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28 September 1981 

City Planning. 
927 10th Street 
Sacto . ., Ca. 95814 

Attn: Whil Weitman 
Re: withdraw' of 
application P-9499 

Dear Whil: 

Please let this letter serve as a formal withdrawl of our submittal 
No. P-9499 Special Permit regarding The Fish Emporium Restaurant. Since 
the negative declaration has been appealed by some individual or in-
dividuals, we do not feel that we have to defend our project on an en-
vironmental bases, nor do we care to fight a battle at the planning com-
mission level. We plan to stay within the .constraints of the Cl zone 
and not ask for any special consideration. 

Also, We will supply _a copy of this letter to the City Council so that 
they can be made aware or our application withdraw'. 

cc. City Council 
Tom Nitopi H2LNS
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CITY OF SACRAMENTO 

CITY PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
725 "J" STREET	 SACRAMENTO. CALIF. 958/4 

TELEPHONE (916) 449-5604

City Council 
Sacramento, California

Septempqr04,,u11981 

Honorable Member's in Session: 
SUBJECT:	 Appeal of Environmental Coordinator's Decision to File a 

Negative Declaration on a Special Permit to Modify Spec:'..al 
Permit P-67 in Order to Construct a Driveway, and a 
Variance to Change a Service for an Existing Restaurant in 
the Single Family R-1 Zone. (P:-9499) 

LOCATION::. Sbutheast corner of 38th and J Streets - 
SUMMARY 

The subject project proposes to install •a service yard area and relo-
cate a driveway in the R-1 Zone in conjunction with the expansion of 
-A restaurant in the C 7--1 Zone.. The NeaatiVe Declaration on the -Special 
Permit.and. Variance is the subject of the appeal. 

The Environmental Coordinator prepared an Initial Stud Y and found the 
project to have no significant adverse enVironmental - impacts; there-
fore, a Negative Declaration was filed- Prior to Planning Commission-

-action on the proposed project, - an appeal of the Negative Declaration 
-by the East . Sacramento Improvement Associationlwas : received based on 
potential adverse impacts by infringement of a commercial use on the 
existing residential - neighberhOod by:	

_ 

a._ Removal of two street treesand elimination of green area; 
b- :- :Ob j ectionable noise and Oder:from service yard;	 : 
c. Glare in the adjacent apartments from .parking lot lighting; and 

Safety hazard of.38th Street access. 

Staff recommends that the appeal be denied. 

.BACKGROUND.INFORMATION. 

The proposed project site has a long history through.thePlanhing 
Department which has contributed to the split zoning configuration. 
The subject property originally consisted of three parcels. The 
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City Council	 September 24, 1981 • 

corner parcel• originally contained a service station and-was zoned 
Commercial; Parcel 18 to the'rear was a parking area; and Parcel 17 
on the south contained a residential structure (see Exhibit A). 

Parcel 18 (40 feet by 77 feet), under the •. pid Zoning Ordinance No: 
1000-4th Series, was located in the "Retail" Zone and the parking lot 
was established during the effective period of that ordinance; there-
fore, it has become a le gal non-conforming use. The driveway permit 
for this parking lot was issued in June, 1953. 

On February 10, 1953, the City Planning Commission granted a Special 
Permit (P-67) to utilize Pardel 17 as a:parking lot in conjunction 
:With the adjacent market (SafewaY). , No time limit was placed on this 
permit.

'	 e S 
On May 25, 1971, the Commission approved the rezoning of Parcels 16, 
17, and 18 from R-1 to C-1 in:. order to construct a new market with 
additional parking facilitieS.: However, or July 1, 1971, the City 
Council denied the rezoning.' 

_Subsequently, the abandoned service station was developed with-a-res-
taurant with 10 off-street parking spaces (j Street Trolle y ). The 
restaurant was then sold and 	 name was changed to "Fish Emporium". 
The seating capacity of this 	 gradually increased from the 
.original 30 seats to approximatel y 97 seats. The owner of the restau-
rant then purchased Parcels 17 and 19 froM , Walker's Liauor and Deli-
.catessen (formerly Safeway) to pro yideadditional customer parking. 

In 1979, the owners of the restatrant requested a rezoning of a small 
portion of Parcel 18 in order to add 4 freezer-cooler area to the 
south portion of the building. The PropOsai, however, received oppo-
sition from the East Sacramento Improvement Association' andproperty 
owners along 38th Street. The owner, therefore, withdrew the rezoning 
request. 

Once again, the restaurant owners have submitted improvement plans for 
4 service yard and driveway realignment which is the subject project 
at this time. The applicant nas,submitted-two site plan alternatives 
(see Exhibit B). 

The Environmental. Coordinator, on August 3 .1, 1981, filed a Negative 
Declaration on the subject project. The Negative Declaration deter-
mination for the subject prOjeot is in accordance with State EIR 
Guidelines Section 15083, which states: 

• 

"A Negative Declaration shall be prepared for a project which 
could potentiall y have a significant effect on the environment, 
but which the lead agency finds on the basis of an Initial Study 
will not have a significant .effect on the environment." 

APPEAL AND RESPONSES 

The foil:Owing is a discussion of the points ' of the appeal and staff's 
response to each point
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City Cauficif	 _3_	 September 24, 1981 

APPEAL: Removal of twostreet.trees(Sycamore) and elimination of 
the green area by the driveway realignment _will have a serious 
detrimental impact on the neighborhood. 

RESPONSE: The City arborist indicates that the trees are in a 
weakened state and their removal . would not be objectionable. 
From an environmental standpoint, the loss of the two trees and 
green area does not constitute a significant impact because the 

• applicant will be providing appropriate replacement landscaping. 
In addition, the Planning staff-is recommending an alternate 

• driveway alignment which could possibly save one or both of these 
trees (see Exhibit C). 

.2.- APPEAL: Washing and cleaning activities to be performed in the 
service yard will create significantly more objectionable odors 
and noise to the neighbors:- 

RESPONSE: Washing and cleaning activities on the restaurant pre-
mises are a matter of requirement by the. soaid Waste Storage and 
Removal Standards'', Title 14, California Administrative.Code, 
Chapter 3, Article 5. The purpoSe of these standards is to main-
tain sanitary conditions, and service facilities are a necessity 
to all restaurant operations. Regular cleaning and washing and 
waste removal activities may produce brief periods of annoying 
noise; however, sudh' activities serve to mitigate odors and main-
tain sanitary conditions. Therefore, avoiding these activities 
will produce _a more objectionable impaCt on the neighborhood. Any 
noise generation for the subject site is not anticipated to exceed 
that allowed . by the noise ordinance. 

APPEAL: The proposed parking lot lighting will have a significant 
harmful affect on the sleep of neighbors. 

RESPONSE: The project architect indicates that the security light-
ing provided in - the parking lot will be low level lights on approx-
imately six-foot high poles. The light will be directed downward 
and ,away from the adjacent a partment buildings. Therefore, any 
new lighting or glare should be minimal and does not constitute an 

-adverse significant impact. - 

4- APPEAL: The realigned driveway wilr increase the speed of cars as 
they exit and enter off 38th Street. This is a health and safety 
issue. 

RESPONSE: No substandard evidence exists to support the appellant's 
statement. The applicant proposes to relocate the driveway approxi-
mately 25.feet to the south in order to provide space for the ser-_ 
vice yard addition and improve the overall parking design and vehic-
ular circulation. Staff concurs that the proposed parking lot 
deign would improve circulation and maneuvering between the subject 
parking lot and the adjacent parking lot to the east. Improvements 
in circulation and maneuvering should increase safety and lessen 
potential hazardous situations. 
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RECOMMENDATION APPROVED: 

MVD:JB:jm 
Attachments 
P-9499

September 29, 1981 
_District No. 3 

City Council
	 -4-	 Septembr 24, 191 

Staff concludes that the grounds for .the ap peal of the Negative•Decia-
_ ration are insufficient and the filing . of the Negative Declaration is 

justified because there Ere no significant adverse environmental 
impacts associated with this proposed project. 

. Attached to this. report for the Council's_information are: 

Exhibit A - 
Exhibit B - 
Exhibit C - 
Exhibit D - 
Exhibit .E - 
Exhibit F

Subject Site 
Project Site Plan 
Staff Proposal 
Zoning Map of Area 
Negative Declaration 
Appeal

7 

RECOMMENDATION  

The staff recommends that the City Council 
the ' attached findings of fact. 

•

deny the appeal basedon 

Respectfully submitted, 

Duvn 1 

Planning Dire tr/r 

• 
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• In the matter of an appeal by . )' 
the East Sacramento Improvement ) 
Association of the Environmental) 
Coordinator's decision to file al 
Negative Declaration on the Spe-) 	 NOTICE OF DETERMINATION 
cial Permit to modify Special 	 AND 
Permit P-67 in order to cons-	 FINDINGS OF FACT 
struct a driveway and Variance ) 
to change a non-conforming use ) 
to develop a service yard for an) 
existing restaurant in the Single) - 
Family R-I Zone located on the ) 
southeast - corner of 38th and J ) 
Streets P-9499 

The City Council, having held a. public hearing on September 29, 1981, 
and having reviewed and considered the oral and written evidence pre-
sented and received - at said hearing, the Initial Study, and City staff 
report, hereby denies the appeal, affirms and approves the Negative 
Declaration,, and finds as follows: 

I. The initial Study is adequate and complete and in compliance with 
provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act, the State 
EIR Guidelines, and Sacramento City Environmental procedures. 

2. The Initial Study did not identify any significant adverse environ-
mental effects on the neighborhood which may result from the pro-
posed project. 

3. The proposed project is consistent with the overall policies, goals, 
and objectives of the 1974 General Plan, 1963 East Sacramento Com-
munity Plan, and the Comprehensive Zoning Ordinance of the City of 
Sacramento.

MAYOR 

ATTEST:

CITY CLERK 

P - 9499

•
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CITY -OF SACRAMENTO
'EXHIBIT E 

NEGATIVE DECLARATION 

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

• P-9499- SecLa1 Permit to modi(y Special-Permit-P-67 in order to construct 
.a driveway.	 Varjon_ce to change a non-conforming-'use to develop 
a service yard—W -6,i —fn the Single Family P-1 zone.	 I.DC SE corner 
o f 36th	 Sts. APU: H3-131-25 

The Sacramento City.Planning,Department_has reviewed-the pronosed 
project-and has determined that the project as -proposed will not have 
a significant effect on. the environment. This conclusion is based on. 
Information contained in the attached Initial Study. 

An Environmental Impact Report is notrequired pursuant to the 
Environmental Quality Act of 1970 (Division 13 of the Public Resources 
Code of the State of California). 

This environmental review process and Negative Declaration filing is 
pursuantto Division 6, Title 14, Chapter 3, Article 7, Section. 15083 

- of the California Administrative, Code and pursuant to the Sacramento 
• Local Environmental Regulations (Resolution 78-172) adopted by the City 

of Sacramento and pursuant to-Sacramento City Code,. Chapter 63. 
• 

A copy of this document may be reviewed/obtained at the Sacramento 
Cit.:: Planning Department, 725 %I" Street, Sacramento, CA 95814. 

Marty VanDuyn 
Environmental Coordinator of the 
City_of Sacramento, California, 
a municipal corporation, 

By:

	 fel

Rev . 1/81 
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CITY OF SACRAMENTO 

' INITIAL STUDY

Planning Department 
-725 J Street 
Sacramento,CA 95814 
Tel. 916 - 449-5604 

BACKCROU:iD 

1. Name of Proponent 1	 auto 
2. Addres and Phone Nue	 of Proonent: 

4. Agency Requiring Checklist 	 Sacramento City Plan. Dept.  
5. Name of „Proposal, if applicable P-
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 
(Explanations of all "yes" and "maybe" are provided) 

YES	 MAYBE	 NC.. 

1- Earth. Will the proposal result in: 

a. .Unstable 'earth conditions or in 
changes in geologic substructures? 

Ii. DisrUptions, displacements, corn 
paction Cr overcovering of the soil'? 

c. Change in topography or ground 
surface relief features?. 

d. The destruction, covering or 1 
modification of any unique geologic; 
or physical features?' . 

e. Any increase in wind or water 
erosion Of soils, either on or Off 
the . site?, 
f. Changes in deposition or erosion 
of beach-Sands, or changes in 
siltation, deposition or erosion. 
which may „ modify the channel of ,a. 
river or stream or the bed of the ] 
occenor:any bay, inlet or lake? 

g. Exposure of people or property to 
geclogicazards such as earthquakeS, 
landslides', mudslides, ground failure,: 
or S]milar hazards? 

2. Air. -Will the proposal result i 

a. Substantial air eMissions or 
deterioration of ambient air quality? 

b. The creation of objectionable 
odors? 

c. Alteration of air movement, 
Moisture or temperature, or•any 
chane in cliMate, either locally.' 
or regionally?

3.	 Date or Checxlist S Imitte 

3, Water. Will the proposal result in:
	 YES	 NAME  

a. Changes in currents, or the course 
or direction movements, in either 
marine or fresh waters? 

b. Changes in absorption rates, 
drainage patterns, or the rate 
and amount of surface water runoff? 

c. Alterations to the course of 
flow of flood waters? 

d. Change in the amount of surface 
Water in any water body? • 

e. Discharge into surface waters, or 
in any alteration of surface water 
quality, including but not limited 
to temperature, dissolved oxygen or 
turbidity? 

f. Alteration of the direction or 
rate of flow of ground waters? 

Change in the quantity of ground 
waters, either through direct additions 
or withdrawals, or through interception 
of an aquifer by cuts or excavations? 

h. Substantial reduction in the 
amount of water otherwise-available 
for public water supplies? 
i. Exposure of people or property 
to water related hazards such as 
flooding or tidal waves? 

4	 Plant Life. Will the proposal result in: 

a. Change in the diversit y of species, 
or number of any species of plants 
(including trees, shrubs, grass; Crops, 
microflora and aquatic plants)? 

b. Reduction of 'the numbers of any 
unique-, rare or endangered species 
of plants? 

c. Introduction of new species of 
plants into an area, or in a barrier 
to the normal replenishment of 
existing species? 

d. Reduction in acreage of any 
agricultural crop? 

5. Animal Life. Will the proposal 
result. iii: 
a. Change in the diversity of 
species, or number of any species 
of animals (birds, land animals 
including reptiles, fish and 
shellfish, benthic organisms, 
insects or Microfauna)? 

b. Reduction of the numbers of any. 
unique, rare or endangered species 
of animals?.

key. 8-79
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YES	 MAYBE NU
	 YES; MAYBE	 NO 

C. Introduction of new species of 
animals into an area, or result in 
a barrier to the migration or 
movement of animals? 
d. Deterioration to existing fish 
or wildlife habitat? 

G. Noise. Will the proposal result in: 
a. Increases in existing noise 
levels? 
b. Exposure of people to severe 
noise levels? 

7. Light and  Glare. Will the proposal 
produce new light or glare? 

B. Land Use. Will the proposal result 
in a su l.stantial alteration of the 
orezenz or planned land use of an 
area? 

Natural. Resources- Will the 
proposal result in: 
a.- -Increase in the rate ofuse-of. 
any.naturaI,resources? 

. b. Sebs-lantial depletion ofany 
-nonrenewable .natural resource? 

10. Pisk of Upset. Does the proposal 
invcive-aisk of an explosion .or 
the reIeate. of hazardous -substances 
( including, but not limited 
pesticides, chemicals or radiation) 
in the event of_an.accident-or 
onset. conditions? 

11. Per.:ulation. Will. the proposal alter 
the location, distribution, density, 
or growth rate of the human population? 

13. Transportation/Circulation. Will 
the, proposal result in: 

a. Generation of substantial addi-
tional v(Thicular movement? 

b. Effects on existing parking 
• facilities, or demand for new 

. parking? 

• c. Substantial impact upon eXist-
ing transportation system's? 

• d. ',Iterations to present patterns 
of ci .f-oulation or movement of 
v,C.,ple end/or goods? .

e. Alterations to waterborne, rail 
or air traffic? 

f. Increase in traffic hazards to 
motor vehicles, bicyclists or 

• pedestrians? 

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

a. fire protection? 

b. Police protection? 

c. Schools? 

d. Parks or other recreational 
facilities? 

e. Maintenance of public faeili-
ties, including roads? 

f. Other governmental services? 

Energy. Will-the 'proposal result 

a. Use ofaubstantlal.amounts of 
fuel-or-energy? 

• b. Substantial incresse in demand 
upon existing sources -of energy, 
or_ require thedevelOpment of new 

-:soupces%of energy? 

Utilities. Will-theproposaEresult.in 
aneed.for new systems,' or 
substantial alterations to the 

'following utilities: 
a. Power or natural gas? 

b. Communications systems? 

c. Water? 

d. Sewer or septic . a.nks? 

e. Storm water drainage? 
f. Solid waste and disposal?. 

17. Human -Health. Will the proposal 
result in: 
a. Creation of any health hazard or 
potential health hazard (excluding 

.mental health)? 
b. Exposure of people to potential 
health hazards? 

Rev. .8,79 

12. Housin;	 Will the proposal affect 
exrstlng housing, or create a 
demand for additional housing?



18. Aesthetics- Will the proposal result 
in • •-the obstruction'of any scenic 
vista. 'or view open to the Public, • . 
or will the proposal result in the 
creation of an aesthetically .offensive 
site -open to public view? 

19. Recreation	 'Will, the proposal 
result in an impact upon the 
quality or quantity of exist-
ing recreational 'opportunities? 

20. ,Archaeoloical/Historical: , Will 
the proposal result inalteration 
of a significant archaeological or. 
historical site, structure, object 
or building? 

21. Mandatory . Findings of 'Significance 

a. Does the project have the 
Tiotential . to degrade the quality of 
the environment, :substantially reduce 
the habitat of a fish or wildlife 
population to drop below self-sustain-
ing levels, threaten to eliminate a 
p.Int or animal community, reduce the 
number or1restrict the range of a 
rare or endangered :plant or animal 
or 'eliminate important examples of 
the major Periods of California 
history or prehistory?

- 
b. Does the project have the 
potential to achieve short-term, 
to the disadvantage of long-term, 
environmental goals? (A short-term 
impact on the environment is one 
which occurs in a. relatively brief, 
definitive period of time while • 
long-term impacts will endure well 
into the future.) 

c. Does the project have.impacts 
which are individually limited, 
but cumulatively Considerable? 
(A project may impact on two or more 
separate resources where the impact 
on each resource is relatively small, 
but where the effect of the total 
of those impacts on the environment 
is qignificant.) 

d. Does the project have environ-
mental effects which will cause 
suLotanti,11 . adverce effects on 

either directly or

DISCUSSION 'OF ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION 

The applicant's Environmental. Questionnaire is . attached. ag 
suppleMental information_ 

DETERMINATION' 

basis of this initial evaluation: 

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

=7 I find that although the proposed project could have.a 
significant' effect on the environment, there will not be 
a significant effect in this case because the mitigation 
measures described on an attached sheet have been added t 
the project. A NEGATIVE DECLARATION WILL BE PREPARED. 

Li=7 I find the proposed project MAY have a. significant effect 
on the environment, and an ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is 
required.	 . 

Date

Rev. 8-79 

YES MAYBE NO 

On the
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CITY OF SACRAMENTO 

ENVIRONMENTAL QUESTIONNAIRE

Planning Department 
725 "J" Street 

Sacramento,CA 95814 
Tel. 916 - 449-5604 

This document is part of an Initial Study that will facilitate environ-
mental assessment by identifying potentially adverse environmental 
impacts and analyzing proposed mitigation measure's that may reduce sig-
nificant environmental impacts. More definitive and factual information 
will assist the Planning Department in evaluating the project's impacts. 

.AdditiOnal information may be required to complete an Initial Study. . 
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* PLEASE PRINT OR TYPE * 

PROJECT .PROPOSAL: ADOrfloN 0 F.' .-7'.1-611446TEE,-	 -Mr_Atcy -r-1LA-ntrt-i . 

AND GUrrOt2-7 riF-Ftgor-	 .	 'PAW 
PROJECT ADDRESS: 	 -M56122 
Assessor's Parcel No._004%,	 I-13;?—  

ow-NER:	 7-1---NG	 (IVIA

;:ter-r-J	

074	 Telephone 67o 


1— L5ricocir City	 	 (Zip Code) 

Telephone ri-Pi GT7f7fic-,TV I	  
City	 Zip Code) 

A SEPARATE SHEET, IF NECESSARY, TO EXPLAIN ANY OF THE FOLLOWING: 

Existing Conditions: 
A. Project Land Area 	 ft. or acres-)  
B. Project Parcel: Present Zoning  e7.. 
C. Project Site Land Use: - Undevelope (vacant)	 Developed 

IT developed, briefly describe ex 
photograph acceptable)	 i+	 iv!

4 4-62 3o4 

Mailing Address: 

APPLICANT/A-Q.-ENT-I 

Mailing Address: 

USE 

I.

d	 :	 „Pc  

es) . 17[3	 C, 
/	 /2...1  Proposed sikPre  

tent (type & use of structures: 
piArf--10v6i-

D.'xiE-7s-7E—mg . suding land uses &

intensity, height, setback)

zoning within 300 feet (type, 

.0 0 Rezone 
&A EMI	 [.71 CM En	 EVI

Rev. 5/78



tension„ of or new municipal, 

City/County Health 
Police 
Fire 
School 
Waste Removal

No 	 Yes	  
No	  Yes 
No 	 Yes----

 No 1.Yes 
No L.-- Yes 

• 
II. A. Slope of Property: 	 lat or Sloping	 I3 Rolling 

CHilly	 [1 Steep 
*Submit contour map, or show contours on site plan. 

B. Are there any natural or man-made drainage channels through or 
adjacent to the property: . If yes, shoW on Site plan-

- and explain: 

Describe changes in site contours resulting from site grading 
plans:	 Wve,  

•
Type and amount of soil to be moved: At0145- 
Location moved to or froM:	

	

 

III. A. Number, ' location and type of existin g trees on. project arcel:.(show 
on site plan)  ernr-7-Titeee* 01.QYA.f..__C.171trryraill 

'_13: - Number, size; type_ - andlocation of -trees being •removed (show on---


	

site 'plan)	 t;i•brg.e. • - 

	

.	 - 

IV. A. Number and type of structures to be removed as a result of the 
project:**	 NWE5 

B. Are any structures occupied?  YAK.;  .If yes, how many 

C: 'If residential units are being removed. indicate number of 
dwelling units included:	 74.A' 
** Show all structures on site plan by type, and whether occupied. 
Also indicate those to be removed. 

C., 

D.

• Will the project require the e-
services:• i.e.,	 e„, 

Water	 No ‘''" Yes 
Sewer	 NO-72'Y es---- 
Drainage No-7,2—Yes 
Parks	 No--17'Yes-- 

B. If any of the above are "yes", then submit report detailing how 
adequate capacity will be achieved. If "no", then submit clear 
ance memo from., appropriate agency/department (use copies of 
attached form). 

Project Characteristics 
A. Building size (in sq ft.)  
B. Building height 

,--2 -m Building site plan: l) building coverage	 	  %

landscaped area 
surfaced area	  
	  

478% r % 
Total", . ... .........	 ITU% 

Exterior Building colors 2 131ttCte-MiTIViLikt.-V,ZZAr> (5-170SED 

Exterior Building materials perith-t>1,,,211.- 

lIf waiver form is signed, clearance(s) from agency/department . is not 
necessary for "no" answers at this time. 

2Must also be Shown on submitted plans. 

VI.

C. 

D.
E.



3 

F. 1.. Proposed construction starting date  •NC1, WFI  

	

estimated completion date -r715,-4	 	  
2- Construction phasing (if the - project is a component of an 

overall larger project, describe the future phases or 

	

extension. Show all phases on site plan).	 J. A' 

G. Total number of parking spaces required  52. 	Provided  3ek. 
H. What type of exterior lighting is proposed for theiprodect 

(height, intensity): Building area: 	 1/4iVir e4(1sTil 
	 Parking area: 	 10' tvr, pwet71-1,14,1 t/1-1 -60-4 

I. Estimate the total construction cost for the project  7K-a70.--- 
/ 

VII. Residential Project - aulv_ 

A. Number of dwelling units: 
Single family 
Multiple family

Total Dwelling Units 
Total Lots 

Two Family 	  
Condominium 

B. Number of dwelling unit 8 with: 
— One'bedroom 

Three bedbrooms
Two bedrooms 	  
Four or More Bedrooms' 

C. .Approximate price range of units: 	 	  to $ 
D. Number of units for Sale ' 	Rent 

VIII. Commercial, Industrial, Institutional, or other project (if project. 
Tg only residential, do not answer this section). 

A. Type of use( s) 	  
CllyX---TreTiTa7FITTEar---7-- Oriented to: Regional  

B. Hours of operation 11:06, Adv1	 12:00 -V00,141'1.  

C. If fixed seats involved, how many q0  
D. If assembly area withbut fixed seats, state designed capacity: 

Sq. Ft. of sales area 
Describe loading facilities 

	

 

E. Total number of employees 	 1g50A	 -749  
F. Anticipated number of employees per shift 	 e7  

G. Community benefits derived from the-projectA_______ 
_F=7  	 	

IX. A. Why is the pro ect justified now rather than reserving the option 
for o er a ernaaves In the future? (e.g. economic condition, 
community demand) 	 71-tp,: „c7:0fiFiCre 607' C'.7"-- 
4u no-	 L,	 /7-r7-3 J fff.:6-5A, 

an"'V	 TO Fair-110 ff-of-n'44--- 

Objectives of proposed project. /Lc /çoYE 

t .S	 tk. • T1 r.t WAR..



D. .List any and all other public approvals re ulred for this project. 
Speciltype of permit or auprOval, agency /department, address, 
person to contact, and their telephone number. 

Address ntact Person	 Phone No. 
NoN15 

Permit or Approval 

C. If this project is part of another project for which -a Negative 
Declaration of EIR has been pre pared, reference the document 
below (include-date and project number if applicable). 



N	 Yes
If yes, discuss 
degree of effect' 

• X. - To the best of the applicant's knowledge, evaluate the project's impacts 
.	 id regard to the following. questions: . 

A 

• A. Willthe Project:

1. Be located in or near an .environmental or - 
critical concern area (i.e,• American or 
Sacramento River; scenic corridbr;.gravel 
deposits or pits; drainage , canal, slough. . 

. or ditch; existing or planned parks, lakes, 
airports)?	 ...... 

2. DirectlY or indirectly disrupter alter an 
archaeological site over 200 years old; an 
historic site, building, object or struc-

-ture9 	  

3 Displace, compact, or cover soils?... ..... 

4 • Be developed upon fill or unstable soils?. 

5. Reduce "prime" agriCultural acreage?...... 

6	 Affect unique, rare or endrangered species 
of animal or plant?..... 	  • • 	  • • _  

Interfere with the movement of any resident 
or migratory fish or wildlife species (e.g. 
birds, anadramous 

Change the diversity of species, change the 
number_of any species or reduce habitat-of 
-species (e.g. fish, wildlife or plants)?;.. 

9. _Modify or destory any unique natural features 
(e. g.. mature trees, riparian habitat)? 

-10. Expose ped-ple or structures to geologic 
hazards (e.g. earthquakes, ground failures 
or similar . hazards)? 

11. Alter air movement, moisture, temperature, 
or change elimate either locally or re-
gionally? .... 	  .. 	  * a * • • • • V * 	  

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

13. Change surface water movement by altering 
the course or flow of flood waters? 

14. Alter existing drainage patterns, absor-
ption rate or rate and amount of surface 

- water runoff? 	  	  •	 • a • • • 

15.- Alter surface water quality (e.g..tempera-
ture, dissolved-oxygen or turbidity)?  -  

16. Interfere with an aquifer by changing the 
direction, rate, or flow of groundwater? ..-

Ic



x   	

X. A. Will the Project:	 (contd..) If yes, discuss 
• No  Yes	 degree of,reffect 

• .	 .
• " 

17. Encourage activities which result in the 
increased consumption of water or use of 

, water in a wasteful manner?..........o.o. 	 X 

1 • Contribute emissions that may violate 
existing or projected ambient air quality 
standards? . •	 •	 • • • • "... . 0••• n ••• n •.•	 1)C:

• 

19. Expose sensitive receptors (children, 
elderly, schools, hospitals) to air'. 
or noise pollutants? 

20. Increase the existing noise levels (traf-
fic or mechanical) or adversely impact 
adjacent areas with noise?... .. . .. . 

21. Generate additional vehicular traffic 
beyond the existing street'capacity thus 
creating a traffic hazard'or congestion 
on the immediate street system, or alter 
present circulation patterns? 	  

22. Increase traffi'c hazards to motor vehicles, 
bicyclists or	 .. 

23. Affect existing •parking facilities or gen-
erate'demand for additional'Parking?..— 

' 24. Affect existing housing or generate a de-
mand for additional 

25. Induce substantilal growth or alter the 
location distri pution, density or growth 
rate of the human population of an area? 

26. Result in the dislocation of people? 	  

27. Result in a substantial alteration pf the 

present or planned land use of an area?. 

28. Increase demand for municipal services 
(police, fire, solid waste, disposal, 
schools, parks, recreation, 'libraries, 
water, mass transit, communications,: etc.

.29. Require the extension or moe,ifipation of 
water, storm drainage or bewerline/plant 
capacity to serve the project l at adequate 
service levels?	 )( 

30. Produce significant amounts of solid waste 
or litter? 4.*.•01,.f .....	 .. **0O*04:Pap-O 

31. Violate adopted national, state, or local 
-standards relating to solid waste or litter 
control ? - 	 - •	 .. •	 •	 • • • • .. 	 .



X. A. .Will the Project:	 (Contd).	 If yes, discuss 
Yes	 degree of.effer't 

Involve • the use, storage or disposal 
of potentially hazardous material such 
as toxic, flammable, or explosive spb, 
.stanceS, pecticides, chemicals or radio-
active materials?' 	  

33. Encourage activities which result 1.n the 
use of large amounts of fuel or energy, 
use fuel or energy in a wasteful manner, 
or substantially increase consumption 
(of electricity, oil, natural gas)?..... 

34. Increase the demand upon existing energy 
dist-ribution network (SMUD, PG&E)? ..... 

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

36. Have substantially, demonstrable negative 
aesthetic effect? 

• 
37. Disrupt or divide the physical arrangement 

of an established community? 	  
Have any sigpificant . impact . upon the existing 
character Of _the immediate, area(i.e. 
patterns-, impair integrity of neighborhoods, )( 
etc.-....... 	  4444044044. ... 4 .. 444444  

39. Have any detrimental effect on adjoining 
areas or neighboring communities during 
an/or .after construction ? 	 -. •  .	 . 

.	 .	 .	 . .	 . 
4o. Generate dus

.
t, ash, smoke fumes, or create 


objectionable odors , in the project's 
vicinity ? 4. 	  ... . . 	  	  • 44.•O 

414 Produce glare or direct light where it is 
not -intended?	 ;n•• • • ......	 • • • .. • a . • 	  

42. Expose.people to or create any health 
hazard or potential 'health hazard (ex-

. cluding mental health)? 	  

43. Affect the use of or access to existing 
or- proposed recreational area or navigable 
stream?	 	  s • • • • • .••• 444 • 

44. Conflict with recorded-public easements 
for accessthrough or use of property with 
in this project?	 ....... 

45. Result in an impact upon the . quality or 
quanity of existing recreational opport 

38. 

46. Conflict with. established recreational, 
educational, religious or sciehtific 
'uses of the area ? ..... 	  

-7- 
AIT=Fom



X., A. Will the Project:	 (Contd) If yes. , discuss 
NO Yes	 degree  of.effec-t  

47. Generate public controversy? ........... 

48. Conflict with adopted plans and envir-
onmental goals of the City (i.e. general, 
specific, community plans or elements? . 

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

50. Achieve short-term environmental goals to 
the disadvantage of long-t •6rM environmental 
goals (e.g. leap-frog development Or urban ly/ 

/A sprawl)? 

Have a cumulative impact on the environ-
ment when related to existing'or future 
_projects? .......	 •:• •	 •	 ;r •	 0, • * O . :9 • 

Have environmental effects which will 
cause adverse effects on huMan beings, 
either directly or indirectly? ....... 

List any and all mitigation measures proposed to reduce environmental 
impacts (as • identified in the above questions) for the project. 

1\10Y,to 11. 010.	 D. 

C. List proposed measures to limit or reduce consumption of energy. 
--(14-emor15••6---r	 Ar-_&c-p-tto 	 offst6T-N  

PET-Pq7  bfw rc:9F2	 F34(. 61 0E--;- coe-16r  
AVO ArAlVe 1:--ornE rk:	 rl 

Are there alternatives to the project which would eliminate or 
reduce an adverse impact on the environment (lower density, change 
in land use, move building on site, no project, etc.)? 

fioN 

NOTE: 'Yes or no answers do not necessarily imply that an E1R will be 
required for this project. 

hereby state that, to the best of my knowledge, the above answers 
and statements are true and complete-. 

DATE-4-4-*



„
‘,. 

ENVIRONMENTAL nUESTIONAIRE 

X. A. 

47. Will . th'project generate public controversy? 

Public controversy will come from persons neighboring 
' the project, because they are interested in closing 

the 38th. St. access to subject property. However, a 
majority of the public is in favor of the project.



- _ 
ph one 

NOTICE Or APPEAL 
OF THE	 EXHIBIT F  

DECISION OF TIN!: ENVIRONMENTAL COORD.	 FU";-'11-.1.1i1G C(1"S'.::.311 

EP 
TO THE sA cnAr ENT 0 CITY COUNCIL:

• 
I do . hereby make application to appeal the decision of the Environme ntal  

.py 

Coordinator of 

• N Filing a Negative Declaration 

0 Requirement of an Environmental impact Report 

	

.0 Other 	  

	

For (P-).	 . *PLEASE TYPE OR PRINT* 

PROJECT PROPOSAL ;P 	 ky--c-icd	 cl.rna n(;(7, 1.77u  

c	 k-io.f.Nd I V\	 S	 <1;i-7_ 'Tom 110 E.--  
6E f:, or n	 `s_)

;ri 	
• jpj  

PROJECT ADDRESS:  

Assessor's Parcel No. APL) 	 	 2 5 
•OWNER:	 ; op	 S(0-1-1• 

Mling Address:	 3 53' CV) 3 • 

APPLICANT/AGENT: P/Q- SCA- 6r6k.) 

qs Bi 
City	 zip code) 

• 

1-11. Mailing Address:	 0 i. ki  	 	
City 

GROUNDS FOR APPEAL: _ (Explain nDetai.i and use a separate

ph one 
q5e,f 

k zip cod71 
sheet if necessaTy) 

	 	 • 374L ( 6, -1 / 
phone 

Mt

	 	 City	  C
 5F3 /  

zip code) 

/P APPELLANT SIGNATURE:	 L	 _	 Pr()  Date: '00 

FILING FEE: $ 0 . 00 Sz/Re cc ipt No . 4 / 7 	 • Date Received , 7.:./7,-c/1  Bv A L-

APPELLANT: -Ca f-ji t:Thr c  w)17.M 	 ir. 01 - 

-)f-21:12 Mailing Address: tfaill:).:-5	 b 

•RECEIVED BY CITY CLEFT. (DAY/T.7 . 1	 TA.1:1P) ROV. 7/80
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September 24, 1981 

City. Council. of Sacramento 
City Hall 
915 I Street 
Sacramento, California 95816

RE: Roger Scott Group (Fish Emporium) 

Dear Members of the City Council: 

I urge you to uphold the appeal of the East Sacramento Improvement 
Association against the findings of the Environmental Coordinator 
who has issued a negative declaration regarding Roger Scott's 
Group (Fish Emporium) plan to expand its commereial enterprise by 
intruding further into the adjacent R-1 zone. . 

My wife and I have lived in the fourth house , south of the Fish 
Emporium on 38th Street for twenty-four years. We think it would 
be a gross injustice to the residents of our area to permit 
commercial expansion that will cause (1) remOval of trees and 
grass area that were part ofthe compromise necessary to a variance 
granted previously, and (2) bring. noise, autos and odor pollution 
twenty-five feet closer to our residential area. Ours is an old 
and gracious neighborhood and we don't deserve this kind of 
violation from comMercial enterprise. 

I believe that business firms should have an opportunity to make a 
profit, but Roger Scott's. Group can achieve its efficiencies and 
expansion within its C-1 zone area and without the need to move 
the driveway, closer to the residential area.. While they build their 
business up they should . not tear the residential area down. 

Also as you know, 'the appeal of the East Sacramento Improvement 
Association, in its letter of September 10, 1981 .(Paragraph IX), 
called attention to negative answers to fourteen (out of forty-seven) 
questions that, in the . AsSodiation i s , opinion, should have been 
answered in the affirmative. The person(s) who coMpleted the 
Environmental Questionnaire (upon which your Environmental Coordinator 
relied) could not have made a serious effort to answer the 
queStionnaire impartially and/or correctly since all forty-seven 
questions were answered in the negative. . 

Since practically thirty percent of the answers to the Environmental. 
Questionnaire should have been in the affirmative, at least in the 
minds of the residents of the area, your Environmental Coordinator 
would have been unable to issue a negative declaration--except by 
discounting completely the opinion of the residents of 38th Street.



Peter Mangina to 
Sacramento City Council

Page 2 

Because of the . divergent vieWpoints %- of:,a substantial (thirty percent) 
number of answers to the Environmental Questionnaire (i.e., Roger 
Scott Group vs. 38th Street resident), I urge you to require an 
impartial and complete review of the issues. 

Sincerely, 

Peter F. Mancina 
1101 38th Street 
Sacramento, California 95816
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Nadine Ishitani Hata' 

Sincerely yours, 

144440 1117 
Donald Teruo Hata, 9.

DON AND NADINE HATA 
1109.38th Street	 • 
Sacramento, California 95816 
September 22, 1981 

The. Honorable Mayor and City Council 
The City of Sacramento 
City Hall 
Sacramento, California 

Dear Mayor Isenberg and Members of the City Council: 

We oppose Mr. Roger Scott's (Fish Emporium) application for a special permit and 
variance for the construction of a service yard in a single family R-1 zone at the 
corner of'38th and J. Street. His proposal will have a significant negative 
impact on the adjacent and. surrounding residential neighborhood. 

Mr. Scott's application contains numerous factual.errors which. we hope the City 
Council and its staff will revieWCarefully. — COntrary to what . Mr. Scott declared 
in his application, there will be a negative impact in the following areas: 

1. Additional traffic CongeStiOn, - haiardt, andloSS - Of- reSidential parking. 

- Large deliVery trucks block - 38th Street by double-parking, and motor 
vehicles including heavy motorcyclesrace in and out of the driveway. 

- . Residential bumper stickers are useless, since patrons and employees of 
the Fish Emporium have already taken the curb parking spaces. 

- Numerous young children . and older. people reside immediately adjacent

to, and-acrost-from, the'proposed_expansion of.commercial activity. 

2. IrretrieVable alteratiOnCif- the'aeSthatit'and hiStbrit ambiente, and 
reSidential - integrity, of-the-area. 

- 38th Street is acknowledged as- one of Sacramento!s oldest residential 
neighborhoods, replete with well-maintained structures reflecting historic; 
architectural styles, large mature trees, and green landscapes. . 

- Local residents are a healthy . mixture.of young and old, all of whom enjoy 
the tranquil and friendly neighborhood atmosphere. 

We moved here only a month ago. We did so because of the many attributes which 
make it an ideal place to plant permanent roots. We accepted the .Fish Emporium's . 
current operations as a fait accompli, although we suffer the hazards and nuisances 
related directly to, t...racing cars and motorcycles, the noise of 'bottles dumped -

- in the wee hours, the stench of fish oh the sidewalk, and the drunken bodies in 
the 'parking lots'and.adjacent lawns. 

We adamantly oppose the application submitted.by  Mr. Scott. It will exacerbate an 
already barely tolerable situation into an unreasonable intrusion and subversive 
alteration of this neighborhood.



September 23, 1681 

Honorable Mayor and City Council 
City of Sacramento 
City Hall 
Sacramento, California 

Dear Mayor and City Council: 

As an area resident and parent I support the East Sacramento 
Improvement Association's opposition to Roger Scott's application 
for a special permit and variance for a service yard for his Fish 
Emporium Restaurant in a single family R-1 zone at the corner of . 
38th and J Street. 

I have seen a copy of Mr. Scott's proposal. There are a 
number of factual errors including the following: 

Contrary to Mr. Scott, there will be a significant 
increase in noise levels of vehicular traffic and 
restaurant operations. 

Contrary to Mr. Scott, there will be increased traffic 
hazards to small children and older people who reside in 
areas immediately adjacent to the restaurant's proposed 
expansion southward into 38th Street. 

Contrary to Mr. Scott, there will be public controversy 
over the proposal due to its negative impact on the 
aesthetic, historic and residential integrity of the 
neighborhood. 

I am not opposed to either commerce or entrepreneurial 
activity.	 I believe, however, that the Fish Emporium has 
reasonable alternatives available within its commercially zoned 
property to achieve its objectives without further intrusions on 
the traditional ambience and integrity of the adjacent and 
surrounding area. 

I would be happy to further discuss this item at . your 
convenience.

Sincerely, 

Timothy F. Comstock 
1447 38th Street 
Sacramento, California


