The proposed project
is an infill project on previously developed land, and is not expected to generate any unanticipated
impacts.
b-f) The proposed project would provide 10 double car parking units for residents, with eight of the
ten garages accessed off the alley. The remaining two garages will be accessed off 13th and F streets.
Additional on-street parking is available on both sides of 13th Street and F Street. The project site
is also well served by alternative transportation modes. Light Rail Transit runs north and south on
12th Street, with the Alkali Flat/La Valentina Station at 12th and D Streets. There is an existing
Class HI bikeway along E Street one block north of the project site, and the 2010 Bikeway Master
Plan identifies another proposed bikeway along D Street. The closest north-south bikeway is located
one block east along 14th Street. Bus Route 29 also serves the project vicinity. The proposed
project would have a less than significant impact on parking, circulation, alternative transportation
modes, and pedestrian and cyclist safety.
g) The proposed project would not affect rail, waterborne or air traffic.
Section 7. Biological Resources

The proposed project is located in an Urban Land Habitat. There are no wetlands or water features
on the site. Urban Land Habitat does not support foraging or nesting habitat for any animal species
on the State or Federal Endangered Species lists. The site is graded and vacant, with no vegetation.
There are three street trees between the street and the sidewalk on F Street and on 13th Street. A
survey of the street trees adjacent to the project site will be required by the City Arborist to determine
the impact from development of the project site on the trees.
City policies encourage revegetation and landscaping with native plant species, avoidance of
nonindigenous species and protection of native trees and oaks. It is assumed that new landscift
GEC (3/4/98)

PAGE 19
(40)

13TH AND F SUBDIVISION PROJECT

INITIAL STUDY

would be selected in accordance with General Plan policies, and would neither lead to the
introduction of new species of plants nor result in a barrier to the normal replenishment of existing
species. However, the project plans do not specifically identify the number of trees to be removed,
maintained or planted. Potential biological impacts are considered less-than-significant. However,
street trees must be assessed by the City Arborist, and standard mitigation measures apply as
follows:
Mitigation
6a Prior to the issuance of building permits, the project proponent shall provide a site plan that plots
. existing trees and lists those that are proposed for removal to the City Arborist, and identifies
utilities to be installed and their proposed location relative to existing street trees.
6b Existing street trees will be preserved and protected to the maximum extent feasible. A tree
protection plan will be developed consistent with City Ordinance 93-066. An ISA Certified
Arborist will be retained by the City and/or construction contractor to monitor the tree
protection plan and will make weekly inspections of the project site during construction. The
arborist will monitor and take any required action to ensure the health of the trees.
Street trees will be protected during construction by the following means:
(a) Prior to the issuance of grading/building permits, a 6-foot chain link fence shall be erected
along the back of curb and will extend 15 feet on either side of the tree and 12 feet from the
back of curb. Fence poles will be set in the ground if possible. The fencing shall remain in
place'during the.duration of the project except for temporary removal required as part of
construction activities. The project arborist shall make weekly inspections to ensure the
protective fencing stays in place and to monitor the health of the trees.
(b) No excavation for utilities, trenching, grade changes, storage of materials or parking of
vehicles within the fenced area. Boring or hand trenching for utilities shall be allowed
within the fenced areas under the supervision of the project arborist.
c) If during excavation for the project or for any necessary sidewalk, curb, gutter repair, or
driveway construction tree roots greater than 2 inched in diameter are encountered, work
shall stop immediately until the project arborist can perform an on-site inspection. All roots
shall be cutclean. The affected tree may require supplemental irrigation/fertilization and
pruning as a result of the root cutting.
(d) Pruning will be allowed by permit when approved by the City Arborist for crane or other
equipment clearance.
(e) The contractor shall be held liable for any damage to existing street trees, i.e., trunk
wounds, broken limbs, pouring of any deleterious materials, or washing out concrete under
the dripline of the tree. Damage will be assessed using "Guide to Plan Appraisal." The
project arborist will submit a report for review by the City Arborist.
(0 The trees to be saved and the protection methods noted above shall be identified on all
grading and building site plans for the project.
(41)
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6c If street tree avoidance and/or preservation are not feasible, street trees may be removed and
replaced consistent with City Ordinance 93-066. The City of Sacramento will implement a
landscape plan in consultation with the City Arborist, which assess that trees that need to be
removed as a result of the project and satisfactorily mitigates for tree losses as a part of the
landscape plan.
Significance After Mitigation
Less Than Significant
Section 8: Energy and Mineral Resources
a) The proposed project would not require the expansion of energy-supply infrastructure. Both
PG&E and SMUD have adequate infrastructure in place to serve the proposed project. In addition,
the proposed project would not conflict with applicable energy conservation plans or exceed the
maximum energy consumption threshold set by Title 24, State Building energy Efficiency Standards.
No impacts to energy conservation plans would occur.
b) Non-renewable energy, water, and materials resources will be consumed by increased vehicle
travel, beating and cooling of living spaces, and electrical power generation. New construction will
involve the use of additional building material and natural resources. In a regional and statewide
context, this level of consumption of materials and energy resources is not considered significant.
The proposed project would result in the loss of those natural resources associated with the
construction activities. The proposed project is not anticipated to significantly accelerate the use of
natural resources or deplete non-renewable resources. Therefore, this impact is considered to be
less-than-significant.
c) The proposed project would not result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource.
Please refer to the discussion under "Section 3. Geology".
Section 9. Hazards
a. The proposed project is residential and would not be expected to store or utilize toxic or
flammable materials on site. Recycling of household hazardous waste is provided for city residents
and storm drains are stenciled to warn against illegal dumping. The potential risk of accidental explosion
or release of hazardous substances is considered less than significant.
b) The proposed project would not interfere with either an adopted emergency response plan or an
emergency evacuation plan. No routes used for emergency access and response would be adversely
affected by the proposed project.
c,d) The proposed project does not involve unique or unusual human health concerns. The site has
undergone previous remediation for toxic contamination, and has received a No Further Action letter
from the County of Sacramento Environmental Management Department. The proposed project is
not expected to result in the exposure of people to additional health hazards such as disease or
exposure to hazardous materials. The project site is located southeast of the former Southern Pte
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Railyards site. The Railyards is considered a State Superfund site by the CALEPA-DTSC; the site
is also identified as a State of California Annual Work Plan site. The railyards site is reportedly the
source of chlorinated VOCs which are found in soil and ground water beneath the site, and in ground
water off-site. The off-site ground water contamination is referred to as the South Plume, and flows
under the project site. Although dewatering is not anticipated for proposed construction activities,
existing federal, state and local regulations would mitigate any potential impacts from dewatering
at this site to a less than significant level.
e) The proposed project would not create an increased fire hazard in areas with flammable brush,
grass or trees.
10. Noise
a, b) Construction related noise impacts may exceed acceptable levels and could have potentially
significant short-term impacts on adjacent residential development. Construction noise represents
a temporary impact on ambient noise which will terminate upon completion of an individual project.
The City of Sacramento Noise Control Ordinance sets limits for exterior noise levels on designated
residential property. The ordinance states that noise shall not exceed 55 dBA during any cumulative
30-minute period in any hour during the day (7:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m.), and 50 dBA during any
cumulative 30 minute period in any hour during the night (10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m.). The ordinance
sets somewhat higher noise limits for noise of shorter duration; however, noise shall never exceed 75
dBA in the day and 70 dBA at night. Construction activities, including the erection, excavation,
demolition, alternation or repair of any building or structure, are conditionally exempt from the Noise
Ordinance. Construction activities are exempt from the noise standard from 7:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m.
Monday through Saturday, and from 9:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. on Sunday. Internal combustion engines
that are not equipped with suitable exhaust and intake silencers that are in good working order are
not exempt.
The project site is located in an urbanized environment which is subject to noise from traffic
corridors, trucks, and other noise sources typical of a location near major arterials and commercial
activities such as auto repair. Surface traffic noise is the dominant noise source in the City. Although.
the project site is located in a predominately residential neighborhood, noise generated from 12th
Street, the Union Pacific main rail line, and an adjacent auto repair shop could have an effect on
future residents at the site.
Stationary point sources of noise, including stationary mobile sources such as idling vehicles,
attenuate (lessen) at a rate of 6 to 9 dBA per doubling of distance from the source, depending on
environmental conditions (i.e. atmospheric conditions and noise barriers, either vegetative or
manufactured, etc.). Widely distributed noises, such as a street with moving vehicles, would typically
attenuate at a lower rate. The acoustical shielding provided by intervening buildings significantly
reduces the emanation of surface traffic noise to subsequent blocks. The outdoor spaces at the
project site would also be buffered on site by individual patio walls, and the common areas would be
buffered by the residential units and the garages. The project construction plans include stucco and
wood exteriors, and double-glazed windows.
(43)
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The City's land use noise compatibility guidelines identifies a "normally acceptable" noise range up
to 60 dBA for residential. The City of Sacramento monitored existing ambient noise for Central City
surface streets at a normalized distance of 75 feet from the center of the roadway (SGPU Exhibit AA47). The existing noise levels monitored were identified as 68 dBA on 12th Street. The SGPU
estimates that at General Plan buildout, anticipated noise levels along 12th Street would increase up
to 1 dBA. The project's western boundary is approximately 300 feet from 12th Street. The distance
to the project doubles twice, and there are several intervening buildings and structures, thus exterior
noise levels at the project site are anticipated to be less than 60 Ldn.
The Union Pacific (formerly Southern Pacific) mainline is located approximately one half mile north
of the project site. Industrial uses back up to these tracks, which are on a raised levee. This mainline
has 20 daily operations, 8 to 10 of which are at night, with an Ldn at 100 feet of 74. UP is phasing
out activities at the Raflyards, thus daily operations are anticipated to drop significantly over the next
few years. Rail operations are more than 1,600 feet from the project site and are not anticipated to
have an impact on the proposed project. The proposed project is not expected to expose people to
severe noise levels greater than incremental increases in traffic noise that were previously
considered in the SGPU EIR.
11. Public Services

The City's General Fund and other special collections such as Measure G, state school funds and
developer fees provide the financial support to achieve basic safety, school, library and park services.
The City does not recognize the level of provision of these services as physical environmental
impacts. The City views police, fire, school, library and park services as basic social services to be
provided by the City. The level of service is based in part on the economic health of the service
provider, in this case, the City of Sacramento and the Sacramento City Unified School District.
Police/fire personnel, schools, libraries and parks provide a wide range of services that are affected
by population increases. These services, however, are not impacted by physical environmental effects
created by the proposed project. Section 15382 of the California Environmental Quality Act
Guidelines defines a significant effect on the environment as a substantial or a potentially substantial
adverse change in any of flora, fauna, ambient noise, and/or objects of historic or aesthetic
significance. An economic or social change is not by itself considered a significant effect on the
environment.
Development associated with the project/alternatives will be required to incorporate design features
identified in the Uniform Building Code and the Uniform Fire Code. Both the Police Department and
the Fire Department are given the opportunity to review and comment on the site design of any
proposed project that could affect public or fire safety. The incorporation offire safety measures
required by the Uniform Building Code and the Uniform Fire Code and City permitting
requirements are expected to reduce any physical public safety impacts associated with the project
to a less than significant level.
The proposed project could result in an increase in student demand on local schools, depending on
the number of students that move into the proposed project. Based on SCUSD student generation
rates, the project could generate 3 new elementary students, 1 new junior high school student(401
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1 to 2 high school students. All schools within the Sacramento City Unified School District are
considered by the SCUSD to be currently at or over capacity. Although any new students added to
the District as a result of the proposed project would increase existing local school capacity problems,
the project site is an infill site that previously was developed with residential uses. The proposed
project should not generate a significant number of new students that were not anticipated in earlier
planning of school facilities for the neighborhood.
New residential development must be consistent with the City General Plan. The policies and
implementation measures outlined below are contained in the City's General Plan (1988). These
policies are expected to be sufficient to provide adequate school facilities to accommodate General
Plan growth within the Project Area.
Goal A: Continue to assist school districts in providing quality education facilities that will
accommodate projected student enrollment growth.
Policy 1: Assist school districts with school financing plans and methods to provide
permanent schools in existing and newly developing areas in the City.
Policy 2: Involve school districts in the early stages of the land use planning process for the
future growth of the City.
Policy 3: Designate school sites on the General Plan and applicable specific plans of the City
to accommodate school district needs.
Policy 5: Continue to assist in reserving school sites based on each district's criteria, and
upon the City's additional locational criteria as follows:
•

Locate elementary schools on sites that are safely and conveniently accessible, and
free from heavy traffic, excessive noise and incompatible land uses.

•

Locate schools beyond the elementary level adjacent to major streets. Streets that
serve as existing or planned transit corridors should be considered priority locations.

•

Locate all school sites centrally with respect to their planned attendance areas.

Goals and Policies adopted as mitigation measures for the City's General Plan Update (1988) were
determined to mitigate impacts of growth on schools to less than significant levels. These policies
and measures are the responsibility of the City to implement for the project vicinity.
Section 12. Utilities and Service Systems

In the context of energy service, a significant impact is defined as capacity demand that cannot be met
by existing or presently programmed supply, transmission and distribution facilities, and that requires
the construction of significant amounts of additional facilities.
a. Natural Gas
Increased demands on natural gas resources are met either by current PG&E infrastructure or
upgraded/new facilities if the demand is increased beyond existing local infrastructure capacity. The
developer would be assessed the cost of upgraded/new facilities if required because of the incrEtwil
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demand. New developments are required to coordinate through PG&E to assure that gas is
efficiently supplied. A significant environmental impact would result if a project resulted in the need
for a new gas source. The proposed project would not generate a demand that would require PG&E
to secure a new gas source beyond their current suppliers. Therefore, the physical environmental
impact of increased gas demand by the proposed project is considered less-than-significant.
b. Electrical

As is the case with gas supply, increased electrical demands are met either by current infrastructure
or upgraded/new facilities if the demand is increased beyond existing local infrastructure capacity.
The developer would be assessed the cost of upgraded/new facilities if required because of the
increased demand. A significant environmental impact would result if a project resulted in the need
for a new electrical source (e.g., hydroelectric and geothermal plants).
The design of adequate electrical facilities is part of the normal development process and is not
considered a physical environmental impact. Implementation of the proposed project will require
compliance with SMUD standards. The proposed project would not generate a demand that would
require SMUD to secure a new electrical source beyond their current suppliers. Therefore, the
physical environmental impact of increased electrical demand by the proposed project is considered
less-than-significant.
c. Indirect Energy

Besides the direct consumption of energy mentioned above, construction projects also consume
indirect energy. For example, indirect energy is consumed through construction related services that
use raw materials/natural resources to manufacture the construction materials. A steel beam used in
construction indirectly represents energy consumed through mining and extraction of raw materials,
the manufacturing process, and the transportation of the material. This indirect energy typically
represents about three-quarters of the total construction energy consumption. There is no threshold
established by which the impact of indirect energy consumption can be evaluated since it is so
widespread throughout the national economic structure.
The City of Sacramento has adopted an energy conservation review checklist and development
guidelines for all projects and site plan reviews. The intent of the guidelines is to encourage
consideration of energy conservation measures in the preliminary development stages so that
project-related energy consumption is minimized. In addition to the checklist, Plan Review of the
energy facilities for development occurs during the design review stage of the planning process.
Energy consumption anticipated by the proposed project would be less-than-significant.
d. Wastewater

Sewage treatment for the City of Sacramento is provided by the Sacramento Regional County
Sanitation District (SRCSD). The SRCSD is responsible for the operation of all regional interceptors
and wastewater treatment plants, while local collection districts maintain the systems that transport
sewage to the regional interceptors. From the collection system and regional interceptors, sewage
flows ultimately reach the Sacramento Regional Wastewater Treatment Plant (SRWTP), which is
located south of the City of Sacramento east of Freeport Boulevard. The SRWTP has an exiAio
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treatment capacity of approximately 181 million gallons per day (mgd) of seasonal dry-weather flow
and 392 mgd of peak wet-weather flow (SRWTP Master Plan Draft Update, 1995). This expanded
capacity is anticipated to serve a projected year 2005 service area population of approximately 1.6
million people.
About 7,000 acres of downtown Sacramento, including the project site, are served by a Combined
Stormwater Runoff and Sanitary Sewers System (CSS), although stormwater flows in a portion of
the downtown area are conveyed in a separate storm drainage system. Summer flows (since
implementation of water conservation) in the CSS range between an average low of 24 mgd and an
average high of 30 mgd. Unless the system experiences equipment breakdowns, its capacity is never
exceeded during the summer. Winter flows do occasionally exceed system capacity, however. In
addition, heavy winter precipitation (storms intense enough to occur only once every two years, on
average), can cause the CSS to overflow into city streets, and into the Sacramento River.
In response to these problems, on June 22, 1990, the California Regional Water Quality Control
Board, Central Valley Region (RWQCB) adopted Cease and Desist Order No. 90-179, requiring the
City of Sacramento to cease and desist CSS discharges into the Sacramento River in violation of
RWQCB Order No. 85-342. The Cease and Desist Order (and amendments 91-199 and 92-217)
required the City to undertake operational improvements on the CSS, and perform a risk assessment
on the known and potential health impacts of CSOs. (City of Sacramento, 1996)
In compliance with the Order, the City submitted numerous alternatives to improve the CSS, as well
'as 'performed a public health risk assessment from outflows of the CSS. The City concluded that
completely separating the sewer and storm water systems and conducting rehabilitation of the CSS
would have adverse effects to City streets and would be economically infeasible. Thus the City
identified a long-term control plan (CSS Improvement Program) which includes system improvements
to reduce CSO events. The CSS Improvement Program consists of $84.5 million in improvements
during the first five years (phase I) of the program. These improvements include:
•
•
•
•

Rehabilitation and expansion of Sump 1/1A from 130 mgd to 200 mgd.
Rehabilitation and expansion of Sump 2 from 530 mgd to 200 mgd.
Rehabilitation and conversion of Pioneer Reservoir to a treatment facility.
Rehabilitation of the CSS.

Rehabilitation of the CWTP and the remaining sewers will occur over a ten to fifteen year period.
On March 22, 1996, RWQCB rescinded the Cease and Desist Order and issued a new National
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit (Order No. 96-090) that includes a schedule
for implementing the initial phase of the CSS Improvement Program.
A project's effects on the City's Combined Sewer System would be considered significant if they
exceeded the following screening criteria provided by the City of Sacramento Department of Utilities
(Brent, 1996):
•

If the proposed project or project alternatives would increase the impervious surface area by
.greater.than 0.25 acre; or,
(47)
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• If the proposed project or project alternatives would increase the equivalent single family
dwelling unit (ESD) sanitary sewer flows by greater than 40 ESDs (1 ESD is equal to 400
gallons per day). To convert gallons per day (gpd) to esd, the gpd calculation is divided by
400. Projects which exceed this threshold are required to submit an engineering analysis of
the impact using the Sacramento Storm Water Management Model (SSWMM) to identify
system impacts more precisely.
Although the site was previously developed, the proposed project would increase the impervious
surface area by 0.58+ acres over existing conditions. The City requires that existing and proposed
storm drainage and sewer flows be submitted to the Department of Utilities. The proposed project
would exceed City screening criteria. The project could have a significant impact on the City's
combined sewer system.
Mitigation.
12d. If the Utilities Department determines that the project's impacts are significant, the project
proponent will be required to work with Department staff to develop a method of mitigating
these impacts. A mitigation plan could include such measures as on-site storage and/or
detention of site-generated storm water flows, CSS pipe up-sizing, and replacement of pipes.
If mitigation is not practical, the City would require the project developers to enter into an
Impact/Mitigation Agreement with the City. The agreement would include, but is not limited
to, the following:
1.

Agreement to pay associated CSS impact fees and a waiver of all rights to protest
fees, assessment districts, or Mello Roos districts.

2.

Consent to all conditions by any lienholder.

3.

Indemnification of the City in implementing the Agreement.

The mitigation plan or Impact/Mitigation Agreement is required by local regulations to be
reviewed and approved by the City of Sacramento Department of Utilities prior to the
issuance of building permits.
Significance After Mitigation
The City has determined that these requirements reduce potential impacts to a less than
significant level.
e. Solid Waste
The City of Sacramento, Department of Public Works, Solid Waste Division currently collects most
of the solid waste in the project vicinity. Most commercial and office establishments, however, hire
private collectors to dispose of their dry solid waste. Waste generated within the City is disposed of
in the County of Sacramento landfill located near the Cosumnes River at 12071 Keifer Boulevard,
southeast of the intersection of Keifer and Grant Line Road.
(48)
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The annual capacity of the County's Keifer Boulevard Facility (landfill) is 1,000,000 tons per year.
Recently, the discovery of wetlands and endangered species at the County landfill site has impacted
estimates of remaining capacity and life span. The County landfill had an estimated life span of 25
to 30 years before wetlands were discovered. The estimated life span is now 5-7 years due to
approximately 350 acres having been removed from the total landfill size to avoid destroying
wetlands. This projected life span is based upon the generation of 1,000,000 tons of solid waste per
year, and does consider the addition of the City's solid waste production.
The County of Sacramento Public Works Department is considering whether to proceed with
acquiring another 430-acre site next to the County landfill, increase recycling and/or ship the county's
waste out of state. A decision is anticipated in the summer of 1998. Use of expanded acreage would
result in a total of 730 acres and would prolong the landfill life span of the landfill to 25 to 30 years.
Before any additional acreage can be used as landfill, a new operating permit must be submitted and
approved by the Regional Water Quality Control Board and the California Integrated Waste
Management Board. This permit process is estimated to take more than one year. It is anticipated
that interim recycling efforts will reduce the amount of waste disposed of at the County's landfill.
State Assembly Bill 939 (AB 939) requires all cities to develop a source reduction and recycling
program to achieve a 25 percent reduction of solid waste by 1995 and a 50 percent reduction by the
year 2000. To comply with the AB 939 requirements, the City of Sacramento amended its
comprehensive Zoning Ordinance to include a Recycling and Solid Waste Disposal Regulations
section. The Recycling and Solid Waste Disposal Regulations call for all commercial, office,
industrial, public/quasi-public, and 5-unit or more multiple family residential developments to create
a recycling program which includes a flow chart depicting the routing of recycled materials and a site
plan specifying the designing components and storage locations associated with recycling efforts.
Solid waste generated by new development can affect existing operations by decreasing the useful
life of existing landfills, or not conforming to local recycling and source reduction goals required by
AB 939. A significant environmental impact will occur if the project contributes to a waste stream
that is disposed of in a method that leads to environmental degradation. This may occur if the waste
generation of a facility, in and of itself; exceeded the capacity of landfill facilities. Furthermore, if the
waste was of a toxic nature that was not accepted at any existing facility a significant environmental
impact would occur.
The County Landfill is regulated to assure that environmental impacts to groundwater, soil, and air
are minimized. The landfill has adequate capacity for short-term growth and is completing expansion
plans, and recycling programs in the City are reducing demand. No disposal of hazardous wastes are
anticipated with this project. The proposed project would result in less than significant solid waste
impacts.
f. Water Supply
The City of Sacramento provides water service to areas within the City limits from both surface and
ground water sources. The City has water rights to 326,800 acre feet of water per year (AFY). Of
this, Sacramento Municipal Utility District (SMUD) has rights to 15,000 AFY. About 100,000 Ny5-
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feet or 32 percent of available supplies were consumed by the city water users during 1990. This
translates into an average daily consumption rate of about 108 million gallons (mgd) (CCOMWP,
1994).
There are three treatment plants in operation within the City. The Fairbairn Water Treatment Plant
(FWTP), located adjacent to the California State University, Sacramento campus, diverts and treats
water from the American River. This plant, constructed in 1964, has a capacity of 91 mgd. The
Sacramento River Water Treatment Plant (SRWTP), located approximately one-third mile below the
confluence of the Sacramento and American Rivers, began operation in 1924 and has an expanded
treatment capacity of 135 mgd. The underflow of the Sacramento River is collected and treated by
the Riverside Water Treatment Plant located near the west end of William Land Park. Because this
plant can only divert and treat approximately 25 cfs, and treatment is costly, the City of Sacramento
intends to decommission the plant when additional treatment capacity is available elsewhere.
The amount of water that can be supplied to the City is dependent on the capacity of the City's three
surface water treatment plants. Current and planned capacity of the treatment plants far exceeds the
demand from the proposed project; however, the cumulative use of treated water of this and other
planned developments in the City will require additional treatment plant capacity. A project demand
that requires the capacity of a water treatment plan to be increased is considered a significant impact.
Since each additional development uses up available treatment plant capacity, each development has
an impact on the City's ability to supply water.
-The City's Department of Utilities, Division of Water,has a policy of serving all planned developments
within the City boundary that are part of the City's General Plan, thereby allowing the City to plan
future treatment facilities in advance of the required demand. Eventually, the City's water rights to
the Sacramento and American Rivers may be the limiting factor of future development; however,
treatment capacity is currently the deciding factor in determining a level of significant impact on the
City's Water System. The City has adequate water rights to supply anticipated demand by the
project. New water supply system infrastructure would be coordinated with the development, and
all necessary infrastructure would be put in place to serve the project. The proposed project would
be required to contribute towards its share of expanding the water treatment facility to accommodate
increases in flow through the system, thus water supply impacts would be less-than-significant.
Section 13. Aesthetics/Urban Design
a,b) There are no designated scenic highways located within the project vicinity that could be
affected by the proposed project. A major objective of the Alkali Flat Redevelopment Plan is to
eliminate blight and blighting influences within the Project Area that contribute to the disjointed and
degraded visual quality of the Project Area. Development of this site is considered a beneficial
impact of the project.
b) The project site has been identified in the SGPU and Alkali Flat Redevelopment Plan as an
appropriate location for residential development. The proposed project would assist in the upgrading
of existing properties and new development.
(50)
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c) Development of the proposed project would result in some increases in light and glare from
domestic lighting. Because the area is already urbanized, the incremental increase in lighting
associated with new development will be less-than-significant.
Section 14. Cultural Resources

a) The physical environment of the project vicinity has been greatly altered by human modification
over the past 150 years. Specifically, the urbanization of the City of Sacramento has greatly altered
the pre-1850 environment. On a larger scale, the deposition of deep alluvial soils over the past
10,000 years has buried any early archaeological resources.
The project site is located in an existing urbanized area, which was previously developed with
residential uses. The project site is not located in a Primary Impact Area as defined by the SGPU EIR
(Page V-5). There are no recorded pre-historic sites in the project vicinity. The City has a standard
construction requirement that should any cultural resources, such as structural features, unusual
amounts of bone or shell, artifacts, human remains, or architectural remains be encountered during
any development activities, work shall be suspended and a qualified archaeologist shall be consulted
to develop, if necessary, further mitigation measures to reduce any archaeological impact to a less
than significant level before construction continues. Such measures could include, but are not limited
to, researching and identifying the history of the resource(s), mapping the locations, and
photographing the resource. In addition, Section 5097.98 of the State Public Resources Code, and
Section 7050.5 of the State Health and Safety Code requires that in the event of the discovery of any
human remains, all work is to stop and the County Coroner , shall be immediately notified. lithe
remains are determined to be Native American, guidelines of the Native American Heritage
Commission shall be adhered to in the treatment and disposition of the remains. The proposed
project is therefore not anticipated to have an impact on prehistoric resources.
b) Alkali Flat is the oldest remaining residential neighborhood in the City, originally developed in the
1840s. At that time, a majority of the area's residential structures were stately and situated on large
parcels of land. Around the turn of the century, the area was subdivided further and smaller
structures were constructed on these large estates. With the construction of the Sacramento Electric
Railroad and the Northern Electric Railroad in the mid-1920s, the Alkali Flat area was transformed
from a wealthy neighborhood, and the housing stock became progressively deteriorated and
dilapidated.
The proposed project is in the southwest corner of the Washington District Preservation Area. This
area remains a cohesive neighborhood with some similarities to Alkali Flat. The oldest structures date
from the 1870s and 1880's, but most were built in the 1890s and 1900s. The principle erosions in the
historic quality of the neighborhood have been the intrusion of modern apartment . buildings. The
architecture is predominately high basement cottages, which gives continuity to Italianate, Eastlake,
Queen Anne, Colonial Revival, and a variety of vernacular building types over a period of 60 years.
What is considered perhaps the finest row of diverse high basement buildings in Sacramento is along
F Street near the project site, culminating in the 1400 block. Like Alkali Flat, the rows of high
basement buildings are interspersed with larger houses and apartment buildings which help give
definition and identify to their immediate surroundings. In another form which is typic0
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.Sacramento, many of these apartments are designed in the manner of single family houses so as not
to disrupt visually the consistent character of the streets. Most of the majority of the buildings are
on F and G and 13th streets. The best example is probably at 1221-23 F Street, directly across from
the project site.
Many of the structures in the vicinity of the proposed project are listed as Priority, Supportive or
Retreivable sturctures in the City's Official Register. The project proposes to feature high quality
building materials and architectural finishes designed to make it compatible with the architecture of
the Washington District neighborhood, including architectural composition shingle roofs, stucco and
wood exteriors, and double-glazed windows. The City's Design Review and Preservation Board and
the Alkali Flat Project Area Committee will review and approve the final design of the proposed
homes. The proposed project is therefore not anticipated to have an adverse impact on historic
resources.
d) The proposed project would not result in any physical changes that may have an impact on unique
ethnic cultural values.
e) The project site is not known to have been used for religious or sacred purposes.
Section 15. Recreation
a,b) The City's General Fund and other special collections provide the financial support to achieve
basic park and recreational services. The City does not recognize the level of provision of these
services as physical-environmental impacts. The City views park services as basic social services to
be provided by the City. The level of service is based in part on the economic health of the service
provider, in this case, the City of Sacramento.
Parks provide a wide range of services that are affected by population increases. These services,
however, are not impacted by physical environmental effects created by the proposed project.
Section 15382 of the California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines defines a significant effect on
the environment as a substantial or a potentially substantial adverse change in any of flora, fauna,
ambient noise, and/or objects of historic or aesthetic significance. An economic or social change is
not by itself considered a significant effect on the environment. The proposed project would not
result in-cury impacts upon the quality or quantity of recreational facilities. Any population growth
resulting from redevelopment activities would be consistent with that anticipated in the City's
General Plan.
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MITIGATION MONITORING PLAN
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The California Environment Quality Act (CEQA) as amended by Chapter 1232 (California 1988:
implementing AB 3180, 1988) provides that a decision making body "shall adopt a reporting or
monitoring program for the changes to the project which it has adopted or made a condition of
approval in order to mitigate or avoid significant effects on the environment".
The purpose of this mitigation monitoring plan (MMP) is to ensure compliance with and effectiveness
of the mitigation measures set forth in the Mitigated Negative Declaration for the 13th and F
Subdivision Project.
The requirements of this MMP run with the real property that is the subject of the project and
successive heirs, and assigns of this real property are bound to comply with all of the requirements
of the adopted MMP. Prior to any lease, sale, transfer, or conveyance of any portion of the real
property that is the subject of the project, any developer subject to the provisions of this MMP shall
provide a copy of the adopted MMP to the prospective lessee, buyer, transferee, or one to whom the
conveyance is made. The developer shall not be 'relieved of its obligations under the MMP if the
developer conveys any interest in the site unless the Agency or City agrees in writing to relieve the
developer's obligations.
The Environmental Coordinators of the Sacramento Housing and Redevelopment Agency and the
City of Sacramento will be responsible for maintaining records of compliance with this program for
the Agency and the City. Where specified, a developer shall provide the appropriate documentation
necessary to comply with this MMP.
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BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES
Impact
6:

The project site contains several street trees that could be adversely affected by the proposed .
development.

Mitigation
6(1) Prior to the issuance of building permits, the project proponent shall provide a site plan that
plots existing trees and lists those that are proposed for removal to the City Arborist, and
identifies utilities to be installed and their proposed location relative to existing street trees.
6(2) Existing street trees will be preserved and protected to the maximum extent feasible. A tree
protection plan will be developed consistent with City Ordinance 93-066. An ISA Certified
Arborist will be retained by the City and/or construction contractor to monitor the tree
protection plan and will make weekly inspections of the project site during construction. The
arborist will monitor and take any required action to ensure the health of the trees.
Street trees will be protected during construction by the following means:
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(a)

Prior to the issuance of grading/building permits, a 6-foot chain link fence shall be
erected along the back of curb and will extend 15 feet on either side of the tree and 12
feet from the back of curb. Fence poles will be set in the ground if possible. The
fencing shalt remain in place during the duration of the project except for temporary
removal required as part of construction activities. The project arborist shall make
weekly inspections to ensure the protective fencing stays in place and to monitor the
health of the trees.

(b)

No excavation for utilities, trenching, grade changes, storage of materials or parking of
vehicles within the fenced area. Boring or hand trenching for utilities shall be allowed
within the fenced areas under the supervision of the project arborist.

(c)

If during excavation for the project or for any necessary sidewalk, curb, gutter repair,
or driveway construction tree roots greater than 2 inched in diameter are encountered,
work shall stop immediately until the project arborist can perform an on-site inspection.
All roots shall be cut clean. The affected tree may require supplemental
irrigation/fertilization and pruning as a result of the root cutting.

(d)

Pruning will be allowed by permit when approved by the City Arborist for crane or
other equipment clearance.

(e)

The contractor shall be held liable for any damage to existing street trees, i.e., trunk
wounds, broken limbs, pouring of any deleterious materials, or washing out concrete
under the dripline of the tree. Damage will be assessed using "Guide to Plan
Appraisal." The project arborist will submit a report for review by the City Arborist.

(f)

The trees to be saved and the protection methods noted above shall be identified on all
grading and building site plans for the project.
(54)
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6(3) If street tree avoidance and/or preservation are not feasible, street trees may be removed and
replaced consistent with City Ordinance 93-066. The City of Sacramento will implement a
landscape plan in consultation with the City Arborist, which assess that trees that need to be
removed as a result of the project and satisfactorily mitigates for tree losses as a part of the
landscape plan.

MITIGATION PROCEDURE

VERIFICATION PROCEDURE

The developer shall provide a detailed
description of existing trees and proposed
tree removal and replacement plans. The
City Arborist shall work with the
Department of Public Works to ensure the
mitigation measures are implemented prior
to and during construction.

Review plans/tree survey and include copies
of tree survey in the MMP file.

Checked:
(initials)

Verified:
(signature)

-

(date)

(date):
(55)
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Impact
12d: The proposed project would increase the impervious surface area by 0.58+ acres over existing
conditions. The proposed project would exceed City screening criteria and could have a
significant impact on the City's combined sewer system.
Mitigation Measures
12d. If the Utilities Department determines that the project's impacts are significant, the project
proponent will be required to work with Department staff to develop a method of mitigating
these impacts. A mitigation plan could include such measures as on-site storage and/or
detention of site-generated storm water flows, CSS pipe up-sizing, and replacement of pipes.
If mitigation is not practical, the City would require. the project developers to enter into an
Impact/Mitigation Agreement with the City. The agreement would include, but is not limited
to, the following:
1. Agreement to pay associated CSS impact fees and a waiver of all rights to protest fees,
assessment districts, or Mello Roos districts.
2. Consent to all conditions by any lienholder.
3. Indemnification of the City in implementing the Agreement.
The mitigation plan or Impact/Mitigation Agreement is required by local regulations to be
reviewed and approved by the City of Sacramento Department of Utilities prior to the
issuance of building permits.

MITIGATION PROCEDURE
The mitigation plan or Impact/Mitigation
Agreement shall be reviewed and approved
by the City of Sacramento Department of
Utilities prior to the issuance of building
permits.

Include copy of the mitigation plan or
Impact/Mitigation Agreement in the MMP
file.

Verified:

Checked:
(initials)

VERIFICATION PROCEDURE

(date)

(signature)
(date):
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