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Honorable Members in Session: 

SUBJECT: Resolution Approving Negative Declaration for Fire Station No. 17 

SUMMARY: 

The Environmental Coordinator has review the subject project and finds that it 
will not have a significant adverse effect on the physical environment and therefore 
recommends that the project and a Negative Declaration be approved by the City Council. 

BACKGROUND:  

In accordance with State EIR Guidelines for Implementation of the California 
Environmental Quality Act of 1970, dated DeceMber 1976, an Initial Study was performed. 
As a result of this study, it was determined that the Fire Station NO. 17 would not 
have a significant adverse effect on the physical environment and a draft Negative 
Declaration was prepared. On February 3, 1982 the Negative Declaration was filed with 
the County Clerk. On February 8, 1982 Notice of Opportunity for Public Review of 
the draft Negative Declaration was published in The Sacramento Union. The appro-
priate length of time has plapsed for receipt of comments regarding the Negative 
Declaration, with no comments having been received. 

RECOMMENDATION: 

The Environmental Coordinator recommends that the attached resolution be passed which 
will: 

1. Determine that the proposed project will not have a Si	 5nect on 

BY THE CITY COUN
CIL. 

2. Approve the Negative Declaration.

	

	
FEB 23 1C1 ?- 
OFFICE OF THE 

CM, CLERK 
4. Authorize the Environmental Coordinator to file . a. Notice of Determination with the 

County Clerk.
Respectfully submitted, 

the environment. 

3. Approve the project.



RESOLUTION NO. $'.-" 
ADOPTED BY THE SACRAMENTO CITY COUNCIL ON DATE OF 

Febrnary 23, 1982 

RESOLUTION APPROVING NEGATIVE DECLARATION FOR 

Fire Station NO. 17 

WHEREAS, on February 3, 1982 	 , R. H. Parker, the Environmen-

tal Coordinator of the City of Sacramento, filed a Negative Declaration with the 

County Clerk of Sacramento County for the following proposed City initiated pro-

ject: Fire Station No. 17 

WHEREAS, the prescribed time for receiving appeals has elapsed and no appeals 

were received. 

NM THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SACRAMENTO: 

1. That the proposed project  Fire Station No. 17  

will not have a significant effect 

on the environment. 

2. That the Negative Declaration for the above-described project is hereby 

approved.

3. That the Above-described project is hereby approved for the purpose of 

constructing the firehouse and its associated driveways and parking area, and 
relocation of the drainage ditch across the site. 

4. That the Environmental Coordinator is authorized to file with the County 

Clerk a Notice of Determination for said project. 

APPROVED 
BYTHECrryCOuNCIL 

ATTEST:
MAYOR 

CITY CLERK

FEB 23 icN2 

OFFICE OF THE
CITY CLERK



APPROVED 
BY THE CITY COUNCIL 

FEB2 3 • Ic1S2 

OFFICE 
crry CLERK 

OF THEDATED: ,,IA/40AR y 29, legz Environmental Coordinator of 
the City of Sacramento, 
California, a municipal 

R. H. PARKER, City Engineer 

cortratio 

By

• NEGATIVE DECLARATION 

Pursuant to Division 6, Title 14, Chapter 3, Article 7, Section 
15083 of the California Administrative Code and pursuant to the Pro-
cedures and Guidelines for preparation and processing of Environmental 
Impact Reports (Resolution 78-172) adopted by the City of Sacramento, 
pursuant to Sacramento City Code Chapter 63, the Environmental Coor-
dinator of the City of Sacramento, California, a municipal corporation, 
does prepare, make, declare, publish, and cause to be filed with the 
County Clerk of Sacramento County, State of California this Negative 
Declaration regarding the project described as follows: 

1. Title and Short Description of Project: 
FIRE 67-Ar-bfw /VC • 17 Cow.57-Rocraof1 eC piE F,RE-Hposc ,4.vo ifs 

45Soci6q 7e'D .Drzivcv./A yS 09A+o 72.9Rici nvc;	 AP/vo REL.00Ario^/ ox-
TreK DRAINAGE" PITCH ACAZO56	 Si 7E. 

2. Location of Project: 
Noervi w r ce,i2NER or :Aerckssecnotv oF /4A R)e5V/LL E 5c)o,e-y4ra 
Atve. eELL AvENLJE. 

3. The Proponent of the Project: City of Sacramento 

4. It is found that the project will not have a significant 
effect on the environment. A copy of the initial study 
is attached, which documents the reasons supporting the 
above finding and any mitigation measures included in the 
project to avoid any potentially significant effects iden-
tified in the initial study. 

5. The Initial Study was Prepared by_641aj,Eg=j2i2Au	 SPELL_ 

6.	 A copy of the Initial Study and this Negative Declaration 
may be obtained at 915 - I Street, Room 207, Sacramento, 
California 95814. 

ENDORSED 
FEB :11982 

J.A. SIMPSON, CLERK By R. WEESHOFF, Deputy



Date  4,3,,,,uo9re_y_2_9_Leaz

CITY OF SACRAMENTO 

INITIAL STUDY 

References are to California Administrative Code, Title 14, Division 6, Chapter 3, 

Article 7, Section 15080. 

1. Title and Descri ption of Project •(15020(c)(1)) 

FgRE 5T4TION No. 17 - CoNsrizocTioN OF THE FIRE p-1041,,E APHG /rd  

AfSOC/IPTEO	 it/F• Olio Y5 ,9 09D P.9.87frcin/ 0 AREA RAto Ri-,L0c4r/ON  

Al2/9 m..96 G P/rcfri AC42055 THE .5j rE-.  

2. Environmental Setting (15080(c)(2)) 

NoRTHWEjr CoV_HER- OF 16*MRYSVI LL E 15GOLEVA.127) ANO BELL Aven/06. AREA 

IS 2e) ,,dri,	 k>rs,rewea--6 oN Sour,' /49ciabz5 Bes.‘ AvarNog Atvt- AO-low/NC? ON 

TH£ %A/T.5r. OPEN FICA-0 ,9 Z2 E C). 	 C- e'R1 co AI,ORTHC/961- ACRez/5 5  

14,9_cles ViLI,E RpoLr yig RD,  

3. Environmental Effects - Attached checklist must be completed by person conducting 
initial study (15080(c)(3)). 

4. Mitigation Measures - Attached list of mitigation measures must be completed by 
person conducting initial study (15080(c)(4)) 

5. Compatibility with Existing Zoning and Plans (15080(c)(5)) 

PROJECT IS COMPAT/I3LE Tr/ E THE GEHEIZFU. PLAH P9ND ZoN/H4ORDIN09HcE" OF 

T.-le Cry- os 5A$CRANIEHT-0. 

Title  40e4,61/67-pzir, v&-  A),SS/S 7-AN r



CITY OF SACRAMENTO
INITIAL STUDY

ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST FORM

1. BACKGROUND 

1. Name of Project FIRE STATIot." Wø. /7 

C.C. No. 2724 
Date:  JAAI. 29,1981  

2. City Department Initiating Project EA/a/AiEEiNG 

3. Name of Individual Preparing Checklist a4:2:-?E77- 7) C;21.5peLL 

4. Is Checklist Being Prepared for CEQA x or NEPA	 ? 

5. Source of Funding of Project GENERAL REvEA/t/4" SHAM/A/C; 

II.  ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 
(Explanations of all "yes" and "maybe" answers are required under Item III.)

Yes	 Maybe	 No 

1. Earth. Will the proposal result in: 

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

b. Disruptions, displacements, compaction or overcovering of the soil? 

c. Change in topography or ground surface relief features? 

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

e. Any increase in wind or water erosion of soils, either on or off the site? 

f. Changes in deposition or erosion of beach sands, or changes 
In siltation, deposition or erosion which may modify the 
channel of a river or stream or the bed of the ocean or 
any bay, inlet or lake? 

g. Exposure of people or property to geologic hazards such as earthquakes, 
landslides, mudslides, ground failure, or similar hazards? 

2. Air. Will the proposal result in: 

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

b. The creation of objectionable odors? 

c. Alteration of air movement, moisture or temperature, or any change in 
climate, either locally or regionally? 

3. Water. Will the proposal result in: 

a. Changes in currents, or the course or direction of water 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 or flow of flood waters? 

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

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

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

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

h. Substantial reduction in the amount of water otherwise available for 
public water supplies?



Yes	 Maybe	 No 

d. Parks or other recreational facilities? 

e. Maintenance of public facilities, including roads? 

f. Other governmental services? 

15. Energy. Will the proposal result in: 

a. Use of substantial amounts of fuel or energy? 

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

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

a. Power or natural gas? 

b. Communications systems? 

c. Water? 

d. Sewer or septic tanks? 

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? 

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 existing recreational opportunities? 

20. Archeological/Historical. Will the proposal result in an alteration 
of a significant archeological or historical site, structure, object 
or building? 

21. Mandatory Findings of Significance. 

a. Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality of 
the environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish 
or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to 
drop below self sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a 
plant or animal community, reduce the number or restrict 
the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal or eliminate 
Important examples of the major periods of California history 
or prehistory? 

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

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

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

___



Date  %/A Aaimey 29, 19ez

ignaturt 

Ti ti e /Qom /..57-R,97-/v4- /9izior4wr 

V. Alternatives to the project which would produce less of an adverse impact on the environment 
(lower density, less intense land use, move building on site, no project, et cetera) 

U.SE oc AA/ A g_TERA ArE .51TE	 OTHEi2 Possnr4(6 s /7E5 IA/ THE /412e-A Wool-

Rr O u iRF /9 LA Az cR	 RE,4 Foe.	 A"./	 4.57-.4,r, "/ Sec/4 (.45C 0 P. 7-17.1•  

cAiT Ldwool- CO A/	 u	 Tibniz 09/4//7 WOur—D fr/AVE /9 e; A.? 47 7.4r AZ  

ErA= Fr irc:7-	 7A2A#rF/C..	 ro, EA/7- IN rprir VAcinetriK	 p PIE" Fbec Sri97ionit 
A/c	 7-	 7--izejEcr 1 . J0 D LEA vE	 x2EA w /rev mA P EQjA 7A7 dr./R5  

Ti: c7 A/	 E.t/.• 77 A/ G AiRe esr,9 ric>/./.5 14.41/ct-/ /9/24- TO ae  

r'	 F 7!/ rc _5E27 PR E c	 Oyez L- 17..w nEig-_, 19	 OF EFFecT, ye R e- 5 Ft,N 47 7.A4C 

P.9/4- no	 t/ EA? 77rWir AF	 7E 75=c FCZ, L4X.9n boy kie/c.c.•

7/1/..1 PrF(ciENcY.  

VI. DETERMINATION 

On the basis of this initial study: 

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

I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environ-
ment, there will not be a significant effect in this case because the mitigation measures 
described in IV above have been added to the project or the possibility of a significant 
effect on the environment is so remote as to be insignificant. 

[ 3 I find the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT IS REQUIRED.


