To CONitlislADI..

NEIGHBORHOODS, PLANNING
AND DEVELOPMENT SERVICES
DEPARTMENT

CITY OF SACRAMENTO
CALIFORNIA

12311 STREET
ROOM 300
SACRAMENTO, CA
95814-2998
PLANNING DIVISION
916-264-5381
FAX 916-264-5328

May 25, 1999

City Council
Sacramento, California
Honorable Members In Session:
SUBJECT: REPORT BACK ON CITY INITIATED REZONES AT THE CORNERS OF 24TH
STREET AND MEADOWVIEW ROAD (M99-016)
LOCATION/COUNCIL DISTRICT: Northwest, Northeast and Southwest corners of 24th Street
and Meadowview Road in the Airport Meadowview.
Community Plan Area APN's: 948-0012-007 and 008, 049-0050-011 and 0530021-009
District 8
RECOMMENDATION:
The attached Resolution would initiate a rezone (with Plan Amendments) of six parcels at the corner of 24`h
Street and Meadowview Road from residential to commercial. Planning staff recommends against the City
Council initiating rezones at these locations.
CONTACT PERSONS:

annul
r

FOR COUNCIL MEETING OF: June 8, 1999 Evening Session
SUMMARY:
On March 23, 1999, Councilmember Bonnie Pannell requested a report back on a City initiated rezone from
residential to commercial for the vacant parcels at 24`h Street and Meadowview Road. The parcels in

1

building better neighborhoods
block by block
www.sacto.orghipdsd/

24 th Street and Meadowview Road Rezone - M99-016
May 25, 1999

question are shown on Attachment A. Staff has conducted a preliminary analysis of this request and
recommends against rezoning any of the properties in question for the following reasons:
•

There is no evidence of a shortage of commercially zoned land in the 24 th Street and Meadowview
Road area.
Rezoning the property would result in the loss of approximately 200 housing units.
There are site-specific difficulties related to each of the three sites.
One property owner opposes the rezone (Northeast corner)
The City costs to rezone and redesignate the three sites could exceed $200,000.

More information about each of these topics is provided in the sections below.
COMMITTEE/COMMISSION ACTION:
None
BACKGROUND INFORMATION:
On March 23, 1999, Councilmember Bonnie Pannell requested a report back on a City initiated rezone from
residential to commercial for the vacant parcels at the Northwest, Northeast and Southwest corners of 24th
Street and Meadowview Road. The parcels in question are shown on Attachment A.
Planning staff have conducted preliminary research on the three sites and have identified the following
information on each of the sites:
NW Corner
Existing Zoning: Single Family (R-1) Residential - (Maximum Density: 8 units per acre)
Existing Community Plan Designation: Residential (11-21 units per acre)
Existing General Plan Designation: Medium Density Residential
Acreage: 3.44 acres
APN's: 048-0012-007 & 008
Issues: City documents indicate that this property contains a grave site with approximately ten bodies. The
property owner has stated that he wishes to move the bodies in order to develop the site. Court approval
is required before any remains can be removed. Surviving heirs of the individuals buried on the site have
objected to moving the bodies. Staff believes it would be unwise for the city to initiate a rezone on property
with these development constraints.
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NE Corner
Existing Zoning: Multi-Family (R-2B) Residential
Existing Community Plan Designation: Residential (11-21 units per acre)
Existing General Plan Designation: Medium Density residential
Acreage: 12.8 acres
APN's: 049-0050-011
Issues: The Planning Division is currently processing an application to develop a 170 unit apartment on this
site. The proposed project is consistent with the existing zoning of this site. The property owner has made
a substantial financial investment in this project. He has indicated that he does not want the property
rezoned to commercial and will take legal action if the City initiates a rezone.
SW Corner
Existing Zoning: Multi-Family (R-2R) Residential
Existing Community Plan Designation: Residential (11-21 units per acre)
Existing General Plan Designation: Medium Density Residential
Acreage: .44 acres
APN's: 053-0021-009
Issues: As shown in Attachment A, this small parcel is directly adjacent to existing single family homes.
A commercial use would be inappropriate at this location. Ifthe property was rezoned to commercial, there
would likely be additional rezone requests that would allow further expansion of commercial development
into the residential neighborhood.
FINANCIAL CONSIDERATIONS:
City Council initiation of a rezone, plan amendments and an environmental document begins the same
process as a private party submittal of a project that involves a rezone and plan amendments. Based on
existing planning fees, the project processing cost of each of the three corners would be $31,620. Planning
fees are based on the average staff time and costs necessary to process a similar project, therefore the actual
cost to the City may be more or less than the estimated fees. These costs do not include the costs for any
needed traffic or environmental studies. Generally, an Environmental Impact Report (E1R) is required for
projects which require a rezone and plan amendments from a residential use to a commercial use. The cost
of a traffic study can range from $15,000 to $40,000 and the cost of EIR is roughly estimated at $100,000.
(If the City Council initiated a rezone and plan amendments for all three corners in question, one traffic
study and one EIR would likely be prepared to analyze all three sites).
ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS:
Initiating a rezone and plan amendments is not considered a project under CEQA. If the City Council
authorizes a rezone and associated actions, environmental review will be required to identify potentially
significant impacts associated with the change in land uses.
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POLICY CONSIDERATIONS:
Rezoning and redesignating the three sites in question would have the following policy implications:
The change in land use would allow commercial development on 16 acres of land now designated for
residential development. Staff is not aware of any evidence to suggest that there is a shortage of
commercial development in the area that would warrant a rezone to commercial. In 1984, the City initiated
a rezone on the northeast site from commercial to residential due to an abundance of vacant commercial
development in the area.
If the three sites in question were rezoned, there would be a loss of approximately 200 housing units.
Existing City Policy seeks to ensure adequate supplies of housing, especially multi-family housing. City
planning staff are in the process of preparing a Draft Housing Element for the City of Sacramento. This
document is part of the General Plan and is required by State Law. Three of the ten key policies contained
within the Draft Housing Element are:
Maintaining an adequate housing supply
Maintaining and expanding affordability of housing
Maintaining a healthy mix and balance of housing choices
The loss of property zoned for multi-family development could constrain future affordable housing
opportunities and the City's ability to comply with state law.
ESBD CONSIDERATION: None

Respectfully submitted:

L 9,4 t, I

GARY S TONEHO USE
Planning Director
RECOMMENDATION APPROVED:

APPROVED:

ROBERT P. TH
City Manager

JACK CRIST,

-ad
EPUT CITY MANAGER

Attachments:

A.
B.

Site Map
Resolution Initiation Rezone
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RESOLUTION NO.
ADOPTED BY THE SACRAMENTO CITY COUNCIL
ON DATE OF

Resolution Authorizing Staff to Initiate Rezones, Community Plan Amendments and
General Plan Amendments to Change Land Uses from Residential to Commercial and
Appropriate Environmental Documents for Portions of the Northwest (APN: 048-0012007 and 008), Northeast (APN: 049-0050-011) and Southwest (APN: 053-0021-009)
corners of 24th Street and Meadowview Road (M99-016)

WHEREAS, the City Council requested a report back to consider the merits of initiating
a rezone; and
WHEREAS, the City Council conducted a public hearing on June 8, 1999 and voted to
initiate a rezone;
THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that City staff is authorized to initiate the required
studies, environmental documents and public hearing processes to accomplish the rezones and
plan amendments.

MAYOR

ATTEST:

CITY CLERK

FOR CITY CLERK USE ONLY

RESOLUTION NO.:
DATE ADOPTED:
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SITE MAP
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REMY, THOMAS and MOOSE, LLP
MICHAEL H. REMY
TLNA A. THOMAS
JAMES G. MOOSE
WHITMAN F. M.kNLEY
JOHN H. MATTOX
ANDREA A. MATARAZZO
ERIK K. SPIESS
.SHF.RYI. S. FREEMAN
LEE AXELRAD
JENNIFER S. HOLMAN

ATTORNEYS AT LAW
455 CAPITOL MALL, SUITE 210
SAC.RAMF.NTO, CALIFORNIA 951%14

Toicyhortc: (916) 443-2745
Faatimilc: (916) 443-9017

E-rra: ramit@cwo.ccun
inip:ilww .wo.wwrzatedt

GEORGANNA E. FOONDOS

LAND USE ANALYST
• BRIAN J. PLANT
MARIAN KING

OF COUNSEL

Sent Via Facsimile
June 7, 1999

Aileen Foley
Office of Councilwoman Bonnie Pannell
City of Sacramento
City Hall
915 "I" Street, Room 205
Sacramento, California 95815
RE: 24th Street and Meadowview Road (M99-016)
Dear Aileen:
This letter confirms our conversation from this morning in which item 11.2 of the
June 8', 1999 City Council Agenda has been continued to August 10, 1999.
Sincerely,

Ara laure

Secretary to Tina A. Thomas

cc(via facsimile): Mayor Joe Sema, Jr.
Valerie Burrowes, City Clerk
Clients

P.01/02

JUN-07-99 MON 16:08

REMY, THOMAS and MOOSE, LLP
ATTORNEYS AT LAW

MICHAEL. H. REMY
T/NA A. THOMAS
JAMES G. MOOSE
wHiimAN F. MANLEY
JOHN H. MATTOX
• ANDREA A. MATARAZZO
ERIK K SPIESS
SHERYL S. FREEMAN
LEE AXELRAD
JENNTPF.R S. HO Ii4.4

455 CAPITOL MALL, SUITE 210
SACRAMENTO. CALIFORNIA 95S14

GEORGANNA E. FOONDOs

Telephonc (916) 442-2745
.Factintila: (916)443-9017
randOcwo,com
Itttp://www.cwo.c.onil'Landt

BRIAN). PLANT
MARIAN KING
OF COUNSEL

LAND USE ANALYST

TELECOM' TRANSMISSION

TO: Mayor Joe Serna, Jr.

264-7680

Valerie Burrows

264-7672

FROM: Ara Jauregui, Secretary to Tina Thomas
DATE TRANSMITTED: June 7, 1999

TIME TRANSMITTED: 5:04AM

WE ARE SENDING 2 PAGES, INCLUDING COVER SHEET.
CASE NO. 103 CASE NAME:
MATERIAL SENT:
COMMENTS

ORIGINAL WILL FOLLOW BY GUARANTEED OVERNIGHT MAIL

NO

ORIGINAL WILL FOLLOW BY REGULAR MAIL

NO

•

**WARNING

TO RECIPIENT**

THE INFORMATION CONTAINED IN THIS FACSIMILE MESSAGE IS CONFIDENTIAL
INFORMATION AND MAY BE ATTORNEY/CLIENT PRIVILEGED. IT IS LNTENDED ONLY FOR
THE USE OF THE INDIVIDUAL OR ENTITY NAMED ABOVE. IF THE READER OF THIS.
MESSAGE IS NOT THE. INTF.NDRD RECIPIENT, YOU ARE HEREBY NonFrED THAT ANY
DISSEMINATION, DISTREBUTION OF COPYLNG OF THIS COMMUNICATION IS STIUCTLY
PROHIBITED. IF YOU HAVE RECEIVED THIS COMMUNICATION LN ERROR, PLEASE
IMMF.DTATET..Y NOTIFY US BY TELEPHONE AND RETURN 'ME ORIGINAL MESSAGE TO US AT
THE ABOVE ADDRESS VIA THE U.S. POSTAL SERVICE.
IF YOU DO NOT RECEIVE ALL OF THE PAGES, PLEASE CALL (916)
FOR REMY, THOMAS AND MOOSE, LLP USE ONLY
DATE:

TIME:

INITIALS:

*13-17,15

Exhibit 1B - Site *Plan
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Exhibit 1C - First Floor plan (Building 1)
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Exhibit 1D - Second Floor plan (Building 1)
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Exhibit lE - Roof Plan (Building 1)

Ii
Ido
aa

010

II

II

II

28

-

Exhibit 1G
First Floor plan and Roof plan(Building 2)
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Exhibit 1H - Elevations (Building 2)
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Exhibit 11
Floor plan & Roof plan (Community Building)
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Exhibitl J - Elevations (Community Building)
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Exhibitl K - Floor plan & Elevation (Garage)
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Exhibitl L - Floor plan (3 Bedroom unit)
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Exhibitl M
Floor plan Ch Scale Community Building)
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Desk of Brad Shirhall
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FACSIMILE COVER PAGE
Date:
Time:
Pages:

9/14/99
14:14:34
7

To:
Company:
Fax #:

Val Burrowes
City of Sacramento, Clerks Office
7672

From:
Title:
Company:
Address:

Brad Shirhall
Associate Planner
City of Sacramento
12311 Street, Ste. 300
Sacramento, CA 95814
916-264-5328
916-264-7483

Fax #:
Voice #:
Message:
Val,

As per my voice mail, there are some apparent conflicts in the way to handle approval of
the "Agreement." This is the version that the attorney's office has provided me with. We
are confused. Please provide some additional input.
Thanks.

11,1-d

CITY OF SACRAMENTO
DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT
1231 I Street, Sacramento, CA 95814

PLANNING DIVISION
Rm. 200 (916) 264-5604

APPEAL . OF THE DECISION OF THE
SACRAMENTO CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
DATE: >/:--- , 0 7

/

c't 9

TO THE PLANNING DIRECTOR:
I do hereby make application to appeal the decision of the City Planning Commission on
(hearing date), project number (PII) e3'9
for

Special Permit

"W' Review

for

Other /n.1.,Er.,- 0Er

for

0

when:

a- y

for

0 Variance

was:

et.;

-

—1 0
k

I

,4

+-

Rec,cio

7c)

4-7-t

A- I

("4 -A-

)eY

r.\ L

x

Granted by the City Planning Commission

El Denied by the City Planning Commission
GROUNDS FOR APPEAL: (Explain in detail - attach additional sheets '
rrAr- ,c1

nAePccary)

RECEIVED
SEP 7 1999 7

CITY OF SACRAMFNM
tillY PLANNING DIVISION

-• PROPERTY LOCATION:

M efi- e Li) e...) 62, 3)

-• APPELLANT: (please print)

s,

-• ADDRESS:

//y 7-7/,

L

-• APPELLANTS SIGNATURE

i,

H-A LPHONE#:

-

S it)
-

THIS BOX FOR OFFICE USE ONLY
) by applicant

anri

revised 3.29.93

P 99-089

z:\plaanictesppeal.frm

-Fmq.

i

September 7, 1999
TO: City of Sacramento
Department of Planning and Development
1231 I Street
Sacramento, CA 94814
FROM: South Sacramento Coalition for Fair Housing
5880 Hollyhurst
Sacramento, CA 95823
SUBJECT: Appeal of the Decisions of the Sacramento City Planning Commission
11E: P99-033, Meadowview Apartments
Grounds for Appeal (Attachments)
Negative Declaration: Not in compliance with Community Plan, State report on
toxics not received, impact on public services not quantified, transportation impact absent
possible additional traffic from growth and schools
Plan Review "R" Review Not in compliance with General Plan and
Airport/Meadowview Community Plan, overconcentration of publicly assisted housing
See also California Government Code Sections 65009 and 65589.5.
Special Permit Not appropriate for project not in compliance with Community
Plan
Hearing Instructions by Counsel improperly restricted testimony and consideration
to design although staff report included the Neg Dec, Mitigation agreement and over 100
other items related to the project.
The written materials and oral testimony presented to the Planning Commission are
included by reference along with the attached documents.

P99

)

_

.•1
SEP c 7 FP,'D

August 22, 1999

MEMO TO: ALL PLANNING COMMISSION MEMBERS
FROM: SOUTH SACRAMENTO COALITION FOR FAIR
HOUSING
RE: PROJECT 99-033 PROPOSED MEADOWIEW APTS

Enclosed please find a copy of the Local Reviewing
Agency Evaluation Form SHRA filed with TCAC on this
project, which, SHRA strongly opposed.
Also enclosed is a copy of the Consolidated Plan
Sacramento Fair Share Housing map which indicates
that the parcel on census track 42.03 did not
qualify for a low income housing project due to not
meeting income levels.
Also enclosed are pages one, three and four of the
comments to the Housing Element from Northern
California Legal Services, Wendy Anderson.
I'm sure you are aware that the City has been out
of compliance with the Housing Element for many
years. The City has failed to quantify (and
identify) where, how much and what type of subsidized housing they have.
As the City only knows how many actual Section 8's
and public housing units they have, we used these
actual figures for 98522 and 95823 zip code actuals
as of 4/99. We conducted our own survey to identify how many apartment complexes and units, the
rents and existing subsidies we had within 3 miles
of the proposed project.
-

Page 2
City Planning Commission
August 22, 1999

Of the Actual Section 8's, Citywide of 2676, we
have 1,325, or, 49.51% are within three miles of
this project. (Three miles criteria used in tax
credit application.) We also have 9.8% of the City
owned public housing homes/duplexes/condos. 84% of
the dup lexes, homes and condos rented under Section
8 are within three miles of this project.
We have approximately 90 apartment complexes, over
10,000 individual units, with approximately 63% of
the complexes having some kind of subsidy.
Purs .lant to State Gov. Code 65589.5 (4)(d)(4) "Approval of the development project would increase
the concentration of lower income households in a
neighborhood that already has a disproportionately
high number of lower income households"
Also enclosed is the Housing Demand information we
felt the developer had provided misinformation to
TCAC to obtain the credits and a letter to the
editor of SN&R regarding the Fair Share issue.
Please also see the'Airport/Meadowview Community
Plan of 1984 that states all through it that the
community doesn't want to be "dumped on" with any
more low income housing.
If you have any questions, please feel free to call
me at 422-8888.

Vickey Sc tt Ostil
South Sacramento Coalition

P 99..033
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EvIluation Form
Poge I

Project # CA-98-233
Project Name Meadowview Apartments

Return to:
CALIFORNIA TAX CREDIT ALLOCATION COMMITTEE
P pr.
915 Capitol Mall Room 435
Ci
../04 , . 1/r1-1"1
•
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814
u 2 iso
(916) 654-6340
LOCAL REVIEWING AGENCY itA4 c
EVALUATION FORM

Project # CA-98-233

Project Name: Meadowview Apartments

Local Agency:

SACRAMENTO HOUSING AND REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY

Department of Housing Development and Preservation
Name of Reviewer:

Anne M. Moore, Active Executive Director

Telephone Number:

(916) 440-1333

PLEASE USE EXTRA SHEETS IF NECESSARY:
Site Visit
(a)

Does the site set-nn appropriate for the type of project proposed? No. see below.

(b)

Please describe in detail any environmental or toxic .Concems, including envirorunental studies
that have been conducted or clearances that have been or will need to be obtained.
There is a 40-year groundwater cleanup occurring on the site due to groundwater
contamination from the site South of the property. The City is responsible for the cleanup
of contaminants from the prior shopping center, which included a drycicaner and gas
station. The City has iustalled*a filtration system to mitigate the problem On the subject
site. Because the groundwater gradient flows northeast (towards the site) there is possible
contamination of the groundwater of adjacent properties. The City of Sacramento has
installed four monitoring wells on the site that must remain accessible for an additional 41
years. The proposed development plan shows two buildings to be built over two of the
monitoring wells, rendering them inaccessible to the City.

(c)

Are there any problems with the site other than environmental or toxic? Yes, the site is located
along two major thoroughfares. This is not appropriate for a 170 unit multi-family
housing project targeted for large families.

(d)

Please confirm the census tract number for the site. Tract# 42.03

P 99-033
SEP
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Evaluation Form
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Project tt CA-93-233
Project Name Nleadowview Apartments

Is the purchase price reasonable? Yes. The purchase price is $1,000,000 ($77,700 per acre or $5,347

per unit). This is a reasonable price for vacant land in this area..
3.

)c..44mci.., /,-\

n

Please describe the uses of properties surrounding the project site.

N:
S:
E:
NV:

Single-family homes
Meadowview Community Center
Villa Jardin, a low-income multi-family housing complex
Four-Plexes, Community Garden

The project site is located next to single-family homes, multi-family housing, public housing, a
community center, and is within half-mile to Interstate Highway 5. The site offers easy access to
public transportation, shopping centers, grocery stores, a park, and local schools.
4.

Will the project enhance the neighborhood? See Below
The Agency evaluated this project on the basis of its design, quality of construction, management
strength, density, and marketability. Our comments in each specific category follow:
, Design. The project consists of two, two-story and two, three-stoo , apartment buildings with no
elevators. The architectural detail is minimal and situated in a barrack style configuration. The
proposed three-story design does not fit with surrounding building heights. The building's facades
face 24 th Street on the west, but provide no frontage on Meadowview Road. The design description
mentions a spacious clubhouse and an outdoor recreation area for all ages, however, the site plan
shows only two tot lots located close together on the east side of the complex. Easier accessibility
would be provided for all the residents in the complex by equally distributing the tot lots in the
complex. There are 340 uncovered parking spaces with minimal landscaping that will create a
"sea of cars" along the northern and eastern perimeter of the complex. As a "large family"
project, this space could provide additional open recreational space for the residents.
Quality of Materials. The buildings are wood frame, slab on grade, stucco exterior with a sound

and fire resistant vall between the floors and a composition asphalt, shingle or tile roof. The
windows will be dual paned, aluminum framed.
Mannement Strength. The Agency is not aware of other properties in the area that the proposed

company currently manages.
Density. The property is zoned R2B, Multi-Family Residential which allows one unit per each
2,000 square feet of lot area or 21.73 units per acre. The General Plan designation is Medium
Residential, 16 - 29 dwelling units per net acre (du/na). The Community Plan Designation is
Residential, 11 to 21 du/na. The Project is below the allowable density at 13.30 units per acre
(171units /12.35 acres).
Marketability. Housing Demand analysis within a three-mile radius indicates that there is an

unmet demand for affordable multi-family units in the area. However, there are five multi-family

rr..)
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Project ti CA-98-233
Project Name Nleadolvview Apartments .

Evaluation Form
Pale 3

projects affordable to low and very low-income households . directly adjacent to the proposed
project, two of which have a vacancy rate of approximately 20%.
5.

Is this type of housing needed within the community or region which it is located?
There is a need for all types of affordable housing in the Sacramento area, including the
elderl y , large families, those with special needs and the homeless.

(a)

(b)
6.

Is there a greater need for other types of housing? See 5(a).

How was your determination of need for the project established?
a. Relevant Sections of the Housing Element aud Consolidated Plan.
b. Evidence of Public Housing waiting list from the local housing authority.
c. An independent housing need and demand analysis showing a demand for affordable
units as evidenc2d by a comprehensive analysis of the annual demand from existing
income eligible households and population growth in the local area.

7.

Is the building design, outdoor space, landscaping, and amenities proposed appropriate for the
community and population targeted'?
No. for a large family project, there is too much space devoted to parking which could provide
additional open space or a pool for the residents. Although the proposed clubhouse is 1800
square feet, it has only one computer for a potential population of 1,026 (6 persons x 171
units). No additional tenant services are being offered.

8. Does the project currently comply with all applicable local land use and zoning ordinances? No. The
project as shown on the site plan includes two parcels-Zoned C2 Commercial. Discretionary
approval by the City's Planning Commission is necessary to develop for residential use.
9.

(a)

Please describe the current zoning and maximum density allowed for the site.
The property is zoned 122B, Multi-Family Residential which allows 21.73 units per acre.
The two parcels shown as being developed on the southwest portion of the site are zoned C2

Commercial.
(b)

Has the developer obtained all local approvals (other than a building permit) necessary to begin
construction? (Ex: use permit, Art. 34 approval, Coastal Commission approvals). No. The
commercially zoned parcels would require a zoning change or a Special Permit for
residential use, which requires a discretionary action by the City's Planning Commission.

(c)

Are there any outstanding approvals required of the Planning Commission, City Council, or Board
of Supervisors For land usc entitlements? Nu see 9 (b)

(d)

Are you aware of any state appiovals, which may be required? No

1

Evaluation Form
Page 4

10.

(a)

Project 4 CA-98-133
Project Name Nleadomiew Apartments

Are you aware of other projects this developer has built in your community? No
Was the developer's performance satisfactory? N/A

(b)

Has the sponsor been involved in projects in your community? No
Was the sponsor's performance satisfactory? N/A

(c)

Arc you aware of any project the Management Company is currently managing in your
community? No
Was the management company's performance satisfactory? N/A

11.

(a)

Are the project's estimated total development costs reasonable for this type of development in
this jurisdiction?

The development cost is 393,804 per unit which is considered to be higher than average for the
area.
(b)
(e)
(d)

Are the local permit fees accurate? Yes
Arc the real estate taxes accurate? Yes
What is the current tax rate? 1.1%

As a non-profit organization, the development will not incur property taxes. In consideration of
the property tax abatement, the development should offer social services for the residents.
12.

(a) Is your agency providing financial assistance? No
If your agency is providing financial assistance, do the amounts and terms indicated in the application
reflect the agency's contract? N/A
(b) Arc there any outstandinv, approvals required from the Redevelopment Agency, City Council, or
Board of Supervisors for the financial assistance? N/A

13.

If this is an acquisition and or rehabilitation project: N/A
(a) Does the relocation plan address all requirements of state and local law? N/A
(b)-Is the budget for paying relocation costs overstated/understated? (Please Explain) N/A
(c) If households must permanently relocate, is there adequate alternative housing in the immediate area?
N/A

• L.7 1...1
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14.

Project 0 CA-98-233
Project Name Meatlowview Apartments

Area Representatives
Assembly:
Senate:
Congress:

15.

Deborah Ortiz
Leroy Greene
Robert T. Matsui

Additional Comments
The proposal as submitted fails to meet the Tax Credit Allocation Committee's threshold
requirements, as development of the commercially zoned sites will require local planning
approvals. The possible groundwater contamination and cleanup is not addressed in the
application. The proposed design is incompatible with adjacent buildings, lacks adequate open
space for the number of proposed units, offers no tenant services, and eliminates access to two of
the monitoring wells. Also, there is a high concentration of low-income housing units in this census
tract with vacancy rates as high as 20 percent. Finally, the proposed project does not meet the
City Councils "Fair Share Plan" ‘ which states that new cous1ructi,1L.jIoukl only occur in areas
where the homeownershi ) rate is hi2her than 55 )ercent and median income is greater than 80
percent.

16.

Recommendation
Strongly Oppose

Submitted by:
Anne NI. Moore

Date:

NORTH COUNTY

Excluded Census Tracts
Income 430%
of Median (A)
<55% Owner
Occupied Housing (B)
M Both A and B

Consolidated Plan
Sacramento Fair Share Housing
*

For New Publically Assisted
Housing Construction
•

Source 1990 Census
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LEGAL SERVICES OF NORTHERN CALIFORNIA
515- 12th Street
Sacramento, California 95814
Telephone: (916) 551-2150
Fax: (916) 551-2196
July 23, 1999
Mayor Joe Serna and Members of the City Council
Gary Stonehouse, Planning Director
Art Gee, Assistant Planning Director
Jack Crist, City Manager
Stephen Peterson, Senior Planner
Neighborhoods, Planning and
Development Services Department
City of Sacramento
1231 I Street, Suite 300
Sacramento, California 95814-2998

Re:

City of Sacramento May 1999 Administrative Draft
Housing Element of the General Plan

Gentlepersons:
Leg al Services of Northern California (LSNC) represents low and very low income
residents of the City of Sacramento. At your request, we are providing written comments on the
Max' 1999 Administrative Draft !lousing Element (ADHE) of the City of Sacramento's General
We appreciate the opportunity to work with the City in the preparation of a Housing
Element that complies with state law and addresses the significant housing needs of low and very
low income households.
While we applaud the City's efforts to bring the Housing Element into compliance with

v list, and can. do more to address the sub • •
et existing and sroected
state law, theSit_ra
w lawinawie households in the Civ_Jhe Sacramento region
future housing needs of low K1n_
is enjoying unprecedented growth in jobs and new housing for middle and upper income
households. In the midst of the current economic euphoria it is easy to for get that the vast
majority of lower income citizens in Sacramento does riot live in housing that is decent, safe and
n.
afforc
In fact. the ADHE predicts that a significant number of the new job opportunities will
provide, at most, low income wages. The ADHE forecasts that most of the new job opportunities
in the occupations with the most openings in Sacramento County through 2002 will be in the
service and manufacturing sectors. (See ADHE at 3.3-8 - 3.3-9.) Forty-seven percent of those
jobs will pay median salaries of less than $18,000 each year. In other words, almost 1 out of 2
people filling the jobs in Sacramento's growing economy will make salaries that place them in
the very low income category as defined by HUD and the City of Sacramento.
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City of Sacramento May 1999 Administrative Draft
Housing Element of the General Plan
Date: July 23, 1999
Page: 3
Re:

Legal Services of Northern California's specific comments are included below.
A.

REVIEW AND REVISION

State law requires that the Housing Element must "review the previous element to
evaluate the appropriateness, effectiveness, and progress in implementation, and rcflect the
results of this review in the revised element." (Govt. Code § 65588.) There are three parts to the
information that must be provided: (a) effectiveness of the element (section 65588(a)(2)); (b)
progress in implementation (section 65583(a)(3)); and (c) appropriateness of goals. objectives.
and policies (section 65588(a)(1)).
Chapter 2 of the ADHE purports to address this requirement. The ADHE concedes that
etine the housing needs of very low income households, the neediest
the City fellfa
of Sacramento's residents. In fact, the SACOG regionahousing production goal for very low
income households between 1985-1989 was 4,684 units of housing -- yet the City produced only
514 units of very low income housing during—lifis time-Period. And of the 4,916 low income
units projected by SACOG, the City produced only 918 units.
The ADHE's review of the effectiveness of the previous Housing Element should leave
no doubt that the greatest need for affordable housin g is for low and very low income
households. Rather than dedicate all and more resources to meetin g this need durin g the 19892002 planning period, however, the City. through the ADHE. has allocated, and plans to allocate.
a disproportionately high percentage of its resources to meeting the needs of moderate income
households. The City's review of the previous Housing Element affirms that the main focus of
the ADHE should be on promoting production of affordable housing in the City by focusing
fundin g resources and adopting programs to remove constraints to low and very low income
housing.
B.

HOUSING NEEDS, RESOURCES AND CONSTRAINTS
1.

Housing Needs Assessment

The Housing Element must include "[amn analysis of population and employment trends
and documentation of projections and a quantification of the locality's existing and projected,
housing needs for all income levels." These existing and projected housing needs "shall include
the locality's share of the regional housing need." (Govt. Code § 65583(a)(1).) The Housing
Element must also contain "[a]n analysis and documentation of household characteristics.
including level of payment compared to ability to pay, housing characteristics, including
overcrowdin g, and housing stock condition," and "[a]n.analysis of any special housing needs,
such as those of the handicapped. elderly. lar ge families, farrnworkers, families with female
heads of households, and families and persons in need of emergency shelter." (Govt. Code §§
65583(a) (2) & (6.)) Although Chapters 3 and 4 of the ADHE attempt to address these
SEp
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City of Sacramento May 1999 Administrative Draft
Housing Element of the General Plan
Date: July 23, 1999
Page: 4

Re:

requirements as explained below. the ADHE fails to substantially comply with these
requirements.
a.

Failure to quantify existing housing need.

.til o_quantify existing unmet housing need
As currently drafted. the ADI_Es.omple.tdyJjs_t
by income cafe orv. (Govt. Code § 65583(a)(1).) Quantification of existing need is necessary to
ow whether there are adequate vacant sites in the City to accommodate the housing needs of its
low and very low income households. The ADHE does discuss indicators of unmet housin g need
such as the numbers of households that are overpaying for housing (based on 1990 census data.
42,698 low and very low income households pay more than 30% of their gross income for
housing, (See ADHE Table 3-19 at 3.3-23)), overcrowded households (12,335 households (See
ADHE at 3.3-17)), and special housing needs including homeless individuals who do not have
any housing at all (the ADHE estimates that on any given night there are 5,121 homeless
individuals in.Sacramento. (See ADHE at 3.3-29.) However. the ADHE does not begin to
rovide an overall quantification of existing need by income category.
Moreover, quantification of the existing unmet housing needs of low and very low
income households should include the City's failure to meet the SACOG projections citing the
previous planning period. 1985-1989. That unmet need can be calculated by looking at the data
in Table 2-4 in the ADHE:
1985 - 1989 RHAP Unmet New Construction Need
1989
RHAP
Goal

Verified
Assisted
Units

Estimated
Market Rate
Units

Total
Unmet
Need

Very low
Low
Moderate

4.684
4.916
6.443

514
918
935

-0-

4.170

2.400'

4.000

3.998
1.508

Above moderate

10.207

-0-

12.536

(2.329)

Total

26.2.50

2.367

18.936

9.676

.

As this letter explains below, LSNC disputes the reliability of the City's claim that newly constructed
market rate units are affordable to low income households. Unless the City can demonstrate that market rate units
constructed between 1985 and 1989 are affordable to low income households those units cannot be counted
towards the 1985 - 1989 SACOG projections.
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Section(3).(f)
Page 24
(3).(f) Existing Subsidies
1. We have identified 49 complexes, or 58.33%,
that have some kind of subsidy or government
financing. Only 15 complexes, or 17.86%, do not
have any kind of subsidy. See Attachment(7).
Apartments and Subsidies,Pages 3 & 4.
2. Section 8's: See Attachment(7).Apartments and
Subsidies,Page 12. As of 4/99 we have 1,246
apartment units identified as having Section 8
tenants: 95822 there are 100 tenants and 95823
there are 1009, 95832 is 137*. These are actual
numbers from SHRA as of 4/99. (*95832 estimate)
There are a total of 50 complexes accepting Section
8, or 59.52%; 313 units in 95823 and 50 units in
95822, 137 in 95832*. See Attachment(7).Apartments
& Sub, Page 13.
Of these 50 complexes, 43 (86%) are within three
miles of the proposed project, for a actual total
of 310 Section 8's in 95823 and 39 in 95822 and 137
in 95832. There are 2,676 Section 8 units
Citywide. See Attadhment(7).Apartments, page 14.
There are 746 additional Section 8's in Condos,
Duplexes or Homes for 95822 there are 50 and 95823
there are 696. Estimate 86% are within three miles
of the proposed project, or 642 units (43 units in
95822 & 599 in 95823).
Of the 43 complexes within three miles, 7 have
opted out, or 16.28%. Two complexes, not having
Section 8 units currently, signed up. See
Attachment (7). Apartments & Subsidies, Page 14.

Section(3).(f)
Page 25
(3).tf) Existing Subsidies
Eight complexes are Senior, totaling 79 Section 8
units, 27 are in 95822 zip code and 52 are in 95823
zip code, that are actual Section 8's.See
Attachment(7). Apartments & Subsidies, Page 1C.
Therefore:
Duplexes,
Homes &

Section 8's
Citywide
2,676

OR,
2,676
OR,
TOTAL:
Citywide
2,676

Apts w/i Three Ni es Condos
95823- 258 95822- 12 630(84.45%
Senior Apts w/i 3 Mlles of total
95823- 52 95822- 27
for City)
95823:310
11.58%

95822: 39
1.46%

630
23.54%

Section 8
w/i Three Mlles
Total Apts/Senior/Homes
36.58%
979

4. Public Housing - City Owned Homes Actual: 2131
(a/o 4/99)The City Owns 118 homes in 95822 zip code
and 91 homes in 95823 totaling 209 homes or 9.8% of
the total units in the City.

Citywide
2131

Public Housing
w/i 3 Mlles of Project
Total Apts/Homes
209
9.80%

See Attachment(7).Apartments & Subsidies, Page 16.
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APartmanIq

APTS
APIS
APTS
APIS
APTS
APIS
APTS
APTS
APTS
APTS
APTS
APTS
APTS
APTS
APIS
`APTS
APTS
APT
'APTS
APIS
APTS
APTS
APTS
APTS
APTS
APIS
APTS
APTS
APTS
APTS
APTS
APIS
APTS

SOUTH PARK PLAZA APTS
VILLA JARDIN
NEDRA COURT/SOUTHFIELD APTS
CORAL GABLES
FLORIN MEADOWS APTS
FRANKLIN VILLA
CHATHAM SENIOR APIS
FLORIN GARDENS COOPERATIVE INC
SOUTHCREST ARTS
SACRAMENTO MANOR
CRYSTAL SPRINGS MANOR APIS
PARKVIEW APIS
DELTA COVE SENIOR APTS
PINEWOOD APTS
VINTAGE GLEN APTS
HAMPTON PARK APTS & TOWNHOUSES
CEDAR RIDGE APTS
PARK HILLS PLACE
BOWLING GREEN VILLAGE
STONEGATE APTS
OAKTREE VILLAGE APTS
SPARTAN VILLAGE APTS
WILLOWGLEN APTS
PARKVIEW APTS
GREYSTONE PLACE
MARK V MANOR
CROSSROAD GARDENS APTS
SKY PARKWAY TERRACE FOR SENIORS
SUN VALLEY APTS
GLEN ELLEN ESTATES
ROSEDOWN ARTS
LOS POSIES APTS
SKY PARK APTS
EVERGREEN VILLAGE APTS
APIS
CALIFORNIA PLACE APTS
APTS
BRIARWOOD APTS
APTS
SPARTAN OAKS APTS
APIS
PRESIDENT THOMAS JEFFERSON MAN
APTS
REGENCY PLACE APTS
APIS
PINE MANOR APTS
APTS
CFIEEXSIDE VILLAGE SENIOR APTS
APTS
ORANGEWOOD WEST
APIS
ORANGEWOOD EAST
APTS
CALVINE ESTATES APTS
APTS
GREENHAVEN PARK APTS
APTS
LAKECREST VILLA
APTS
SOUTHWOOD APTS
APTS
MERIDIAN
APTS
RIVER HOUSE APTS
APIS
SOUTH HILLS APTS
APTS
SECTIONS CONDOS. DUPLEXES. HOMES

So APTS

s-ri

r\* S

SECTION 8S NO 4199 'ACTUAL
fcCCe-Crr o g Nk PNE, sa- C.11DI
address
PPROX
2621 MEADOVVVIEW ROAD
2701 MEADOVVVIEW ROAD
24TH & MEADOWVIEW
41 CORAL GABLES COURT
7301 .29TH STREET
VARIOUS
6015 24714ST FIEET
6971 - 24TH ST REET
7390 - 24TH STREET
1300. 24TH STREET
7605 FRANKLIN BLVD
7252 MUNSON WAY
6600 WOODBINE AVE
7051 BOWLING DR
6000 S LAND PARK OR
4050 CUNY AVE
4945 MACK ROAD
6050 S LAND PARK DR
4100 - 49TH AVENUE
5417 MACK ROAD
3903. 49TH AVENUE
5622 FLORIN ROAD
7474 LA MANCHA WAY
8400- 46TH STREET
3545. 41ST AVENUE
6127 . 86TH AVENUE
7322 FLORIN WOOD DR
5414 SKY PARKWAY
4119- 50TH AVENUE
2390 GLEN ELLEN OR
6500 - 47TH AVENUE
5500 SKY PARKWAY
5505 SKY PARKWAY
5545 SKY PARKWAY
6833 VALLEY HI DRIVE
7328 STOCKTON BLVD
5930 24TH STREET
5959 • 6a1H AvEWLJE
8178 ARROYO VISTA WAY
8505 VALLEY HI DRIVE
8465 VILLAGE CENTRE DR
6550 WYNDHAM DRIVE
8808 WYNDHAM DRIVE
7140 CALVINE ROAD
5949 LAKE CREST WAY
5971 LAKE CREST WAY
1050 . 43RD AVENUE
7475 STOCKTON BLVD
1040 RIO LANE
1025- 35TH AVENUE

.1 MILES
.1 MILES
.2 MILES
.2 MILES
.5 MILES
1.2 MILES
1 4 MILES
1.4 MILES
1.5 MILES
1.5 MILES
1.5 MILES
1.5 MILES
1.5 MILES
1.8 MILES
1.6 MILES
1.9 MILES
1.9 MILES
1.9 MILES
2 MILES
2.03 MILES
2.1 MILES
2.2 MILES
2.3 MILES
2.4 MILES
2.5 MILES
2.5 MILES
2.5 MILES
2.5 MILES
2.7 MILES
2.7 MILES
2.8 MILES
2.8 MILES
2.8 MILES
2.8 MILES
2.8 MILES
29 MILES
3 MILES
3 1.1:LZS

3 MILES
3 MILES
3 MILES
3 MILES
3 MILES
3.2 MILES
3.3 MILES
3.3 MILES
35 MILES
3.5 MILES
3.7 MILES
4 MILES

I .E;IV AJ\fr--S
postal code
ptIone

NO sub?

85832?
95832 422-0980
95832 VARIOUS
95832
95822 422-4581
95823
95622 391 4584
95822 422 4242
95822 424.3279
95822 421.0686
95823391-9881
95823 393.2133
95822 427-0772
95823 422.6807
95822
95823 424-3302
95823 427.1322
95822 427-3700
95823 427-5830
95823 393-7044
95823 424-2052
95823 392.3174
95823 422-1142
95823
95824 395-3252
95823 421-9480
95823 391.4344
95823 393.0100
95823 422-0305
95822 428.0727
95823 392-3522
95023 392-4171
95823 424-1771
95823421-8539
95823 423 2150
95823 424-3977
95822 392.0723
950323 421-41422
95823
95823 423.1080
95823 391-1212
95823 423-1074
95823 423-1075
95823423-4110
95831
95822 391-6426
95822
95823 361-1313
95822
95822 424-1898

HOME1SEC8
SECTION 8
SECTION 8
HOME/SEC8
30%INCOME
SECTION 8
SECTION 8
SECTION 8
SECTION 6
SECTION 8
SECTION 8
SECTION 8
SECTIONS
SECTION 8
SECTION 8
SECTION 8
FHA/SECTO
SECTION 8
SECTION 8
SECTION 8
SECTION 8
SECTION 0
SECTION 8
SECTION 8
SECTION 8
SECTION 8
SECTION 8
30%&SEC8
SECTION 8
SECTION 8
SECTION 8
LIHC /SECS
SECTION 8
SECTION 8
SECTION 8
SECTION 8
SECTION 8
202/SECT6
SECTION 8
SECTION 8
LB&SECT8
SECTION 8
SECTION 8
FHA/SECT8
SECTION 8
SECTION 8
SECTION 8
SECTION 8
SECTION 0
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YES
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44
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26

44
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27
24
3
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3
2
1
1
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3
80
3
2

2

2
18
8
7
9
30
3

16
7
9
30
3
1
2

2

7

7
0
5

2
2

2
2
1
18

1
16
13
13
32

13
13
32
1
0
4

1
0
4
46
II
2
2

2

48
11
2
2
2
1
2

4
2
50

4
2
746

2
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95822 PUBLIC HOUSING
95823 PUBLIC HOUSING
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2131
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% 01 City
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SENIOR COMPLEXES WITHIN THREE MILES OR PROF OSED PROJECT
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Phone 1

8 CHATHAM SENIOR APTS
105
301 150 4
8 SACRAMENTO MANOR
121
421-0688
5 DELTA COVE SENIOR APTS
132
427-0772
129
4 VINTAGE GLEN APIS
124 COUNTY SKY PARKWAY TERRACE FOR SENIORS 393 .0100
III COUNTY PRESIDENT THOMAS JEFFERSON MAN
421.9422
114
8 REGENCY PLACE APIS
107
8 CREEKSIDE VILLAGE SENIOR APIS
391.1212
COUNT:

HUD Rib? PeCOSS 8? 8ec1812/

TOW! Secte

Frr•TInm 9 VFS

3
1
16
7

SECTION 8 NOMORE
SECTIONS YES
SECTION 8 YES
30%&SEC8 YES
202/SECT8 YES
SECTION 8 YES
LIASECTO YES

2

3
I
la
7
2

4
48

4
46

SUM:

SUM:

SUM:
52

27

79

ALL APARTMENTS WITHIN THREE MILES OF PROPOSED PROJECT
(EXCLUDES SENIORS)
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MAP_I
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1
2 COUNTY
3 COUNTY
4 COUNTY
48
5
S

1 COUNTY
49
9
.
50
•
93
II
ee

83 COUNTY
12
94 .
13 COUNTY
14
15
18
17
10
18
19
77
20 COUNTY
21 COUNTY
22
23 COUNTY
24 COUNTY
64
71
67
76 COUNTY
25 COUNTY
26 COUNTY
52
79 COUNTY
8
27 COUNTY
29
30
31 COUNTY
32
86
72
73
87
100 COUNTY
33
35
37
38 COUNTY
39 COUNTY
113 .
'

Actinfmsnta
7 ASHFORD PARK
7 ASPEN PARK APTS
BLOOMIN* ACRES APTS
BOWLING GREEN VILLAGE
BRIARWOOD APTS
4 BRICKYARD MANOR
5 BRITTANY ARMS
8 CALIFORNIA PLACE APTS
CARDOSA VILLAGE APTS
8 CEDAR RIDGE APTS
5 COLONIAL PALMS
8 CORAL GABLES
7 CORTE DEL SOL
8 COUNTRYWOOD VILLAGE APTS
7 CROSSING. THE
CROSSROAD GARDENS APTS
8 CRYSTAL SPRINGS MANOR APTS
7 DOS ROBLES APTS
EVERGREEN VILLAGE APIS
5 FLORIN GARDENS CO-OP EAST 111
5 FLORIN GARDENS CO-012 EAST 42
5 FLORIN GARDENS COOPERATIVE EAST
5 FLORIN GARDENS COOPERATIVE INC
8 FLORIN MEADOWS APTS
8 FLORIN MEADOWS APTS 2
8 FRANKLIN VILLA
Fl GLEN ELLEN ESTATES
7 GREENHAVEN OAKS
GREENRIDGE APTS
GREENWAY VILLAGE
5 OREYSTONE PLACE
HAMPTON PARK APTS & TOWNHOUSES
HEIDI LYNN APTS
7 HIDDEN LAKE
7 LAKEVIEW GARDEN APTS
7 LANDING AT RIVERLAKE. THE
LAURA DAWN MANOR
LOS ROBLES APTS
MARK V MANOR
8 MEADOWLARK APTS
8 MEADOWVIEW RIVIERA
MEDITERRANEAN VILLAGE
8 NEDRA COURTMOUTHFIELD APTS
OAKTREE VILLAGE APTS
8 ORANGEWOOD EAST
8 ORANGEWOOD WEST
PARK FLORIN APTS
4 PAF1K HILLS PLACE
7 PARK HILLS VILLA
7 PARK PROMENADE
7 PARKER DEVELOPMENT
7 PARXSIDE TOWNHOUSES
PARKVIEW APTS
8 PARKVIEW APTS
7 PARKWAY VILLAGE APTS
8 PINE MANOR APIS
PINEWOOD APTS
REGENCY APTS
7 REGENCY COVE

pligntl
427.1780
395.4000
428.0028
427-5830
424-3977
392.2950
395.8070
423-2150
391-2292
427-1322
392-2004
395.1988
427-1050
399.1022
391-4344
391-9881
395.2767
427.8539
422-1968
426-4530
391-7880
422.4242
422-4581
422-4581
428-0727
428.6642
393-0963
399.8644
395-3252
424-3302
429-2872
424-4228
422-4683
395-0879
391.2650
392-4171
421-9480
393-6191
395-9400
VARIOUS
424.2052
423-1075
423-1074
392.0345
427.3700
393-5639
428-9009
398-7612
424.9314
393-2133
428-4491
423-1080
422.8807
428-8195
392-0889

Huy sub
NO

reg1ign11

st8123

Sec18/22

Total S6c18

NO

SECTION 8 YES
SECTIONS YES
NO
NO
HUD/18UNT YES
SECTIONS YES
811PRAC
PSYO DIS
FHAISECT8 YES
NO
NO
HOME/SECS YES
NO
NO
NO
NO
SECTIONS
YES
SECTIONS YES
NO
NO
SECTIONS YES
YES
HUD
HUD
YES
YES
HUD
SECTIONS YES
30%INCOME YES
30%INCOME YES
SECTIONS
YES
SECTIONS YES

LIHC
SECTIONS
SECTIONS

YES
YES

NO
NO
LIHC
LIFIC /SECO
SECTIONS

NO
NO
YES
YES
YES

FHA
NO
SECTIONS
SECTION 6
SECTION 8
SECTIONS
30%INCOM
SECT ION 8

YES
NO
YES
YES
NO MORE
NO MORE
YES
YES

SECTION 8
SECTIONS
LOCBOND
SECTIONS
SECTIONS
NO
NO

YES
YES
861.JNITS
NO MORE
YES
NO
NO

1
32

I
32

13

13

30

30

6

6

6
8

13

13

2
3

2
3

I

80
I

60

9

9

0

6

5

6

1

I

6
2
II

6
2
11
3

3

7
2

7
2

8

6
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40
6 RIDGE WOOD APTS
41 COUNTY ROSE TERRACE APTS
8 ROSEDOWN APTS
42
88
7 SHORE PARK AT RIVERLAKE
123 COUNTY SIERRA COURT APTS
43 COUNTY SKY PARK APIS
7 SOUTH PARK PLACE
92
45
8 SOUTH PARK PLAZA APTS
44
8 SOUTHCREST APTS
48 COUNTY SOUTHGATE CENTER APTS
47
8 SOUTHGATE TOWN & TERRACE HOMES
55
8 SPARTAN OAKS APTS
53 COUNTY SPARTAN VILLAGE APIS
65
STONEBRIDGE APTS
.
54
8 STONEGATE APTS
34 COUNTY SUN VALLEY APTS
80 COUNTY TOWNHOUSE SOUTH APTS
98?
VILLA DE LA PE
58
0 VILLA JARDIN
69 COUNTY VILLAGE SOUTH APARTMENTS
57
8 WHISPERING PINES APIS
84
8 VVILLOWOLEN APTS
7 W1NDBRIDGE
75
82
7 WOODCREST APTS
62
7 WOODMOORE GARDENS
COUNT:

'41

phone 1

392.4680
393-4104
392-3522
399-9187
381.5315
424.1771
427-0153
7
424.3279
421-6320
428.2802
392-0723
392-3174
395-7800
393.7044
422.0305
428.4398
427-3698
422-0980
391.7439
422-1142
392.4999
421-4450
427-7908

J-1UP sub?

sectiog 8? aecial_
/ 3

Sect8/22

Total Secte

30%INCOME YES
SECTION 8

NO MORE

16

16

NO
SECTION 8

NO
NO MORE

8

6

HOME/SECS YES
SECTION 8 YES
NO
BMIR
YES
SECTION 8 YES
SECTION 8 YES
SECTION 0
SECTION 8
SECTION 8
L1HCISHRA
INCOME
SECTION 8
NO
NO
NO

1

1

1
1

1
1

YES
YES

2
2

2
2

YES
YES
YES
NO MORE
NO
NO
NO

8

8

SUM:

SUM:
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SUM:
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revision, and June 30, 2004, for the fourth revision.
(5) All other local governments: June 30, 2003, for the third
revision, and June 30, 2008, for the fourth revision.
' (6) Subsequent revisions shall be completed not less often than at
five-year intervals following the fourth revision.

65588.1. (a) The planning period of existing housing elements
prepared pursuant to subdivision (b) of Section 65588 shall be
extended through June 30 of the year of the housing element due date
prescribed in subdivision (e) of Section 65588. Local governments
shall continue to implement the housing program of existing housing
elements and the annual review pursuant to Section 65400.
(b) The extension provided in this section shall not limit the
existing responsibility under subdivision (b) of Section 65588 of any
jurisdiction to adopt a housing element in conformance with this
article.
(c) It is the intent of the Legislature that nothing in this
section shall be construed to reinstate any mandates pursuant to
Chapter 1143 of the Statutes of 1980 suspended by the Budget Act of
1993-94.

65589. (a) Nothing in this article shall require a city, county, or
city and county to do any of the following:
(1) Expend local revenues for the construction of housing, housing
subsidies, or land acquisition.
(2) 1:2;_sa;,.prove any residential development which is consistent
with the_general_plan.
(b) Nothing in this article shall be construed to be a grant of
authority or a repeal of any authority which may exist of a local
government to impose rent controls or restrictions on the sale of
real property.
(c) Nothing in this article shall be construed to be a grant of
authority or a repeal of any authority which may exist of a local
government with respect to measures that may be undertaken or
required by a local government to be undertaken to implement the
hguaing element o_f the local general plan.
(d) The provisions of this —Eft-EC-ie .-shall be construed consistent
with, and in promotion of, the statewide goal of a sufficient
supply of

decent housing to meet the needs of all Californians.

65589.3; In any action iileci_on or after January 1, 1991,_taken to
challenge the validity of a housing element, there shall be a
rebuttable presumption of the validity of the element or amendment
if, pursuamt_Io Section_65585the department has found that the
element or amendment substantially complies with the requirements
of
this article.

65589.5. (a) The Legislature finds all of the following:
(1) The lack of affordable housing is a critical problem which
threatens the economic, environmental, and social quality of life in
California.
(2) California housing has become the most expensive in the
nation. The excessive cost of the state's housing supply is
partially caused by activities and policies of many local governments
which limit the approval of affordable housing, increase the cost of
land for affordable housing, and require that high fees and
exactions be paid by producers of potentially affordable housing.
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' (3) Among the consequences of those actions are discrimination.,
against low-incomQ_Amki_minority households j lack of housing to
"SWP-ort iMployment growth, imbalance in 'obs and housin , reduced.
urban sprawl, excessive commuting, and air quality
catirioration-74) Many local governments do not give adequate attention to the
economic, environmental, and social costs . of decisions which result
in disapproval of affordable housing projects, reduction in density
of affordable housing projects, and excessive standards for
affordable housing projects.
(b) It is the policy of the state that a local government not
reject or make infeasible affordable housigg_dfirelomfmtg_which
5
cOntribute to meeting the housIng need determined pursuant to this
,_and
article without a thorough analysis of the economic, social
environmental effects of the action and without meeting the
provisions of subdivision (d)
gnizes that premature and unnecessary
(c) The TZ7f=t-I -11-115-7,
development of agricultural lands to urban uses continues to have
adverse effects on the availability of those lands for food and fiber
production and on the economy of the state. Furthermore, it is the
policy of the state that development should be guided away from prime
agricultural lands; therefore, in implementing this section, local
jurisdictions should encourage, to the maximum extent practicable, in
filling existing urban areas.
(d) A local agency shall not disapprove a housing development
project affordable -€.6 fOi7- and moderate-inrome households or
condition approval in a manner which renders the project infeasible
for development for the use of low-and moderate-income households
unless it finds, based upon substantial evidence, one of the

(1) The jurisdiction has adopted a housing element pursuant to
this article and the development project is not needed for the
jurisdiction to meet its share of the regional housing need of
low-income or very low income housing.
(2) She developmept_project_as_ PP :119P91 . would_have-a-specific,
adverse im2acupop the public health or safety, and there is 49
fea-s-ibie methpd_to -iiisf -actorily mitigate or avoid—the _specific
adverse_lppa_gt_without rendering_the_deyel Plor c n.t 4a4ff q E#4qt to_lowand moderatelLincomehouseholds. As usedin_this_paragraph, a
"specilLa2...aye.i7se_ira-dt7meTerEES:19ilificant, unavoidable impact,
as -FrOvicid_in_writ_terisi:lanciaids.,_.Rolic.,i,e_s_Jor_conciition.s.
(3) The denial of the project or imposition of conditions is
required in order to comply with specific state or federal law, and
there is no feasible method to comply without rendering the
development unaffordable to low- and moderate-income households.
(4) ZPoroval of the development project would increase the
concentration of lower income -hOUgandl-d-g- in -a7nergh-o-od that
already has a diaproportioilagfl_naigr_of_lowe.r_ln_99me
ffouseholds and there is no feasible method of_approving the
development at a different site' luding those sites identified
pgauantparagraph (1) of subdivision (c) of Section 655837 witbout_Xgnzierinq the development unaffordable to .1-617=-and
mod,erate=income households.
(5) The development project is proposed on land zoned for
agriculture or resource preservation which is surrounded on at least
two sides by land being used for agricultural or resource
preservation purposes, or which does not have adequate water or waste
water facilities to serve the project.
(6) The development project is inconsistent with the jurisdiction'
s general plan land use designation as specified in any element of
the general plan as it existed on the date the application was deemed
complete, and the jurisdiction has adopted a housing element
pursuant to this article.
(e) Nothing in this section shall be construed to relieve the
local agency from complying with the Congestion Management Program •
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Section (3).(b)
Page 18
(3).(b). Housing Demand
The area within three miles of the proposed Meadowview Village has 84 apartments with more than
n 10,596 units. See Attachment(7). Pages 1, 2, 3 &
4 and 3(d).Existing Apartments.
Cf these 84 apartments, we have been unable to get
the number of units for 10 complexes, or 13.10% or
rents for 18 complexes, or 21.43% of the complexes.
See Attachment(7).Pages 1&2.
Wa estimate an additional 1,227 units, (13.10%) or
a total of 10,596; far more than the four thousand
liaits, stated in Rhema Property Advisors letter of
J. ily 24, 1998 & stated in Willow Partners letter
dated July 27, 1998, Page 2, See Attachment(9).Pages 1 & 4. 10,596 units is consistent
with Council District 8 having approximately 14,000
units stated to Bonnie Pannell from SHRA tour 5/99.
See Attachment(3).Housing Element, Page 32, 2nd
paragraph, third sentence: "The greatest affordability gap is for very low income households
seeking 3 bedroom units. It is interesting to note
that the price of three bedroom units does not
appear to be a function of low vacancy for this
unit type. The CB Commercial 1995 Multifamily
Vacancy/Rental Survey for Sacramento area reports
that 3 bedroom units have the highest vacancy of
all housing unit types in the survey. Large family
rental housing appears to be available, but not at
affordable rents for the very low i come."

14+V6dArtitee(•
The other side
Re "Wanted: Affordable Housing"
Ron Javor (SN&R Essay, June 3):
Obviously, Mr. Javor did not
look into the reasons for the opposition to the proposed apartments at
24th and Meadowview.
HUD has a fair share mandate.
The three-mile area around the proposed apartments has the highest
concentration of low income residents, the highest concentration of
minorities (the only positive), the
highest level of public assistance,
the most single-parent households,
the most food stamp recipients and
the highest concentration of Section
8s in the entire county. The two ZIP
codes nearest the project, 95822 and
95823, have an estimated 30.46 percent of the Section 8s in the entire
county! The total for both Sacramento city and County is approximately 26%.
The developer used a 1980 HousLattars confirmed on page 9

Jou 11, 1111 . 612sT&R .
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Letters continued from page 7
ing Element and a 1990 Consolidated Plan (the current one is dated
1997) as the basis for need. The documentation submitted to the Tax
Credit Allocation Committee was
outdated and misleading. In the current Housing Element, dated June
1997, pages 10-14, the Fair Share
Plan is addressed:
–The Fair Share Plan is designed
to identify areas of the city that are
'underserved' for assisted housing
and those which are 'overserved.' "
Further, "Efforts by SHRA are currently under way to revise and
improve the FSP to be based on Census Tracts and to basethe FSP on two
major thresholds: 0) Income of the
Census Tracts is over 8o percent of
median income, and (2) At least 55
percent of the total housing units are
owner occupied." We do not qualify.
Quite simply put, the city is out of
compliance with the Fair Share policies.

The people who live in South
Sacramento know that apartments
bring high crime. Why has the
Mack Road corridor had the highest
crime rates along with Franklin
Villa, both within a mile of this project, for several years? This is a fact,
not a perception.
We have 92 apartment complexes; included are six senior complexes. If there is some kind of subsidy
available, we already have it.. We
also have a higher vacancy rate than
the city as a whole.
. The other issue is contamination.
There was an
gas station on the
northeast corner of Meadowview
and 24th Street. The underground
storage tanks do not appear to have
been removed and may be leaking.
There are several chemicals that are
of great concern, including benzene
and lead. There are PCEs from the
Community Center site in the
groundwater of this property. The .
PCEs got into the groundwater
through the sewer pipes; they leach.
There are voluntary deed restrictions on this property for being'
within 2,000 feet of an identified
contaminated site; the voluntary
restrictions are not to place residential dwellings there. Does this sound
like the kind of land you would
want a swimming pool in?
We have been given no indication that the soil will be tested for
lead, benzene or PCEs. All of these
chemicals can have adverse medical
effects on the people living there.
The point is, there are a lot of.
communities in the city that don't
have their "Fair Share." You know
who you are. This is probably the
worst parcel to be chosen to place
families—it's not like there isn't any
other vacant land in Sacramento!
Vickey Ostil
South Sacramento Coalition
for Fair Housing

COMMENTS TO CITY PLANNING COMMISSION RE MEADOWVIEW
APARTMENTS---PUBLIC HEARING AUGUST 12, 1999
BY ERNEST LEHR, CHAIR, GOLF COURSE TERRACE ESTATES
NEIGHBORHOOD ASSOCIATION

Golf Course Terrace Estates Neighborhood Association boundaries are between Freeport
Boulevard on the West and 24th Street on the East and from Executive Airport to Florin .
Road. The area includes a number of businesses and about 1,700 homes.
The Association was invited in April to comment on the proposed Meadowview
Apartment project and our response is in the agenda item beginning on page 78.
We oppose the project; we assert that the Negative Declaration is invalid.
I contend that you should not hear testimony on items C. and D. until there is approval of
the Environmental Determination and Mitigation Monitoring ?Ian, Items A and B on page
3.
My comments are being prepared two days prior to the scheduled hearing on August 26
and before the report from the State regarding their test results. The Negative Declaration
is not a valid action as long as the State report is pending. The agenda item should not be
scheduled for action until such time as the State report on toxics has been received and
analyzed. (It appears that this project is being advanced because of external pressures on
staff; and this compromises staff and the process.) If this item has to be rescheduled
because the State report has not been received, the entire item should be removed from
the Planning Commission agenda and scheduled as a new item when staff work is
complete, including proper notification proceedings recognizing that the community, many
of whom are low income, do not have time nor access to information as would the
developer and his legal counsel.
ENVIRONMENTAL DETERMINATION
I will address three items in this report: Community Plan, Public Services, and
Transportation.
The project can not be approved because it is inconsistent with adopted plans.
Specifically, on page 16 of the Negative Declaration, it is stated that the project is "within
the Airport/Meadowview Community Plan," and that "The project is consistent with the
General Plan, Airport/Meadowview Community Plan and zoning designations for the
site." On page 17: "a project could be denied if the applicant did not comply with the
design recommendations of the City." On page 20 the finding with regard to population
and housing states that, "The proposed project provides low-income housing for the
population anticipated by the general and community plans."
The Airport Meadowview Community Plan adopted by City Council Resolution 84-317
on April 17, 1984, and which is still the governing planning document for this area, on
page 15 includes the following objective:
o
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APARTMENTS—PUBLIC HEARING AUGUST 12, 1999
BY ERNEST LEHR., CHAIR, GOLF COURSE TERRACE ESTATES
NEIGHBORHOOD ASSOCIATION
2.
3. Prevent concentrations of publicly assisted housing in the community.
This statement is also included on page 3 in the agenda item for this project.
This project is publicly assisted in that federal income tax credits are being used for
financing and it is acknowledged that the project is to be occupied ONLY by low-income
families. Since this involves the addition of only low-income, government subsidized
rental units it must, by definition, increase the concentration which is to be "prevented" by
the adopted Community Plan.
Residents Gan provide current information regarding the concentration. In my April letter
I asserted ;hat this area was overly concentrated. Staff have had over four months to
either concurr or refute this assertion. Absent data to the contrary, Commissioners must
either obtain the data or agree that the area has an overconcentration of low income •
families. The burden is not on the residents but on the Planning Commission to require
from staff the necessary data to enable a decision as intended by the planning process and
adoption cf the Community Plan.
The proposed project fails its first test in that it is not in compliance with the applicable
community plan. It must be rejected on this point.
If addtitional testimony on other points of the Environmental Determination is
appropriate, then:
As a retired educator I turned quickly to the response regarding schools. Please turn to
pages 49 and 50. "The proposed project will result in the generation of additional
students and a school impact fee will be assessed." This fact is true but unquantified.
How many students? Four? Forty? Four Hundred? How many?
The finding is that the "need for public services from the development of the proposed
project are not of a magnitude that in and of itself the project would result in the need for
new or altered governmental services
school impact fees will be assessed." Absent
data regarding the projected student yield, the conclusion is without merit.
The Courts long ago ruled that a cursory environmental assessment is contrary to the
intent of the law in that the lead agency can not rely on the community to do the thorough
analysis required. In short, the negative declaration is fatally flawed and the process must
be referred for further study. This conclusion is easily reached from the agenda item itself
which states on page 2 that, "The final determination on the toxic issue, however, will be
made by the state's Department of Toxic substances Control..."
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APARTMENTS—PUBLIC HEARING AUGUST 12, 1999
BY ERNEST LEHR, CHAIR, GOLF COURSE TERRACE ESTATES
NEIGHBORHOOD ASSOCIATION
3.

While staff seem to be confident that there is no problem, approval of a negative
declaration asserting that no mitigation is required is premature, even if the City of
Sacramento seems to have assumed full liability on this property which it does not own.
With regard to the schools issue, it is not up to the neighbors to estimate how many
additional students will impact the schools. But we can make a guess.
How many students might there be? There could be two students coming from each of
the 85 two bedroom apartments. That would be 170 students. There could be four
students coming from each of the three bedroom apartments. That would be 340. The
total is 510. That number could be high or low. For discussion purposes, let's say it is
low and the number is 600 elementary school children. Elementary schools are typically
designed for 600 students so this is an impact of in additional elementary school on
typically ten acres. Again, since the Negative Declaration is silent, this estimate must be
considered against the mitigation of developer fees.
Let's take a more conservative estimate of 400 elementary students, and realizing that
there could be middle and high school students. Again, according to the Negative
Declaration, the developer fee is the mitigation. Is money the equivalent of land,
buildings, and appurtanences? (School District policy is not discussed.)
The State pays for some of the local costs of public education. Only some. In April we
mentioned this impact in our letter and I ask that you refer to page 79 of your agenda
item, paragraph 5. There is an adverse impact on public facilities. Neighborhood schools
appear to be at capacity. Because of low test scores in these neighborhood schools, we
advanced the notion that the developer, to make the units more marketable and, more
importantly, to give the residents a better chance in life, the students should be bussed free
to higher achieving schools. You notice on page 104 of the agenda, that the attorney for
the developers does not accept this idea. Therefore the District will assume bussing costs
and some of the cost for capital outlay. What will it cost to house the students? Where?
The State might pay some of the housing costs. The State system of funding for public
education is not unlike the income tax code—complex. However, the District may apply
for funding but generally must have at least half of the anticipated cost. How much does it
cost to build a school? One could expect an elementary school might cost $140 per
square foot plus land acquisition cost, which in some areas is a major expense. Again,
absent other information one could assume 60 square feet per child (the lowest, most
Spartan allowance of any of the States—it really should be about 100 square feet per child)
times 400 children would amount to 24,000 square feet times a construction cost of $140
would equal-$3,360,000 plus land.
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4.
Assuming State funding of half, the District would still need $1,700,000 for this example.
The mitigation fee as reported on page 14 of the agenda is $1.72 per square foot of the
Meadowview project which totals $278,803. "....there is no impact to school services
because impact fees are assessed " Wrong. Please note the discrepancy between
$3,360,000 and $1,700,00 and $278, 803. On page 55: "The school district will collect
an impact fee from this development to pay for capital expenses." The District's
developer fee is not total capital cost and this fact should be well known to a consultant,
especially one who has spent any time in the growing Elk Grove area. And, it should be
well known that the Sacramento District is now asking voters to approve a roughly $200
million bond for capital investment.
On this one item there is not mitigation; the Negative Declaration is incomplete and
unacceptable.
Please also note on page 17 that the County Sanitation District levies a $304,000 impact
fee. Sewers cost $304,000 but public education is only $278,000. (repeat)
If a new school is built is there another sewer fee? Yes! So the District must use some of
the developer fees from this project to offset sewer fees for additional capital outlay.

TRANSPORTATION
It is noted that this project will not have a significant impact on traffic. On page 63 of the
Community Plan is the following: " Meadowview Road requires widening to six lanes
along its entire length through the Airport Meadowview community." On page 62: "The
24th Street/Meadowview Road intersection will require three through lanes on both
Meadowview Road approaches. Additionally, dual left turn lanes on both Meadowview
Road approaches, shared right turn lanes on both Meadowview Road approaches, shared
right turn lane on the westbound Meadowview Road approach, a single left turn lane and
. a separate right turn lane on the eastbound Meadowview Road approach, dual approach
lanes on both 24th Street approaches, a separate right turn lane and a single left turn lane
on the southbound approach, and dual left turn lanes and a separate right turn lane on the
northbound approach will be required." This is listed in the Community Plan under a
heading of "Policies and Actions."
This is important because there is no school for the children of this proposed project.
Children from the area to the south of the project are bussed to the Pocket Area.
Therefore, it can be anticipated that the School District will bus these children elsewhere
thereby creating additional peak hour traffic. This has not been factored into the
calculations.
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Further the calculations are based on "standards" established in 1991 for categories of land
uses, see page D-2 of the Negative Declaration. While these standards are instructive,
there is no clear nexus to this specific and particular project. Are these data valid FOR
THIS PARTICULAR POST WELFARE REFORM, LOW-INCOME PROJECT?and why
are data from nearby low-income units not available and used?
Please refer to my letter of April 15 on page 78. In the fourth paragraph we ask for staff
assistance because we are not lawyers or developers and do not have funds to obtain
expertise. Even retired folks ought to be able to expect tax dollars to work equally for all
in bringing expertise for the well being of our entire community. As I have documented
regarding schools, this does not appear to be the case. Further, in this letter I refer to the
situation regarding the corner lot at Florin and 24th Streets. Our members and other
neighbors worked many hours on that project and it is better. To get the building permit,
the developer eagerly agreed to landscape the corner lot so that it would compliment the
new landscaping of the adjacent project. Not only did he not do this as a responsible
citizen might be expected to do, he has thumbed his nose at the request and has gotten
away with it.
The promise made to get the permit was compromised by City staff who did not draft
proper language to enforce the promise. This is why we are concerned. We have
negotiated an excellent Memorandum of Understanding with the County Board of
Supervisors. What we don't have is support from the City as was agreed. The lot is still
an eyesore even though the Florin Road Partnership has managed two cleanup efforts.
The Partnership is owed a letter of appreciation by you and I ask that it be mailed
tomorrow. You could also ask City staff to participate in the next cleanup effort as part of
an accountability thrust. Yes, it makes a difference what is done here. Gatekeepers
determine who passes.
It is our contention that the proposed negative declaration is incomplete and must be
referred for further study, especially as it impacts public services in the field of education
and the toxics question.
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Comments regarding the Meadowview Apartments

Comments regarding compliance with the General and Community Plans are restated.
The project is not in compliance. It is not approvable.
Although citizens have been asked to look at the design and make suggestions, the
material as shown in the agenda item is not useable Please read the Legend on page 40; it
is impossible. Blueprints are not available. As one reads through the next few pages it is
clear that information is still being prepared as the item was completed. Planning staff
become the final approval of many pending items .. There is no reference to citizen
involvement. The process lacks integrity. It can be changed.
This leads to the first paragraph on page80 in which I request that the developer be
required to have a reserve study so as to address maintenance. I requested this in my
April letter. Beginning on page 24, staff list conditions regarding Maintenance and
Operations. Note C49 regarding maintenance of landscape, and C51 regarding preventive
maintenance. Sub-item E refers to annual inspection. Is it necessary to explain what a
reserve study is and identify its location in the Civil Code of the State of California? Why
was this specific recommendation not included?
(See Bee article Saturday, August 7, 1999, regarding reserve studies.)
I again request that a reserve study which meets requirements of California law and
regulation be made a condition for approval. It is a prerequisite. Also, if the Reserve
Study fails to provide sufficient funds to address needs, the City shall be required to place
a lein on the property in the amount necessary, communicate the action to the Tax
Allocation Committee, and advise the Planning Commission.
While on page 25, item C-50, requires participation with MCA and 23rd Street NA.
These organizations do not exist. .Developer can not comply. More importantly, it raises
a number of serious questions about the staff work on this and other aspects of this agenda
item. A citizen advisory committee is a good idea just as it operates with the County
facility on 24th and Florin. This muct be corrected.
Item C-46 forms the basis for my City-wide concerns. Staff cite compliance with "all
federal, state and local laws, ordinances and regulations" and laws in Section 42 of the
IRS Code, and applicable State laws. We define our civilization by the rule of law seeking
to obtain an orderly process for the benefit and well being of all. This project is brought
forward with reference and analysis to policy as detailed in the General Plan and
Community Plan. (pp. 3-6). General Plan Sections 2-12 and 13 are cited referencing
C'Cv
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city-wide applicability and balanced housing opportunities." The Community Plan analysis
focuses on density after noticeably failing to cite the governing statement in Objective 3
"Prevent concentrations of publicly assisted housing in the community."
Is this publicly assisted housing?
Is this a concentration?
Where are the facts? There are no facts regarding concentrations in this agenda item.
There is no information to support staff recommendations. This is inadequate; it is
unacceptable.
Based on information presented to you this evening by others it is clear that this project
fails the threshold of approvability--according to the approved Plan.
This is a community wide issue. The general Plan and Community Plans reflect th official
will of the community and must be observed.
On page 51 there is a report of current housing and employment and projections to the
year 2022. Do the projections reflect any influence by officials involved in the Planning
and approval process? Is this just going to happen? Is it OK? For example, on page 4
staff note that the Airport Meadowview Community Plan area has the highest percentage
of single family residences. And it will increase by 2022 by one more percent. This is an
unevaluated statistic. So what? Is this good, neutral, bad? What does this statistic mean?
Looking at the table one can see substantial variations in housing and employment. For
example, Central City has the highest number of employees and Pocket the lowest even in
2022 with Airport coming in second. It appears that someone has to travel to work. In
fact, there is a 50 percent growth in workers in the Central City—over 50,000 more jobs.
Is this good? Is this what is planned? Is the planning process merely a series of
meaningless gates which serves to delay an inevitable process?
. Most importantly, the Table does not reference low income or affordable housing so as to
provide data to validate staff conclusions on compliance.
This lack of specificity is in stark contrast to staff concern about the location of the
keypad/controller for the gate at the entrance. D4, page 30.
On page 56, the Applicant reports that any management problems can be reported to the
City. Is this like reporting litter and lack of landscaping at 24th and Florin? Specifically,

who is responsible and will that responsibility continue to be assigned the same way
conditions are attached to title to the property? Who will take action? What action? We
want to see the specifics in writing—we have good reason to doubt. We need time to
study the proposals.
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On page 57 the response to questions indicates that the developer could build senior
apartments, the City is not mandated to follow any fair share policies, and that the
question about being consistent with the general plan has been noted. Another resident
asked about need for more low income apartments and the comment was noted. It is
frustrating to have staff note comments without providing a meaningful response. These
are some of the same questions which were included in the Tax Allocation Committee
application and which believe do not meet the minimum threshold for approval. Further, it
has been previously mentioned that City staff are deliberately ignoring the requirement of
the community plan to "prevent" an overconcentration of low income families. There is
sufficient research and anecdotal record to more than justify the rational of the community
plan.
On page 58 a resident asks a reasonable question: "I don't know what it will take to stop
this project but we want to luicw." There is no response from staff However, the answer
can be found on page 102 in the letter from Thomas to Craven (I did not get a copy.) • The
ordinance for site review refers to consistency with general plan and community plans.
"The Planning Commission can only deny the project because of inconsistency with the
City's General Plan, applicable community plan and or incompatibility with other City
standards." The project can be denied because it is not compatible with the element of the
community plan which begins with the word "Prevent." This word is commonly
understood and no confusion should arise on that point. It is obvious that this project
actually adds to the number of low income people housed in this area of the applicable
community plan.
On July 14, the same day as the community meeting, I received a faxed response to my
letter of June 30. Note that I have received no response to my letter of April. We asked
for analysis and conclusions regarding whether the project was consistent with the
community plan. The response was not included in the agenda item so I have attached it
to these comments. The written response to this question is listed as question 4. As of
that date staff had not completed its analysis however the last sentence says, " Arguably,
the proposed project may contribute to such a concentration." The reason for beginning
the response with the word "arguably" is unclear. If the project is admittedly 100 percent
low income it must contribute to the concentration. The logic for use of "may" is
groundless; this is not logical; it is not appropriate; and the conclusion compromises the
entire planning process. The gatekeeping function is not working.
The Planning Commission should not proceed with the project because it fails the most
important test, that of the general and community plans
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The July 21 letter from Thomas to Craven, page 101 states that this is for low income
residents (paragraph 2). While zoning refers to multi-family, the zonin g does not specify
low income, senior, hi gh income, etc. The zoning has been in place "well over 15 years".
What has happened in the past 15 years? Is the zoning still reasonable. The zoning may
be reasonable to the community but it may be unreasonable to add 100 low income
apartments as opposed to some other class of residence. The attorney continues in the
next paragraph to refer to "balance." An over-concentration is not a balance and thus the
word "prevent" is deliberate, significant and meaningful. On the next page there is much
comment regarding the difference between this site and the Union Pacific site. A major
difference is that Union Pacific has to be rezoned from light industrial which involves an
amendment to the applicable community plan. One mi ght ask why this is necessary if staff
reach conclusions such as is just mentioned. Note that the attorney discusses the reasons
for the environmental impact report and the negative declaration. "There appears it be no
value in conductin g an alternatives analysis if the project cannot be denied because of the
use or if there are no identified environmental impacts that would be avoided or lessened
by the alternative." Previously, I have referred to the inadequacy of the negative
declaration with regard to the schools. Following the language of the attorney, the impact
would be lessened or avoided if the multi family units were for seniors or market rate
residents. The "mystery" in treatment is centered in the logic by which staff add to the
concentration in violation of the controlling language: prevent.
On pages 103 and 104 the attorney notes that residents have little or no faith in the City
or the applicant." Then the attorney asserts that the project has merit, it is just that change
is difficult for many people to accept. The point is that this change is contrary to the
community plan; we want chan g e in our community and we can describe the kind of
chan g e we want. We can also describe changes to other areas of the City which would be
preferred by us. Surely, after all of the toxic dust settles, and the Union Pacific
community plan amendment is adopted, there will be
This project is advanced by a flawed State approval process. A request for
reconsideration has been submitted and a decision by the State is pending. This agenda
item clearly shows that the community does not support the project and the application
does not meet the threshold of approvability on that criterion. The matter of over
concentration has been addressed with data; the City submits no data to support its
conclusion which is therefore invalid. Hopefully, the State Tax Allocation Committee will
see fit to determine that the application has not met minimum threshold requirements for
approval and must be rescinded.
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The City has a goal of stable neighborhoods by the year 2008. That goal was approved
last August. It was reiterated just recently in a budget allocation for neighborhood
empowerment. Unfortunately, that is abcut all that has been done. A request made last
August for a business plan is unanswered. A system of empowered neighborhoods has
been in place in many cities across the land and their accomplishments were used in
developing the City's policy. A universal system of active neighborhood association is a
material cost benefit to government operations. Much of what is a problem is often
referred back to residents for action; somdimes residents take action because of the lack
of response to repeated requests for servi:e. It can be different in Sacramento; a proposal
has been approved but there is no plan of action.
Please note that representatives of variou3 parts of the City have been convened by the
City Manager to discuss reorganization \ hich includes changing of boundaries for
Nei ghborhood Services Areas. Also, there is a proposal to separate Parks and Recreation
from the duties of an Area Manager. This is an opportunity to make that chan ge and at
the same time look as what are the remainin g duties and responsibilities. How do
Neighborhood Service Areas affect the planning process?
This project is the opportunity for the Planning Commission to step forward and urge a
new vision for the City through involvemenfof active neighborhood associations covering
all area of the City. A 15 plus year zoning lapse is more than likely the case throughout
the City. Each nei ghborhood should be empowered to review its area and develop a
vision. That vision would be included in updated community plans. The community plans
should be recognized as the controlling criterion and planning staff should be held
accountable for analysis and logical conclusions. Specifically, it is said that there is great
opposition to placement of low income families anywhere. While that may be true, it is
probably just as true that the opposition stems from effects of overconcentration and
failure of the governing bodies to address the problem. The alternative is clear. There are
students from low income families going to the highest achieving schools and not only is
there no problem, there are benefits for all. Placement of a few low income residents in
the Union Pacific site is reasonable and, given the talent and community spirit they will
grow and prosper beyond expectations. The rezone will tell. The fourplexes in Franklin
Villa are an overwhelming problem, but the same number of fourplexes in the north part of
the County are attractive and generally problem free. It is not the building; it is the type of
resident. It is not multi family design. It is over concentration and neglect.
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When our country was young, Chief Justice Marshall seized the opportunity in Marbury v.
Madison to define the role of the federal Supreme Court. He saw in this case elements
greater than the sum of the parts. He seized this opportunity to define and clarify the role
of the federal Supreme Court. While not on such a grand scale, this case affords you the
opportunity to call for city-wide planning through the neighborhood revitalization process.
It is a clarion call to leadership. The course is clear: engage neighborhoods in a vision to
make the planning process current and effective and improve the quality of life throughout
the City.
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I request that you take the following actions:
1. Send a letter of appreciation to the Florin Road Partnership for 24th and Florin
cleanup. Copy the owner.
2. Remand the Negative Declaration for further study and correction:
eliminate references to compliance with the community plan
correct deficiencies in the toxics discussion
correct deficiencies in the public services and transportation elements
3. Deillte the item from your agenda so that it must be renoticed as an original, thus
recognizing the plight of concerned neighbors and their lack of access to public affairs.
4. Rea uire data to determine the status of concentrations of low income persons
throuaiiout the City.
2. Recuire staff to provide data to justify need. (market study) for additional low income
housing in the area of this and all other community plan area.
3. Amend conditions to require a reserve study consistent with state law. Add sanctions.
4. Change the requirement to participate in the 23 District Na and GMAA to appropriate
bodies. Add operating procedures and sanctions.
5. Require that the agreement for maintaining the property, selecting residents, and
handling management and security be reviewed and approved by a representative body of
the immediate community.
6. Communicate to the City Council the problem with zoning as it relates to further .
governmental restrictions such as low income.
7. Ask the City Council to update the housing element.
S. Ask for research as to what other cities have done where neighborhoods have been
active, consistent with an aggressive policy for attainment of the 2008 goal.
9. Write a letter to Council in support of the goal of stable neighborhoods by the year
2008 and request that the process move forward as quickly as possible because of its
potential positive effect on planning.
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10. Send a letter to the Tax Allocation Committee asking for data submitted by the
applicant so that staff can compare that information with their own to ensure compliance.
11. Determine if the project under review complies with the terms approved by the Tax
Allocation Committee specifically as it relates to rents and threshold incomes.
13. Determine if a community plan amendment is required because the proposed project

does not use the same density standards.
QUESTIONS and COMMENTS
page 7. No compact car spaces under carport. Delete. What size cars do low income
people usually drive? Are spaces provided?
page 8. Parking lot access is incorrect. 24th is exit cnly.
page 9. Are 4 trash enclosures sufficient? Are any trash cans/enclosures proposed for the
play areas and other areas. If so, who cleans?
page 9. Shading plan not submitted. Conflicts with desi gn review process. Shading plan
should have citizen review and approval.
page 10 Has not submitted any sign plans. Citizen review and approval recommended.
page 11. Design of pool not provided. Heated? Child area? Spa? Citizen review and
approval recommended.
page 11. para 2: "staff feels that since the proposed buildings are not all in a single
massing, the single elevation is an acceptable design." Staff feels?
page 11. para 4 "The elevations also indicate high quality windows will be used." How
can the quality of windows be determined from elevations. Then, staff "condition" the
windows." What is the quality of the windows?
page 11. there is a color board but no specifics. See later item where staff determines and
approves color scheme. Recommend citizen approval.
page 12. carport "generally complies" "generally? Make it comply.
61,
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page 12. carport space assigned to each apartment. What about compact cars? Why the
distinction between compact and "regular" cars? How would this apply to low income car
ownership?
pag e 12. day care item unclear. Is this a business? How does this affect the traffic
estimate? Is this for residents only?
pag e 12. Where is the development agreement? It was not available to the community
nor to the Commission for review. A meeting called for August 25 does not meet needs.
The Developer claims to have other sites which should have such agniements in writing.
Where are they? I have asked for a list of projects operated by the Ditveloper and the
address and phone. This information has not been provided. Community members should
have thi .; information so they can spend their own resources to make ;ails to verify
Develocer claims re garding operations. I request the list and two weAs to make calls.
page 13. At the public meeting on July 14, staff indicated that they were going to do a
negative declaration--future tense. However, the neg dee is dated five days earlier and a
co py of the completed document was given to the Developer that same morning. This
announcement by staff was misleading, unacceptable. I request that there be an
investigation of this matter.
page 14. The City will abide by the final determination by the State re garding toxics. The
hearing is premature. Citizens do not have access to data. The agenda item should not
have been scheduled without completed staff work. I request that the Commission review
this process and make necessary changes to afford due process.
page 14. The City refers to 1991 standards but we question whether these standards are
current for this type of project in a post welfare reform environment, in which children will
probably have to be bussed to school on roads which will have increased traffic from
police and corporation yard vehicles.
page 14. school impact has been mentioned previously.
page 15. Note notifications to neighborhood associations and compare to responses. The
neighbors are not "generally" opposed, they are emphatically opposed; or just OPPOSED.
Is Mr. Henson the absentee owner of the market?
This information should be used to assist in selecting the citizen advisory committee.
page 15. What was the consensus of the April 22 meeting? What was the result?
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paae16. The design review process by the community was impossible because there was
no meaningful information. No blueprints. Even now, many elements of the project are to
be completed which affect the design.
page 16. What is similar? There are no details.
page 16. Public Works —incomplete documentation on driveway. When will this be
complete? Citizen review?
paae 19. Findings of fact zre inaccurate and the agenda item must be amended is facts are
to be correct.
page 20. Does not include toxics report which must be made a part of this agenda record.
Cl not consistent with community plan
C4 not contrary tc public health—only pending certification from toxics
report--amend
D1 Not consistent with community plan
D4 not detrimental to public health, safety or welfare, or result in the creation of a
nuisance. This is not a fact at the time this statement is prepared. The report must be
carefully reviewed so that these facts and the basis for these facts are clearly evident
CONDITIONS
Cl wait for toxics report
C2 resubmit site plan—Why the community design review exercise? What does this
mean? How are citizens involved?
C7 Constructed as shown—Who checks these exhibits against the blueprints—especially
if there are many outstanding items?
CS What does this mean? How many building permits are there? What about change
orders?
C9 first serve on bike lockers is an unnecessary intrusion into management. Why? Why

13? What does evenly distributed mean?
CIO Evenly distributed bike racks what about differences in two bedroom vs three
bedroom. Where are these racks located?
C11 7 handicapped parking spaces—Where? Which apartments? Covered space?
Liahted? Who checks parking tag to be eligible for handicapped?
C12 Prior to any building permit a shading plan must be approved. Again, the request for
citizen review of design has been compromised.
CI4 How is visitor parking allocated? .
C16. Colors are approved by Planning Staff. Does Planning staff actually pick the colors?
Any citizen review?
C20 irrigate and landscape setback areas Why is this item singled out as opposed to the
landscaping requirement for the entire site. Again citizen review.
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C22 are coolctops and refrigerators supplied?
C24 is there provision to maintain the surface area under the jungle gym?
C32 there are questions about the breezeway in terms of being dangerous, shielded,
lighted. Is the backyard concept helpful or would it be better to have the buildings
arranged so that the play areas are in front? .
C33 enforce rules--who checks blue card and use by proper person?
C34 What does tenant use mean? Visitors are tenant use?
why should the city be involved in a special event permit?
06 minimum plant or shrub height is 30 inches— should this be maximum?
C39 what is the definition of auto repair? Replacing a dead batter is or is not auto repair?
How about a flat tire? How about a fan belt?
C45 What is the result of the inspection. Who gets the information?
C46 Note reference to low-income so as to protect the tax credit. This is a design
criterion as opposed to market rate or senior. Clearly, a point on which the project can be
denied.
C47 What does all painted areas mean? inside and outside, parking ;trips?
C50 Associations do not exist. Change
C51 A where are charts located?
B info on service intervals?
C take what action? record in log book?
D does log go to committee
E log to committee?
F reserve study
G schedule and completion
H record of maintenance when unit vacated, security deposit?
C60 Drainage study to be completed. All data not available for approval.
C63 Developer must provide average water demands. If the developer can do that then
information on number of school age children ought to be possible too.
C64 Again, details on grading have not been available and are to be approved later.
C66 same comment as 64
C67 may affext site configuration. This appears to be a substantive item and should be
resolved prior to approval by the Commission.
C. flood zone concerns may affect the level of the ground floor. What does this mean for
the design of the site?
D3 any modifications are subject to approval by Planning Staff There should be citizen
involvement consistent with the efforts to meet with citizens to discuss the design. This

should require citizen involvment and approval or return to the Commission for final
approval.
D4 concern about key pad location—important but belies other much more major
concerns which have been glossed over
D5 gates swing this appears to be a plan for a problem what about gates that roll parallel
to the fence? How will pedestrian traffic be cautioned? What is the line of visibility?
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D7 since the entrance design may be changed, it would seem that this is another case of
haste and the citizen review is lacking.
D8 same comments as for D7:

Au gust 26, 1999
On August 25, the Developer called a meetin g to review the management program.
During the discussion a citizen mentioned that the C50 item was questionable in that the
two referenced organizations did not exist. Planning staff stated that one person claimed
to represent the 23 Steet association and therefore was recognized. Staff did not know
anything more about r. he organization and did not appear to understand the reason for the
item or condition. Further, when it was pointed out that the developer could not be a
member of an officially appointed City Council committee, staff then asked for advice.
While seeking advice is appropriate, it was not the time to provide information. Yes, we
have advice. We previously mentioned the Memorandum of Understanding required of
the Board of Supervisors and would use this as a areference to resolve this issue.
As a condition for approval of this item, C50 must be revised to require completion of a
memorandum of understanding with reco gnized neighborhood associations and officially
appointed community bodies for the purpose of ensuring that the property is maintained
according to the reuqired standards and that there is immediate access for redress of
unresolved grievances.
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July 14, 1999
Mr. Ernest Lehr
Golf Course Terrace Estates Neighborhood Association
P.O. Box 231576
Sacramento, CA 95823
SUBJECT: Meadowview Apartments (P99-033)
Dear Mr. Lehr
Thank ycu for your letter requesting more information on the subject project. I appreciate your
efforts to stay fully informed regarding this project Answers to your specific questions have been
provided below.
Question(s) 1. What are the milestones? After this meeting on the 14 w, what and when is the
next action? By whom? Is that action final? If not, what is the next (appeal) step?

Answer: We are holding this informational community meeting on July 14. The City
Planning Commission hearing is currently scheduled for August 12 at 1231 I
Street, room 100, at 5:30 P.M. The action taken (to approve or deny the Plan
Review) is the 'final action unless it is appealed to the City Council. The appeal
must be made within 10 days after the Planning Commission action.
Csuastinnlci . 2 Whn nan annaa12 What Ana tha rfitaria fnr anneal"

Answer-. Anyone can appeal the Planning Commission action. The appeal would be to the
City Council. The criteria (or grounds) for the appeal are limited to issues
regarding the entitlements requested by the applicant. In this case the entitlement
is a Plan Review. As I've stated before, the Plan Review provision of the City's
Zoning Ordinance allows the Planning Commission to ensure that a proposed
project is compatible with surrounding development, and consistent with the •
General and Community Plan. To conduct and complete a Plan Review, the
Planning Commission will consider the site layout, orientation and location of
buildings, open spaces, construction materials, and other features as they relate

to the physical characteristics of the site, and to surrounding properties. The

•
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Planning Commission cannot deny the Plan Review entitlement based solely on
the proposed land use.
If you were to appeal a Planning . Commission approval of a Plan Review, my
suggestion would be for you to focus on the findings that the Planning
Commission is required to make as per Chapter 7, Section 7 of the City's Zoning
Ordinance (page 7-7-3 attached). I've attached an appeal form to this letter.

Question 3.

When is a building pennl issued?

Answer. A building permit is iSsind after the appeal or the appeal period is over, after
appropriate plan checks are made, and after the applicant has met certain
conditions of approval.

Question 4.

What is your analysis ard conclusion with regard to this aspect (consistent with
the General and Community Rani?

Answer

Staff has not yet completed its analysis of the project However, the General Plan
designates the site as Medium Density Residential (16-29 dwelling units per
acre). The Airport-tvleadowview Community Plan designates the site as
Residential (11 to 21 dwelling units per acre). The zoning of the site is Multifamily residential - review (R2-B-R) with a maximum density of 21 units per acre.
Staff will likely find that a multi-family development with a density of
approximately 14 to 15 units per acre is consistent with the general and
community plan, and with the Zoning Ordinance designations. There are no
Zoning Ordinance requirements specifying where low income" housing is
appropriate or not.
Numerous goals, objectives, and policies found in the Housing Element of the
General Plan and Population and Housing Element of the Airport-Meadovvview
Community Plan supportthis type of development However, one obiective of the

community plan states 'Prevent concentrations of publicly assisted housing in the
community." Arguably, the proposed project may contribute to such a
concentration.

Question 5. What is your analysis [regarding site layout, building location &orientation, open
spaces, construction materials and other features as related to surrounding
properties]?
• Answer:

Again, staff has not completed its analysis of the project. However, staff is

1;02
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pleased with the design and density of the project. The project appears to comply
in large part with the city's draft Multi-Family Residential Design Guidelines. The
applicant has indicated use of brick, stucco, and Hardy Board. All of these are
durable, quality materials. The City has asked the applicant to upgrade the roof
to tile or lightweight concrete shingle.
City staff requested that the appicant provide a project with moderate density
rather than the maximum allowed by the Zoning Ordinance or California
Government Code. However, the 3pplicant could have submitted a project asking
for a 25 percent density bonus. The 25 percent density bonus would have
allowed a project of 21 units per acre plus 25 percent, or 26.25 units per acre.
The total dwelling unit count codd have been as high as 315 units. California
Government Codesection 65915 would require the City to approve the project
and provide incentives (in the form of Zoning Ordinance variances, a reduction
of site development standards, or a reduction of architectural design
requirements) as long as the appkant agreed to provide varying percentages of
the dwelling units to persons meeting "very low,* and "lower income definitions.
In respcnse to the City's request, the applicant submitted a project with 170
dwelling units which Is approximately 14 units per acre. This has resulted in an
abundance of open space on the site that will be used for children's play areas,
site landscaping, and full compliance with Zoning Ordinance requirements for, but
not limited to, parking, trash enclosure, wall and fences, and gates.
If you have any further questions, please contact me at 916-264-7483.

Brad Shirhall
Associate Planner
bshirhall©sacto.org

attachments.

c:

Barbara Wendt, Senior Planner
P99-033

DO3

September 1, 1999

Councilwoman Bonnie Pannell
915 I Street
Sacramento, CA 95814
Dear Ms. Pannell:
Thank you for calling the proposed Meadowview Apartments project for hearing by the
City Council.
We who oppose the project need legal advice from the City on certain specific points. We
need this information at least a week prior to the hearing since there is little chance for
change based on information presented at the hearing.
We need:
Opinion regarding legality of approving the Neg Dec without the State toxics
report.
What is the authority of the Community Plan? We believe that this project violates
ubjective 3 regarding "prevent concentrations of publicly assisted housing."
The Neg Dec is also incomplete and not approvable because of deficiencies as to
impact on public services--schools and transportation. Will the Council review this?
Finally, we understand that a "Developer Agreement" is being prepared so that the City
can be assured that this will be a good project. Is this a secret negotiation? Will the
community be allowed to participate? How are errors or problems in the project
application going to be resolved?
I believe that the Planning Commission's public hearing was compromised by staff counsel
who ruled that the only information which the Commission could hear was that which had
to do with the design of the facility. Obviously, this is wrong because the first item was
consideration of the Negative Declaration. However, with this opinion on the table, the
audience and members were incorrectly influenced and the hearing was not conducted
correctly. Will you ask that the hearing be reconvened? How is this problem corrected?
. Secondly, I believe that counsel gave incorrect advice to the Commission and public
regarding the reasons by which the project could be denied. His advice seems to be at
variance with the statement made by the counsel for the developer, see letter to Craven.
What are valid reasons for Council to use to deny the project?
I believe that the Planning Commission did not have any valid information to reach the
finding of fact regarding consistency with the General Plan and Airport Meadowview
Community Plan. This is 100 percent low income publicly assisted housing which
increases the concentration. Does this make any difference? We are wasting our time if
City legal staff do not think this makes any difference. Why waste money and time on
Plans if they have no controlling purpose?
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August 30, 1999
MEMORANDUM
TO:

Councilmember Bonnie Pannell, District 8

FROM:

Gary Stonehouse, Planning Director

SUBJECT: NOTICE OF CALL.-UP OPPORTUNITY

P99-033 Meadowview Apartments
On the date of August 26, 1999 the Planning Commission aPoroved the following entitlements with
conditions.
The Notice of Decision and Findings of Fact (NOD/F0F) is attached. The NOD/FOF detail the nature
of the entitlements sought by the applicant, the disposition by the Planning Commission (i.e., whether
the entitlement was approved, denied, or forwarded to the Council), and the conditions upon which the
entitlements were approved. In addition to the NOD/F0F, the voting record of the Planning Commission
is attached.
The City Code and Zoning Ordinance provide the City Council a ten (10) day period to "call-up" Planning
Entitlements that were approved by the Planning Commission. Thus, your request to call-up any of the
approved entitlements must be received by our office no later than MONDAY September 6 1999;
please notify the Project Planner by phone and fax this form with the box checked prior to this date.

Brad Shirhall (Project Planner)
@ 264-7483 (voice); 264-5328 (fax)

EK-VVISH T CAL -UP THIS PROJECT
c
sywx,4_40
COUNCILMEMBER SIGNATURE

Attachments: NOD/FC:IF
Voting Record

flitel
11Pql
building better neighborhoods
block by block
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CITY OF SACRAMENTO
NOTICE OF HEARINGS

PUBLIC NOTICE is hereby given that on the date of September 21, 1999 t the hour of 7:00 p.m.,
the following hearing(s) will be held in the City Council Chambers, Cit Hall, Second Floor, 915 I
Street, Sacramento, California:
P99-033 Meadowview Apartments located in the vicinity • f the N/E corner of Meadowview
Rd. & 24th Street. APN: 049-0050-011 (D-8) (Bra Shirhall, 264-7483)
City Councilmember Call-Up of the Decision oft Sacramento City Planning Commission
approving the following entitlements:
Entitlements to construct a 170 unit residenti apartment complex on 12.40+ vacant gross
acres in the Multi-family Residential (R-2 -R) review zone of the Airport-Meadowview
Community Plan.
A.
Environmental Determination: ' 4 egative Declaration;
B.
Mitigation Monitoring Plan;
Plan Review for constructio of a 170 unit residential apartment complex on 12.40+
C.
vacant gross acres in the n / ulti-family Residential (R-2B-R) review zone; and
D.
Special Permit to cons ct gated driveways for a 170 unit residential apartment
complex.

Further information may be ob ined from the Office of the City Clerk, 915 "I" Street, Room 304,
Sacramento, California (916) 64-5427.

SACRAMENTO CITY COUNCIL

BY: VALERIE A. BURRO WES
CITY CLERK
AD NO: 89/ 8
RUN 1 T I
9/9/99
2 PUB P OFS

REMY, THOMAS and MOOSE LLP
ATTORNEYS AT LAW
MICHAEL H. REMY
TINA A: THOMAS
JAMES G. MOOSE
WHITMAN F. MANLEY
JOHN H. MATTOX
ANDREA A. MATARAZZO
ERIK K. SPIESS
LEE AXELRAD
JENNIFER S. HOLMAN

455 CAPITOL MALL, SUITE 210
SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 95814

GEORGANNA E. FOONDOS

Telephone: (916) 443-2745
Facsimile: (916) 443-9017
E-mail: ranth@cwo.com
Imp://www.cwo.comr" rand(

BRIAN J. PLANT
MARIAN KING

LAND USE ANALYST

OF COUNSEL

HAND DELIVERED
September 1, 1999

Barbara Wendt
Sacramento City Planning
1231 I Street, 3' Floor
Sacramento, California 95814
Dear Barbara:
I understand that the 24 th and Meadowview project is currently scheduled for hearing before
Council on September 14 th . I will be attending another hearing in San Diego on that date and
request a continuance to September 21, 1999.
Very truly yours,

Tina A. Thomas
cc (hand-delivered): Valerie Burrowes, City Clerk
COUNCILMEMBER BONNIE PANNELL
90902103.001

iKarla Rockbe 7 mailing . of the large hearing notice on Meadowview.

From:
To:
Date:
Subject:

Virginia Henry
Karla Rockberg
Tue, Sep 7, 1999 6:04 PM
mailing of the large hearing notice on Meadowview.

Don't mail it yet. Planning has informed us that someone has filed an appeal on this issue. However,
they also have said that Councilwoman Pannell is trying to work things out so that the appeal is
withdrawn.
Hopefully she can do that. If not, it will have to be re-advertised as an appeal and not a Council member
call-up.
Let's just sit tight. Planning should be calling me on Wednesday morning, and I'll let you know as soon
as I find out.
Thanks for your patience.
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