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) : ASSISTANT CITY ENGINEER

City Council S S
Sacramento, California " . . '

Honorable Members in Session:

SUBJECT: Resolution Approving Negative Declaration for 1980-81 Community Development
Block Grant (CDBG) Application

- SUMMARY

The Environmental Coordinator has reviewed 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 Environ-
mental Quality Act of 1970, dated December 1976, an Initial Study was performed.

As a result of this study, it was determined that the 1980-81 Community Development
Block Grant (CDBG) Application would not have a significant adverse effect on the
physical environment and a draft Negative Declaration was prepared. .On December 21,
1979 the Negative Declaration was filed with the County Clerk. On December 24, 1979
Notice of Opportunity for Public Review of the draft Negative Declaration was published
in The Sacramento Union. . The appropriate length of time has elapsed for receipt

of comments regarding the Negative Declaration, with no comments having been received.

RECOMMENDATION

The Env1ronmenta] Coord1nator recommends that the attached resolution be passed which
will: : '

1. Determ1ne that the proposed project will not have a significant effect on the
environment.

2. . Approve the Negat1ve Declaration.
APFRO\{ ED

3. Approve the project. BVTH=CWYv°U‘°W

4. Authorize the Environmental Coquanto?JQ% file a Notice of Determination with
the County Clerk.
OF THE submitted,

0F+¥5E DERK Respectfu]]
Recommendation Approved: ' .

WA {. Flepn #2. 1 PARKER

ity Engineer
Walter J. Slipe, City Manager

RHP/1c " January 8, 1980 :
~ . Various DiStricts




RESOLUTION No.fo - 0({2 |

Adopted by The Sacramento City Council on date of

January 8, 1980

RESOLUTION APPROVING NEGATIVE DECLARATION
FOR 1980-81- COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BLOCK
GRANT (CDBG) APPLICATION

WHEREAS, on December 21, 1979, R. H. Parker, the Environmental
Coordinator of the City of Sacramento, filed a Negative Declaration with
the County Clerk of Sacramento County for the following proposed City
initiated project: | '

~1980-81 COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANT (CDBG) APPLICATION

WHEREAS, the prescribed time for receiVing appeals has elapsed
and no appeals were received,

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

1. That the proposed project 1980-81 COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BLOCK

GRANT (CDBG) APPLICATION will not have a significant adverse

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

1980-81 COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANT (CDBG) APPLICATION.

4. That the Environmental Coordinator is authorized to file it@it)

£ C\ COUNCIL
" the County Clerk a Notice of Determination for safﬂ1ﬁféfgct.

g OF THE

c
OFF 1Y CLERK

MAYOR
ATTEST:

CITY CLERK




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 corporatior,
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:

1980-81 Community Development Block Grant (CDB5) Arrlication -
The appilcation Includes a Housing Actlon Frogram ard Commurity
Development Program describing the specific projects rrorosed
for implementation with this year's entitlement of

$5.0 million in federal CDBG funds.

2. Location of Project: CDBG funded activities will take rlace 1ir
the following designated Community Developmert target arezs:
Central City, Alkali Flat, Oak Park,Del Paso Heights, Gler
Elder, Strawberry Manor, Gardenland/iiorthgate, leadowview,
Woodbine, Freeport Manor, East Del Faso Heights, Fobla & City
Farms. A map depicting these areas is attached ir the study.

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 supportinc 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 Thomas V. Lee, Assoclate Flarre

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

APP
SY The EQOUNCIL /
g JAN 15 19,4
< OFF -
Ty gr#%ﬁ&fgézﬂa
DATED: 12-19-79 Environmental Coordinator of
the City of Sacramento,
California, a municipal
corporgtion
ENDORSED:
Filed
: 1 ‘ By _ \ NM A
DEC 21 1978 . R. H. PARKER, City Enyincer
JA., Ganrre . ERr
BY AL WOODS

b=puTY
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CITY OF SACRAMENTO
INITIAL STUDY

References are to California Administrative Code, Title 14, Division 6, Chapter 3,
Article 7, Sectfon 15080.

1. Title and Description of. Project (15089(c)(1))
1980-81 Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) Application

See Attachment A

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

The map included in Attachment A depicts target areas where activities
carried out with CDBG funds will take place. These areas have been
fully committed to urban development by past development patterns,
existing plans, existing and projected public improvements, etc. The
basic municipal service infrastructure necessary to service existing
and planned development presently exlsts.

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

4. Mitioation Mcasures - Attached 1ist of mitigation measures must be completed by
person conducting fnitial study (15080(c)(4)).

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

A1l physical development projects to be carried out with CDBG funds
are in conformance with the City General Plan, adopted community plans
and, where applicable, Redevelopment Plans for their respective target
areas,

Planning activities and related studies financed through the program
may result in recommendations for amendments to these plans. In this
case, amendments would be pursued through normal City procedures.

’

Date_ 12-19-79

7 (slenature)
Title . Associate Flanner
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CITY OF SACRAMENTD ‘ '
INITIAL STUDY
ENVIRONMENTAL CMECKLIST FORM

€.C. mo.
Dete:_12-1G9-79Q

BACKGROUND

1. Mame of Project CDBG Program Application to the U.S. Dept. of Housirg and
Urban Development for FY 1980-81 entitlement funds

2. City Department Initiating Project City Manager's Office

3. Mame of Indivicus) Preparing Checkitst Thomas V. Lee, Planning Departmert
4. 1s Checklist Being Prepared for CEQA_ X or NEPA ?

5. Source of Funding of Project Title I U.S. Housing & Community Develorment fLct

ENVIROMMENTAL IMPACTS of 1977
(Explanations of all "yes® and "maybe® snswers are required under item 111.)

g
i
2

1. Earth. Will the proposa) result in:
8. Unstable earth conditions or 1n changes in geologic substructures? D
b. Disruptions, displacements, compaction or overcovering of the sof)?

c. Change in topography or ground surface relief features?

> P |
|
|

d. The destruction, covering or modification of any unfque geologic or physicsl
features? P

e. Any'increase in wind or water erosion of sotls, efther on or of f the site? Y

I
|
i

f. Changes in deposition or erosion of beach sands, or changes
in siltetion, deposition or erosfon which may modify the
channel of & river or stream or the bed of the ocean or
any bay, tnlet or lake? X

9. Exposure of people or property to geologic hazards such as earthquakes,
landslides, mudslides, ground failure, or similar hazards? X
2. Alr. Wil)} the proposal result in:
a. Sudstantial afr emissions or deterforation of ambient afr Quality?
b. The creation of objectionadble odors?

€. Alteration of afr movement, mofsture or temperature, Or any change {n
climate, either Yocally or regionally? X

3. VMater. W{l1 the proposal result in:

8. Changes in currents, or the course or direction of water movements, {a
efther marine or fresh waters?

|><

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

C. Alterations to the course or flow of flood waters?

|
|
f < |

d. Change 1n the amount of surface water in any water body?

e. Discharge tnto surface waters, or in any alteratfon of surface water
quality, fncluding but not Yimited to tomperature, dissolved oxygen
or turbidity?

f. Alteratfon of the direction or rate of flow of ground waters.
g- Change §n the quantity of ground waters, efther through direct additions

or withdrawals, or through tnterception of an aquifer by cuts or
excavations?

l
|
},4

h. Substanttal) reduction fn the amount of water otherwise availadle for
public water suppliies?

‘><
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7.

10.

n.
12.

13.

4.

1. Exposure of people or property to water related hazards such 8s flooding
or tidal wave?

Plant Life. Wi1) the proposal result in:

8. Change in the diversity of species, or mumber of any species of
plants (including trees, shrudbs, grass, crops, sicroflors and
squatic plants)?

d. Reduction of the numbers of any wnique, rare or endangered species
of plants?

c. lIntroduction of new gpecies of plents Into an ares, Or §n 8 barrier
to the norwmal replenishment of exfsting species?

@. Reauction tn acresge of any agricultursl crop?
Animal Life. Will the proposal result in:
a. Change in the diversity of species, or numbders of any specfes of animals

(birds, Yand animsls tncluding reptiles, fish and shellffish, benthic
organisms, fnsects or microfeuns)?

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

of animals?

¢. Introduction of new species of anfmals into an area, or result in
8 barrier to the migration or movement of animals?

d. Deterforation to existing fish or wild){fe haditat?

Noise. Will the propossl result in:

8. lIncrease in existing noise levels?

b. Exposure of people to severe noise levels?

Light and Glare. Will the proposal produce new 1ight or glare?

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

Natural Resources. Will the proposal result in:

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

b. Substantial depletion of any nonrenewable natural resource?

Risk of Upset. Does the proposal fnvolve a risk of an explosion or the
release of hazardous substances {including, but not Vimited to, ofl,
pesticides, chemicals or radiatfon) In the event of an accident or
upset conditions?

Population. Will the proposa) alter the location, distridbution, density, or
growth rate of the human population of an area?

Housing. W1l the proposal affect existing housing, or create & deaand for
additional housing?

Transportation/Circulation. W1l the proposal result in:

8. Generatfon of sudbstantfal additional vehicular movement?
b. Effects on existing parking facilities, or demand for new parking?
c. Sudstantial fmpact upon existing transportation systeas?

d. Alteratfons to present patterns of circulation or movement of people
and/or goods?

e. Alterations to waterborne, rafl or atr traffic?

f. Increase tn trafffc hazards to motor vehfcles, dicyclists or pedestrians?

Public Services. Wi11 the proposal have an effect upon, or result fn a nced for

new or altered governmental services fn any of the following areas:
8. Fire protection?

b. Police protection?

|~

l

| ¢ |

< I |
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16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

2.

d. Parks or other recreationsl facilities?

e. Maintensnce of pudlic fect)ities, fncluding roads?
f. Other governmental services?

Energy. W11 the proposs) result fn:

8. Use of sudstantial smounts of fuel or energy?

b. Sudbstantial fncrease {n demand upon existing sources of energy, or
require the development of new sources of energy?

Utidlities. Wi1) the proposal result in 8 need for new systems, or sudstantis!

Tterations to the following utilities:

8. Power or naturs) gas?

b. Communications systems?

c. Mater?

d. Sewer or septic tenks?

e. Storm water drainage?

f. Solid waste and disposal?

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?

Aesthetics. W{l} the proposal result in the obstructfon of any scenic
vists or view open to the public, or will the proposal result in the
creation of an asesthetically offensive site open to pudblic view?

Recreation. Will the proposal result in an impact upon the quality
or quantity of existing recreational opportunities?

Archeological/Historical. WNi1) the proposal result fn an alteration
of a significant archeological or historical site, structure, odbject
or building?

Mandatory Findings of Significance.

s. Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality of
. the environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish
or wildlife species, cause & fish or wildlife population to
drop below self sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate @
plant or animal community, reduce the number or restrict
the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal or eliminate
tmportant 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 Yong-term, environmental goals? (A short-
term fmpact on the environment s one which occurs {n 8
relatively brief, definftive perfod of time while Vong-term tmpacts
will endure well {nto the future.)

¢. Does the project have impacts which are tndividually Vimited, but
cumu) atively considerable? (A project may fmpact on two or more
separate resources where the fmpact on each resource is relatively
small, but where the effect of the total of those fmpacts on the
environment s significant. :

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

-

ik
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III1.

DISCUSSION OF ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION (Explanation of "Yes" or
"Maybe' answers above. Numbers correspond to headings on the
preceeding checklist.)

1.

Earth

b &§ c. Construction activities will result in minor changes

in topography and soil characteristics. Due to the lack
of unique land features in CDBG Target areas and the
dispersed locations and small scale of individual pro-
jects, these impacts are not potentially significant.
Projects will be individually assessed in relation to
this factor.

(Geologic Hazard) - Because the entire state is considered
to be seismically active the risk of earthquake damage
exists to some degree. However since no active faults are
known to exist and building code provisions provide pro-
tection against seismic risk, this factor is not considered
potentially significant.

Water

b.

(Drainage) - All construction will take place within
developed areas serviced by municipal water and drainage
systems. Individual projects will alter and probably
increase surface water runoff through, for example, increased
paving. Projects will be individually assessed in relation
to this factor.

Plant Life

a.

(Trees & Shrubs) - Individual projects particularly street
improvement projects, may result in the removal of existing
trees and shrubs. the importance of existing flora will be
assessed with respect to each project and, where feasible,
existing features will be retained. Where trees and shrubs
are removed, these will be replaced at a ratio of one to one
or better.

Noise

Some areas within the City (e.g. near airports and other

major transportation corridors) experience higher levels of
noise than is normally acceptable within a residential
environment. Where such conditions exist, mitigation measures
must be considered at the project level, according to Federal
regulations. While the effects of noise may be significant in
the case of a single project mitigation of ncise impacts at
the program level is not considered feasible since this is
only one of many factors that must be weighed in relation to

a given project.



7. Light & Glare

The installation of street lights, and perhaps other
activities, will produce increased amounts of light and

glare. Effects will be evaluated in relation to individual
projects.

& 12. Population/Housing

The program is designed to have a positive effect on
population and housing.

However, a potentially significant {mpact could result from
the displacement of low and moderate income families as an
indirect result of neighborhood upgrading. Displacement
impacts are mitigated by relocation procedures and the over-
all program orientation towards providing housing assistance

to disadvantaged households. See Item IV for further infor-
mation.

14. Public Service

Individual activities will alter demands for municpal services
in an undeterminable way depending on size, location, and
purpose of a particular project. These effects will not be
cumulatively significant because the basic capital facilities
necessary to provide service exist, and because the rate of
neighborhood change resulting from CDBG activities is expected
to be gradual. Public services impacts will be individually
assessed in relation to each project.

19. Recreation

Park improvement projects carried out with CDBG funds will
improve the quality of existing recreational opportunities.

. & 21. Archaeological/Historical

a. Individual activities may impact historic/archaeological values
through destruction of significant objects or the introduction
of incompatible land use patterns. The historic preservation
program and Federal guidelines for historic preservation will
assure that adequate weight is given to preservation issues
through the project level decision-making process. See Item
IV for further information.




VI.

Mitigation measures proposed to minimize environmental impacts for
the project as identified above.

Implementation of the CDBG program as a whole may have a signif-
icant comulative impact in twvo areas, population/housing and historic
resources. With respect to these factors it 1is determined that CDBC
program regulations contain adaquate provisions to assure that the
cumulative environmental effects will not be significant.

In additon individual projects may involve one or more environ-
mental impacts which are individually or cumulatively significant.
The individual assessment of CDBG projects is determined to provide
adaquate protection against significant environment impact in this
case.

The following is a further discussion of mitigation measures
incorporated into the CDBG program:

Relocation/Housing Assistance

Two basic types of displacement may occur as a result of the community
development program. One is displacement due to government acquisition
of private property. The other occurs as an indirect result of property
value increases resulting in part from CDBG activities.

Because of the rehabilitiation emphasis of the CDBG program, the number
of residents subject to this first category of displacement is minimal.
Households that are displaced will be relocated in accordance with
provisions of Federal and State relocation laws which basically provide
that displaced owners and renters be compensated for the full direct
and indirect cost of relocating to comparable housing.

Secondary relocation effects resulting from a general neighborhood
upgrading could be substantial in the case of low and moderate income
residents who are generally less able to express market preference for
housing. These impacts will be mitigated directly through housing-
related programs carried out with CDBG funds which are specifically
oriented towards low and moderate income groups. For example, the
HOPE program provides direct grants to the elderly for essential home
repairs. The SNAP program provides rehabilitation assistance and
incorporates upper income eligibility limits. These measures will have
the affect of limiting the number of disadvantaged households displaced
directly or indirectly as a result of the program activities.

Historic Preservation

Program activities could adversely affect historic values, particularly
in the downtown area, either directly through the destruction of historic
structures or indirectly by altering the pattern of development in the
vicinity of significant structures or districts. Program activities will
also have indirect market effects which may alter, and perhaps improve,
private incentives for historic preservation.



To assure that historic values are given adequate weight in the
decision-making process, the following provisions have been incor-
porated into the CDBG program. By adoption of Chapter 32 of the

City Code, a preservation program was formally established to

identify and preserve significant structures and districts within

the "Central City" area. A full-time Preservation Director administers
the program which 1is supported primarily by CDBG funds. A nine-

member preservation board was established to review requests for
demolition of significant structures identified through a consultant's
study and local efforts. The Preservation Board may suspend demolition
of a significant structure for a period of up to six months or longer
while options for preservation are explored. A Preservation Board
Trust Fund has been established to assist in financing preservation
projects.

In addition to the Preservation Program administered at the local
level, the City must also comply with Federal historic preservation
requirements where the potential for disruption of historic values
due to CDBG activities may exist. Under the National Historic Pre-
servation Act of 1966 (16 USC 470), the City is required to assess
the affect of a project on any structure or district which is listed
or eligible for listing on the "national Register of Historic Places”
maintained by the National Park Service of the U.S. Department of

the Interior. Procedures for accomplishing this have been established
by the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, a national group
constituted to assess the affects of Federally-funded projects.

Individaul Environmental Assessment of Projects Carried Out With CDBG
Funds Which Could Have a Significant Impact on the Environment

Except for activities identified in Attachment A, the CDBG program is
general in nature and does not identify (a) specific sites; (b) extent
of projects; (c) quantity of work to be accomplished; (d) location of,
or specifics regarding, housing units to be developed; or (e) other
such information necessary to make a determination that an individual
project may have a significant environmental impact. Many of the
activities proposed for funding with the 1980-81 Federal entitlement
are similarly lacking in sufficient detail to permit a final deter-
mination as to their environmental significance. The purpose of
environmental review at this stage is to assess the overall impact of
the CDBG program including the cumulative impacts of physical develop-
ment projects carried out with CDBG funds. In conducting this review,
the following factors were taken into account:

- The City Council's approval for filing of the three-year program,
including the HAP, does not constitute irrevocable approval of
specific projects, including those which will be individually
assessed. :

- The City Council's approval for filing of the three-year prograz
including HAP, does not walve or grant any required permits or
legislative actions necessary to carry out specific activities
when identified. '




- In subsequent years, specific projects, sites, and activities
are to be identified in the H/CD application submitted for the
program year. The specific activities, when identified, will
be subject to environmental assessment.

- In the HAP, regardless of the number of housing units requested
by a community, the number of units allocated to a community is
dependent upon the housing assistance resources available to HUD
Field Office jurisdictions.

- After HUD approval of the HAP, the Federal regulations indicate
that all applications for development of specific housing pro-
jects within a community shall be referred to the local legis-
lative body for review and recommendation prior to HUD action on
such application.

HUD regulations for environmental review of the CDBG program (24 CFR
part 58) specify that each separate activity funded be subject to a
project level environmental review to assure, among other things, that
applicable Federal standards in such areas as historic preservation,
noise, plant and animal life, water and air quality are met. The
Federal environmental review process, like CEQA, provides an opportunity
for public review and comment. Funds will not be released for a par-
ticular activity until an environmental determination has been made.
Funds may be redirected to another activity under Federal regula tions
if a particular project is found to be environmentally unsuitable.

For the above reasons, environmental determinations on individual pro-
jects included in the CDBG program, where applicable, will not be made
until prior to a request to the Federal government for release of funds

for the specific project under consideration. The individual environmental
assessment of these projects under CEQA will be conducted in conjunction
with the environmental review required under Federal Guidelines. A

listing of CDBG grogram activities which have or will be subject to
individual environmental assessment togeter with a preliminary determin-
ation for each 1s included in Attachment A.



v.

vi.

Date

Alternatives to the project which would produce less of an adverse fmpact on the enviromment
(Yower density, Yess intense land use, move building on site, mo project, et ceters)

No Project - By not submitting a CDBG application prior to the
established Federal deadline, the City would not be eligible to
receive Federal funds under the Housing and Community Develop-
ment Act of 1977 and none of the projects identified in the
application would take place. Such an action is clearly
unreasonable and will not be further discussed.

Modification of the CDBG Program - The CDBG Program is a con-
tinuous process through which Federal funds are allocated to
various Community Development projects in accordance with
priorities established at the local level. Federal regulations
specifically permit modifications for the purpose of avoiding
environmental effects. Such modifications can and, in the rast,
have been made subsequent to submission of the annual CDBS
application to reflect new environmental information developed
during the process.

DETERMINATION

On the basis of this initial study:

[ ] 1 find the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and 8
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. .

' he environ-
hat although the proposed project could have a significant effect on t
(x3 :eiindt;erc will ngt be cps1gn1ficcnt effect n this case because the sitigation weasures
desc;ibcd 1n 1V above have been added to the project or the possidbility of & significant
effect on the environment §s so remote as to be tnsignificant.

[ ) 1 find the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an
ENVIRONMINTAL IMPACT REPORT 1S REQUIRED.

12-19-79 /\/i/;’%‘-/‘

Thomas V. Lee

(STgnature)
Title Associate Planner
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"Attachment A"

PROJECT DESCRIPTION,
THE COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANT PROGRAM

1. The Federal Perspective

The U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) provides fundc
for nieghborhood revitalization through the Community Development Block
Grant (CDBG) program is put forward in Title I of the Housing and Community
Development Act of 1977. The primary prupose of the CDBG program under
Federal law is the development of the viable urban communities, including
decent housing, a suitable 1living environment, and expanded econocic
opportunities, principally for persons of low and moderate income.

Financlal assistance is provided for activities initiated at the local
level which are intended to achieve the following objectives:

1) Prevention and elimination of slums and blight.

2) Elimination of conditions detrimental to public health,
safety, and general welfare,

3! Conservation and expansion of the City's housing stock.

L) Expansion and improvement of the quantity and quality of
community services.

5) The more rational utilization of urban land and other
resources, including support of economic development
activities specifically intended to improve a community's
tax base.

6) Reduction of the isolation of income groups through
spatial deconcentration of housing opportunities for
lower income groups and through activities intended to
attract higher income residents to lower income neighborhoods.

7) Restoration and preservation of historic, architectural
or aesthetic values.

8) The provision of expadded employment opportunities
for low and moderate income persons.,

Recipients of CDBG funds have broad discretion to structure a local
program consistant with the above objectives and local priorities and
preferences. ‘

The CDBG Program is administered at the national level by HUD and at the
local level by the City through various departments and agencies. The
City Manager has overall responsibility for program administration at
the local level.

Funding for the CDBG Program is through an annual appropriation by Congress
which is apportioned among eligible Jjurisdictions on the basis of a
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formula which takes into account such factors as population, degree of
poverty, and degree of housing overcrowding. According to this formula
the City's entitlement for the 1980-81 fiscal year is $5.0 million.

To receive its entitlement of federal CDBG funds, the City must prepnare
and implement a local Community Development Program consistent with the
above objectives and numerous other federal laws and directives. £rmorng
them is the requirement to assume environmental review responsibilities
assigned to HUD under the National Environmental Protection Act (NEP:).
Federal environmental review regulations are contained in Chapter 24
Part 580 of the Codified Federal Regulations (24 CFR Part 58). These
and other meterials pertinent to the CDBG Program are available for
examination and copying at the Sacramento City Planning Department,

915 I Street, Room 308 upon request.

II. The 1980-81. Community Development Block Grant Application

The CDBG application consists of two basic elements: A Community Develop-
ment Actlvities Program describing the specific projects proposed for
implementation and a Housing Action Program. The documents themselves

are avallable at the City Planning Department. A map depicting the CD
areas are identified on the following page. v

A. The Community Development Activities Program

This section describes specific projects to be implemented with CDB5 funds
during fiscal year 1980-81. Activities to take place within CD target
areas are described together with a proposed one year funding level for
each. The purpose of the Activities Program is to detall how the City
intends to spend its 1980-81 federal entitlement of $5.0 million. Activ-
ities and funding levels projected for subsequent years may be subject

to change contingent on such factors as changing priorities at the local
level and the availability of federal funds.

Projects funded through the CDBG Program can be generally described under
three main headings, public improvements, rehabilitation, and land acqui-
sition. A complete l1listing of projects is included as Appendix 1. The
following is a brief description of the types of projects proposed:

1) Public Improvements Projects - These are intended to upgrade
existing neighborhood fac ties to contemporary standards.
Most projects within this category involve residential street
improvements such as curbs, gutters, sidewalks, street lights;
repaving or some combination of these. A typical street im-
provement project would encompass a four to six block area
which 1s for the most part fully developed. Existing street
patterns and capacities would remain unchanged.

The remaining projects within this category involve improve-
ments to existing City parks, the largest single project
being the staged development of the Oak Park Community Center.
An EIR covering thls project has previously been prepared and
ratifiled.
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2) Rehabilitation Activities - These are intended to provide
houslng asslstance to lower income families and to upgrade
neighborhood conditions through improvementes to existirg
structures. The largest single program in terms of fundirg
is the Sacramento Neighborhood Assistance Program (SNAF)
which provides low interest loans for major rehabilitatior.
It 1s expected that between fifty and sixty dwelling units
per year will be rehabilitated at projected funding levelcs.
Other programs provide grants to lower income families for
minor home improvements or repairs such as insulation,
painting, and adaptation for use by the handicapped. These
programs would affect approximately 450 homes per year at
projected funding levels.

Rehabilitation programs are available throughout 211 CDB3
target areas. Participation is completely at the discretion
of applicants so it is impossible to predict the location

and degree of concentration of structures involved. A tyri-
cal project would involve a single structure. Rehabilitztion
would be in accordance with all applicable City codes and
plans.

Rehabilitation programs are administered by the Sacramento
Housing and Redevelopment Agency (SHR2) in accordance with
guidelines adopted by the City Council. Approval of the

CDBG application would have the effect of providing additional
funds for expenditure coexisting on previously approved pro-
grams.

3) Land Acquisition Projects - The Scattered Residential Site
Acquisition Program 1s proposed for CD target areas in
accordance with the Housing Asslstance Plan and adopted
redevelopment plans. Land will be purchased and, if neces-
sary, cleared to make way for new residential development.
Plans for redevelopment of land to be acquired have not yet
been formulated.

B. The Housing Action Program

The Housing Action Program shall describe a program of actions to carry
out each year's increment in order to achieve the three-year housing
goal. The annual action program shall: 1) Specify, by tenure type,
household type, and housing type, a realistic annual goal for the

number of dwelling units or persons to be assisted, including the re-
lative proportion of new, rehabilitated, and existing units best suited
to the needs of lower-income persons identified by the City of Sacramento;
and 2) set forth specific action, 1f any, to be undertaken during the
program year to assure the implementation of the three-year housing
assistance plan.

III. Environmental Review of the CDBG Program

The subject of this initial study is submission of the CDBG application
to HUD. Upon approval by HUD, the City would be authorized to expend
its annual entitlement of federal funds on the activities identified in
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the CD Activities Program (see Appendix 1). The inclusion of & specific
project in the CDBG Program, however, does not constitute an irreversible
commitment to carry out that proJect. Flexibility exists under federzl
regulations to add or delete specific projects at anytime provided that
consistency with overall program objectives 1s maintained. Specific
provisions exist to redirect funds to another activity if a particular
project is determined to be unsuitable on environmental grounds. The

net effect of submission of the CDBG epplication then is that it enablec
the City to lay claim to its full entitlement of federal funds. Frogram
changes can, and in the past, have been made.

The purpose of this initial study is to assess the cumulative impacts

of the CDBG Program with emphasis on program objectives, the types of
projects proposed and thelr general locations. Federal regulations
require that, with the exception of planning and management fur.ction,
each project be assessed in accordance with federal environmental review
Procedures described in 24 CFR Part 58 and in the HUD handbool entitled
'Environmental Reviews at the Community Level" prior to submitting =
request for release of federal funds. VWhere required, the appropriate
environmental documentation for each separate project under the Celifor-
nia Environmental Quality Act is prepzared at this time. In the case of
continuous projects such as rehabilitation activities undertaken by the
Sacramento Housing and Redevelopment Agency, a separate environmental
determination for each annual appropriation 1s not required under state
or federal law unless there has been a significant change in the project.

In 1979, an initial study was performed on the three-year 1979-82 Community
Development Block Grant Program. It was determined that the prorosed
three-year projects had no significant impact, therefore, a Negative
Declaration was filed. This year's projects, 1980-81, were included in

the three-year assessment with the exception of the following new rrojects:
Fair Housing Program, Meadowview Service Center, SB 966 Administration, and
Home Ownership/Home Improvement (HOHI). These projects are exemrt. This
initial study specifically addresses the 1980-81 CDBG projects which are
consistent with the three-year Community Development goals, objectives and
policies, proposed for implementation with this year's entitlement of $5.0
million in federal CDBG funds.

The chart on the following page contains a listing of projects to be
implemented with the 1980-81 federal entitlement that are subject to
individual environmental assessment together with the current environ-
mental status of each.



APPENDIX 1

1980-81 COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT PRGGR.M ACTIVITIES SUBJECT TG INDIVIDULL
ENVIRONMERTAL ASSESSMENT.

Activities proposed to be carried out with CDBG funds are described ir
Attachment A. With the exception of continuing staff activities which
are not subject to environmental review, these activities are listed
below together with a preliminary environment determination for each.

PRELIMINARY REMAFR¥S/PEFEPERCE

ACTIVITY DETERMINATION TO CEQA GUIDELINES
Sacramento Neighborhood Assistance

Frogram (SKAT) Exempt Sec. 151C1
Housing Opportunity Program for .

the Emergency (HOPE) Exempt Sec. 15101
Retrofit Grants for Handicapped

Housing Exempt Sec. 15101
Painting/Beautification Program Exempt Sec. 15101
Relocation Assistance Exempt Sec. 15060
Home Ownership/Home Improvement (HOHI) Exempt Sec. 1506C
Federal Section 312 Exempt Sec. 15060
Community Development Rehabilitation

Grant Program Exempt Sec. 15101
Scattered Reslidential Site Acquisition Exempt Sec. 15103
Fair Housing Program Exempt Sec. 15103
Grand Avenue Street Lighting Assess-

ment District (A/D) Assessment
Del Paso Heights Street Improvements

A/D #U4B Assessment
Del Paso Heights Street Improvements

A/D #5 Assessment
Del Paso Heights Street Improvements

_A/D #6 Assessment

Oak Grove Street Lighting A/D Assessment
Oak Park Complex Phase II Exempt Sec. 15061 (e)

Sacramento Boulevard Street Widening Assessment
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PRELIMINATY REMARKS/KEFEFREICE
- ACTIVITY DETERMINATION TO CE’ L GUIDELINLES
Oak Park Street Lighting A/D Assessment
Meadowvilew Service Center Exempt Sec. 15072
Woodbine Street Improvements
A/D #1 Assessment
Woodbine Street Improvements
A/D #2 Assessment
East Del Paso Heights Street
Improvements A/D #1 Assessment

Heckes and Trainor Street Lighting
A/D Assessment

- i LA e et P 2 IE S RPN



NEGATIVE DECLARATION

Pursuvant 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:

1980-81 Community Development Block Grant (CDB5) Arrliczation -
The appllicatlon Includes a Houslng Actlon Program ar.d Comrmurity
Development Program describing the specific projects rrouosed
for implementation with this year's entitlement of

$5.0 million in feéderal CDBG funds.

Location of Project: CDBG funded activitiec will take rlace in
the following designated Community Develormerit target erezs:
Central City, Alkali Flat, Oak Park,Del Paso Heignts, Gler
Elder, Strawberry Manor, Gardenland/iiorthgate, Meadowview,
Woodbine, Freeport Manor, East Del Faso Helghts, Fobla & City
Farms. A map depricting these areas 1s attached ir the study.
The Proponent of the Project: City of Sacramento

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 supportinc the
above finding and any mitigation measures included in the
project to avoid any potentially significant effects iden-
tified in the initial study.

The Initial Study was Prepared by Thomas V. Lee, Associate Flanrnre

A copy of the Initial Study and this Negative Declaration
may be obtained at 915 - 1 Street, Room 207, Sacramento,
California 95814.

APPROVYED

BY THE CITY COUNCIL

JAN 15199

OFFICE OF THE
CITY CLERK

DATED: 12-19-79 Environmental Coordinator of

the City of Sacramento,
California, a municipal
corporation

ENDORSED:
Filed

DFC 2 ¢+ 1979 By

R. H. PARKER, City Engincer

JA. Saaee. SR

BY

Al WOODS

Lepyry
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c.c.t
CITY OF SACRAMENTO

INITIAL STUDY

References are to California Administrative Code, Title 14, Divisﬂoh 6, Chapter 3,
Article 7, Section 15080.

1. Title and Description of Project (15m19(c)(1))
1980-81 Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) Application

See Attachment A

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

The map included in Attachment A depicts target areas where activities
carried out with CDBG funds will take place. These areas have been
fully committed to urban development by past development patterns,
existing plans, existing and projected public improvements, etc. The
basic municipal service infrastructure necessary to service existing
and planned development presently exists.

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

4. Mitication Mcasures - Attached 1ist of mitigation measures must be completed by
person conducting fnitial study (15080(c)(4)).

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

A1l physical development projects to be carried out with CDBG funds
are in conformance with the City General Plan, adopted community plans
and, where applicable, Redevelopment Plans for thelr respective target
areas.

Planning activities and related studies financed through the program
may result in recommendations for amendments to these plans. In this
case, amendments would be pursued through normal City procedures.

’

Date_ 12-19-79

U7 (Signature)
Title.Associate Flanner
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CITY OF SACRAMINTO
INITIAL STUDY
ENVIROMMENTAL CHICKLIST FORM

C.C. mo.
Dete:_12-19-79

BACKGROUND

1. Mame of Project CDBG Program Application to the U.S. Dept. of Houcirg and
Urban Development for FY 1980-81 entitlement funds

2. City Department Inftfating Project_ City Manager's Office

3. Mame of Individual Preparing Checkiist Thomas V. Lee, Planning Department
4. 1s Checklist Being Prepared for CEQA__ X or NEPA ?

5. Source of Funding of Project Title T U.S. Housing & Community Develovment Act

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS of 1977
{Explanations of all "yes” and “maybe” answers are required under Item }II.)

1. Earth. Will the proposal result fn:
8. Unstable earth conditions or tn changes in geologic substructures? DA

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

1 F |
I
I

c. Change §n topography or ground surface relief features?

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

e. Any increase in wind or water erosion of so0ils, efther on or off the site?

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

|><

9. Exposure of people or property to geologic hazards such as earthquakes,
lands)ides, mudslides, ground faflure, or similar hazerds? X
2. Afr. Wil the proposal result in:
8. Sudbstantial afr emissions or deterforation of ambient afr quality? :
b. The creation of objectionadle odors?

€. Alteration of air movement, mofsture or temperature, or any change in
climate, efther Tocally or regionally?

|><

3. Mster. W{11 the proposal resvlt in:

8. Changes in currents, or the course or direction of water movements, n
either marine or fresh waters?

|><

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

€. Alterations to the course or flow of flood waters?

|
|
= 1= |

d. Change 1n the amount of surface water fn any water body?

e. Discharge tnto surface waters, or in any alteration of surface water
quality, fncluding but not limited to tomperature, dissolved oxygen
or turbidity?

l>< l><

€. Alteratfon of the direction or rate of flow of ground waters.

g. Change tn the quantity of ground waters, efther through direct additions
or withdrawals, or through fnterception of an aquifer by cuts or
excavations?

l
|
Ff,

h. Substantfal reductfon fn the amount of water otherwise avatladle for
public water suppYies?



10.

1n.

12.

13.

4.

1. Exposure of people or property to water related hazards such os flooding
or tids) wave?

Plant Life. W¥i11 the proposal result in:

a. Chenge 1n the diversity of specties, or mmbder of any species of
plants (including trees, shruds, gress, crops, microfliors and
equatic plants)?

b. Reduction of the numbers of sny unique, rare or endangered species
of plants?

c. Introduction of new species of plants fnto an area, or in a bDarrier
to the norma) replenistment of existing species?

a. Recuction 1n acreage of any agricultural crop?

Anima) Life. Wil) the proposal result in:

a. Change in the diversity of species, or numders of any species of animals
(birds, Yand animals tncluding reptiles, fish and shellffish, benthic
organisms, tnsects or microfauna)?

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

¢. Introduction of new gpecies of snimals into an ares, or result in
8 barrier to the migration or movement of animals?

d. Deterioration to existing fish or wildlife hadftat?

Noise. Will the proposal result in:

a. Increase in existing nofse levels?

b. Exposure of people to severe noise levels?

Light and Glare. Wil) the proposs) produce new 1ight or glare?

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

Natural Resources. Will the proposa! result in:

a. Increase 1n the rate of use of any natural resources?

d. Substantial depletion of any nonrenewable natural resource?

Risk of Upset. Does the proposal involve a risk of an explosion or the
release of hazardous substances (including, but not Vimited to, ofl,
pesticides, chemicals or radiation) fn the event of an accident or
upset conditions?

Population. Will the proposal slter the location, distridutfon, density. or
growtlh rate of the human population of an area?

Housing. Wil the proposal affect existing housing, or Create a denand for
additional housing?

Transportation/Circulation. Wil) the proposal result in:

8. Generation of substantial additfonal vehicular movement?
b. Effects on existing parking facilities, or demand for new parking?
c. Sudbstantial tmpact upon exfsting transportation systems?

d. Alterations to present patterns of circulation or movecent of people
and/or goods? :

e. Alterations to waterborne, rafl or atr traffic?

f. Increase fn traffic hazards to motor vehicles, bicyclists or pedestrians?

Public Services. W11 the proposal have an effect upon, or result in a nced for

now or altered governmental services 1n any of the following areas:
8. Fire protection?

d. Police protection?

-
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18.

19.

2.

d. Parks or other recreationsl facilities?

e. Mafintenance of public facilities, Including roeads?
f. Other governmental services?

Energy. W11l the proposal result in:

8. Use of sudbstantial smounts of fuel or energy?

b. Sudbstantial fncrease in demand upon exfsting sources of energy, or
require the developaent of new sources of energy?

Utilities. Wi11 the proposs) result {n 8 need for new systems, or sudstantis)

sTterations to the following utilities:

8. Power or natura) gas?

b. Communications systems?

c. Mater?

d. Sewer or septic tanks?

e. Storm water drainage?

f. Solid waste and disposal?

Human Health. W{ll the proposal result in:

8. Creation of any health hazard or potential health hazard (excluding
mental health)?

b. Exposure of people to potential health hazards?

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 asesthetically offensive site open to pudblic view?

Recreation. Will the proposal result in an fmpact upon the quality
or quantity of existing recreational opportunities?

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

Mandatory Findings of Significance.

8. Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality of
the environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish
or wildlife specfes, cause a fish or wildi{fe 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
tmportant examples of the ma?or periods of California history
or prehistory?

b. Does the project have the potentfal to achieve short-term, to
the disadvantage of long-term, environmental goals? (A short-
term tmpact on the environment fs one which occurs fn 8
relatively brief, definitive period of time while long-term fmpacts
will endure well into the future.)

c. Does the project have fmpacts which are individually Vimited, but
cumylatively considerable? (A project may fmpact on two or more
separate resources where the fmpact on each resource fs relatively
small, but where the effect of the total of those impacts on the
environment 1s significant. :

d. Does the project have environmenta) effects which will cause
substantfal adverse effects on human deings, efther directly
or indirectly? '
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II11.

DISCUSSION OF ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION (Explanation of "Yes' or
"Maybe' answers above. Numbers correspond to headings on the
preceeding checklist.)

1.

Earth

b &§ c. Construction activities will result in minor changes

in topography and soil characteristics. Due to the lack
of unique land features in CDBC Target areas and the
dispersed locations and small scale of individual pro-
jects, these impacts are not potentially significant.
Projects will be individually assessed in relation to
this factor.

(Geologic Hazard) - Because the entire state is considered
to be seismically active the risk of earthquake damage
exists to some degree. However since no active faults are
known to exist and building code provisions provide pro-
tection against seismic risk, this factor is not considered
potentially significant.

Water

b.

(Drainage) - All construction will take place within
developed areas serviced by municipal water and drainage
systems. Individual projects will alter and probably
increase surface water runoff through, for example, increased
paving. Projects will be individually assessed in relation
to this factor.

Plant Life

a.

(Trees & Shrubs) - Individual projects particularly street
improvement projects, may result in the removal of existing
trees and shrubs. the importance of existing flora will be
assessed with respect to each project and, where feasible,
existing features will be retained. Where trees and shrubs
are removed, these will be replaced at a ratio of one to one
or better.

Noise

Some areas within the City (e.g. near airports and other

major transportation corridors) experience higher levels of
noise than is normally acceptable within a residential
environment. Where such conditions exist, mitigation measures
must be considered at the project level, according to Federal
regulations. While the effects of noise may be significant in
the case of a8 single project mitigation of ncise impacts at
the program level is not considered feasible since this is
only one of many factors that must be weighed in relation to

a given project.



7. Light & Glare

The installation of street lights, and perhaps other
activities, will produce increased amounts of light and

glare. Effects will be evaluated in relation to individual
projects.

11 & 12. Population/Housing

The program is designed to have a positive effect on
population and housing.

However, a potentially significant impact could result from
the displacement of low and moderate income families as an
indirect result of neighborhood upgrading. Displacement
impacts are mitigated by relocation procedures and the over-
all program orientation towards providing housing assistance
to disadvantaged households. See Item IV for further infor-
mation.

14. Public Service

Individual activities will alter demands for municpal services
in an undeterminable way depending on size, location, and
purpose of a particular project. These effects will not be
cumulatively significant because the basic capital facilities
necessary to provide service exist, and because the rate of
neighborhood change resulting from CDBG activities is expected
to be gradual. Public services impacts will be individually
assessed in relation to each project.

19. Recreation

Park improvement projects carried out with CDBG funds will
improve the quality of existing recreational opportunities.

20. & 21. Archaeological/Historical

a.

Individual activities may impact historic/archaeological values
through destruction of significant objects or the introduction
of incompatible land use patterns. The historic preservation
program and Federal guidelines for historic preservation will
assure that adequate weight is given to preservation issues
through the project level decision-making process. See Item

IV for further information.




VI.

Mitigation measures proposed to minimize environmental impacts for
the project as identified above.

Implementation of the CDBC program as a whole may have a signif-
icant comulative impact in two areas, population/housing and historic
resources. With respect to these factors it is determined that CDBC
program regulations contain adaquate provisions to assure that the
cumulative environmental effects will not be significant.

In additon individual projects may involve one or more environ-
mental impacts which are individually or cumulatively significant.
The individual assessment of CDBG projects is determined to provide
adaquate protection against significant environment impact in this
case.

The following is a further discussion of ‘mitigation measures
incorporated into the CDBG program:

Relocation/Housing Assistance

Two basic types of displacement may occur as a result of the community
development program. One is displacement due to government acquisition
of private property. The other occurs as an indirect result of property
value increases resulting in part from CDBG activities.

Because of the rehabilitiation emphasis of the CDBG program, the number
of residents subject to this first category of displacement is minimal.
Households that are displaced will be relocated in accordance with
provisions of Federal and State relocation laws which basically provide
that displaced owners and renters be compensated for the full direct
and indirect cost of relocating to comparable housing.

Secondary relocation effects resulting from a general neighborhood
upgrading could be substantial in the case of low and moderate income
residents who are generally less able to express market preference for
housing. These impacts will be mitigated directly through housing-
related programs carried out with CDBG funds which are specifically
oriented towards low and moderate income groups. For example, the
HOPE program provides direct grants to the elderly for essential home
repairs. The SNAP program provides rehabilitation assistance and
incorporates upper income eligibility limits. These measures will have
the affect of limiting the number of disadvantaged households displaced
directly or indirectly as a result of the program activities.

Historic Preservation

Program activities could adversely affect historic values, particularly
in the downtown area, either directly through the destruction of historic
structures or indirectly by altering the pattern of development in the
vicinity of significant structures or districts. Program activities will
also have indirect market effects which may alter, and perhaps improve,
private incentives for historic preservation.



To assure that historic values are given adequate weight in the
decision-making process, the following provisions have been incor-
porated into the CDBG program. By adoption of Chapter 32 of the

City Code, a preservation program was formally established to

identify and preserve significant structures and districts within

the "Central City" area. A full-time Preservation Director administers
the program which is supported primarily by CDBC funds. A nine-

member preservation board was established to review requests for
demolition of significant structures identified through a consultant's
study and local efforts. The Preservation Board may suspend demolition
of a significant structure for a period of up to six months or longer
wvhile options for preservation are explored. A Preservation Board
Trust Fund has been established to assist in financing preservation
projects.

In addition to the Preservation Program administered at the local
level, the City must also comply with Federal historic preservation
requirements where the potential for disruption of historic values
due to CDBG activities may exist. Under the National Historic Pre-
servation Act of 1966 (16 USC 470), the City is required to assess
the affect of a project on any structure or district which is listed
or eligible for listing on the "national Register of Historic Places"
maintained by the National Park Service of the U.S. Department of

the Interior: Procedures for accomplishing this have been established
by the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, a national group
constituted to assess the affects of Federally-funded projects.

Individaul Environmental Assessment of Projects Carried Out With CDBG
Funds Which Could Have a Significant Impact on the Environment

Except for activities identified in Attachment A, the CDBG program is
general in nature and does not identify (a) specific sites; (b) extent
of projects; (c) quantity of work to be accomplished; (d) location of,
or specifics regarding, housing units to be developed; or (e) other
such information necessary to make a determination that an individual
project may have a significant environmental impact. Many of the
activities proposed for funding with the 1980-81 Federal entitlement
are similarly lacking in sufficient detail to permit a final deter-
mination as to their environmental significance. The purpose of
environmental review at this stage is to assess the overall impact of
the CDBG program including the cumulative impacts of physical develop-
ment projects carried out with CDBG funds. 1In conducting this review,
the following factors were taken into account:

- The City Council's approval for filing of the three-year program,
including the HAP, does not constitute irrevocable approval of
specific projects, including those which will be individually
assessed.

- The City Council's approvalfor filing of the three-year progran
including HAP, does not waive or grant any required permits or
legislative actions necessary to carry out specific activities
when identified.



- In subsequent years, specific projects, sites, and activities
are to be identified in the H/CD application submitted for the
program year. The specific activities, when identified, will
be subject to environmental assessment,

- In the HAP, regardless of the number of housing units requested
by a community, the number of units allocated to a community is
dependent upon the housing assistance resources available to HUD
Field Office jurisdictions.

- After HUD approval of the HAP, the Federal regulations indicate
that all applications for development of specific housing pro-
jects within a community shall be referred to the local legis-
lative body for review and recommendation prior to HUD action on
such application.

HUD regulations for environmental review of the CDBG program (24 CFR
part 58) specify that each separate activity funded be subject to a
project level environmental review to assure, among other things, that
applicable Federal standards in such areas as historic preservation,
noise, plant and animal life, water and air quality are met. The
Federal environmental review process, like CEQA, provides an opportunity
for public review and comment. Funds will not be released for a par-
ticular activity until an environmental determination has been made.
Funds may be redirected to another activity under Federal regula tions
if a particular project is found to be environmentally unsuitable.

For the above reasons, environmental determinations on individual pro-
jects included in the CDBG program, where applicable, will not be made
until prior to a request to the Federal government for release of funds

for the specific project under consideration. The individual environmental
assessment of these projects under CEQA will be conducted in conjunction
with the environmental review required under Federal Guidelines. A

listing of CDBG grogram activities which have or will be subject to
individual environmental assessment togeter with a preliminary determin-
ation for each is included in Attachment A.




v.

vi.

Date

Alternatives to the project which would produce Yess of an adverse fmpact on the environment
(Tower density, less intense 1and use, move building on site, mo project, et ceters)

No Project - By not submitting a CDBG application prior to the
established Federal deadline, the City would not be eligible to
receive Federal funds under the Housing and Community Develop-
ment Act of 1977 and none of the projects identified in the
application would take place. Such an action is clearly
unreasonable and will not be further discussed.

Modification of the CDBG Program - The CDBG Program is a con-
tinuous process through which Federal funds are allocated to
various Community Development projects in accordance with
priorities established at the local level. Federal regulations
specifically permit modifications for the purpose of avoiding
environmental effects. Such modifications can and, in the past,
have been made subsequent to submission of the annual CDBJ

application to reflect new environmental information developed
during the process.

DETERMINATION

On the basis of this tnitial study:

{ ) 1 find the proposed project COULD NOT have 8 sfgnificant effect on the environment, and 8
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

iron-

nd that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the env

(x) :e::. there will ngt be 8 sfgniffcant effect 1n this case because the mitigation measures
described in 1V above have been added to the project or the possibility of a significant
effect on the environment fs so remote as to be fnsignificant.

[ ) 1 find the proposed project MAY have a signiffcant effect on the environment, and an
ENVIRONMINTAL IMPACT REPORT 1S REQUIRED.

12-19-79 /Jﬁm

Thomas V. Lee
[S{gnature)

Title Associate Planner
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"Atfachment A"

PROJECT DESCRIPTION,
THE COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANT PROGRAM

I. The Federal Perspective

The U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) providec funds
for nieghborhood revitalization through the Community Development Elock
Grant (CDBG) program is put forward in Title I of the Housing and Community
Development Act of 1977. The primary prupose of the CDBG program under
Federal law is the development of the viable urban communities, including
decent housing, a suitable living environment, and expanded econozic
opportunities, principally for persons of low and moderate income.
Financial assistance is provided for activities initiated et the local
level which are intended to achieve the following objectives:

1) Prevention and elimination of slums and blight.

2) Elimination of conditions detrimental to public health,
safety, and general welfare,.

Conservation and expansion of the City's housing stock.

4) Expansion and improvement of the quantity and quality of
community services.

5) The more rational utilization of urban land and other
resources, including support of economic development
activities specifically intended to improve a community's
tax base.

6) Reduction of the isolation of income groups through
spatial deconcentration of housing opportunities for
lower income groups and through activities intended to
attract higher income residents to lower income neighborhoods.

7) Restoration and preservation of historic, architectural
or aesthetic values.

8) The provision of expanded employment opportunities
for low and moderate income persons.

Recipients of CDBG funds have broad discretion to structure a local
program consistant with the above objectives and local priorities and
preferences.

The CDBG Program is administered at the national level by HUD and at the
local level by the City through various departments and agencies. The
City Manager has overall responsibility for program administration at
the local level. ,

Funding for the CDBG Program is through an annual appropriation by Congress
which is apportioned among eligible jurisdictions on the basis of a
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formula which takes into account such factors as population, degree of
poverty, and degree of housing overcrowding. According to this formula
the City's entitlement for the 1980-81 fiscal year is $5.0 million.

To receive its entitlement of federal CDBG funds, the City must prenare
and implement a local Community Development Program consistent with the
above obJjectives and numerous other federal laws and directives. £rmorng
them is the requirement to assume environmental review responsibilities
assigned to HUD under the National Environmental Protection Act (NEPL).
Federal environmental review regulations are contained in Chapter 24
Part 580 of the Codified Federal Regulations (24 CFR Part 58). These
and other materials pertinent to the CDBG Program are available for
examination and copying at the Sacramento City Planning Department,

915 I Street, Room 308 upon request.

II. The 1980-81 Community Development Block Grant Application

The CDBG application consists of two basic elements: A Community Develofp-
ment Activities Program describing the specific projects proposed for
implementation and a Housing Action Program. The documents themselves

are available at the City Planning Department. A map depicting the CD
areas are identified on the following page.

A. The Community Development Activities Program

. This section describes specific projects to be implemented with CDB5Z funds
during fiscal year 1980-81. Activities to take place within CD target
areas are described together with a proposed one year funding level for
each. The purpose of the Activities Program is to detail how the Cilty
intends to spend its 1980-81 federal entitlement of $5.0 million. Activ-
ities and funding levels projected for subsequent years meay be subject

to change contingent on such factors as changing priorities at the local
level and the availablility of federal funds.

Projects funded through the CDBG Program can be generally described under
three main headings, public improvements, rehabilitation, and land acaqui-
sition. A complete 1listing of projects 1s included as Appendix 1. The
following 1s a brief description of the types of projects proposed:

1) Public Improvements Projects - These are intended to upgrade
existing neighborhood facllities to contemporary standards.
Most projects within this category involve residential street
improvements such as curbs, gutters, sidewalks, street lights,
repaving or some combination of these. A typical street im-
provement project would encompass a four to six block area
which is for the most part fully developed. Existing street
patterns and capacities would remain unchanged.

The remaining projects within this category involve improve-
ments to existing City parks, the largest single project
being the staged development of the Oak Park Community Center.
An EIR covering this project has previously been prepared and
ratified.
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2) Rehabilitation Activities - These are intended to provide
housing asslistance to lower income families and to upgrade
neighborhood conditions through improvements to existirg
structures. The largest single program in terms of fundirg
is the Sacramento Neighborhood Assistance Program (SKAF)
which provides low interest loans for major rehabilitatior.
It 1s expected that between fifty and sixty dwelling units
per year will be rehabilitated at projected funding levels.
Other programs provide grants to lower income families for
minor home improvements or repairs such as insulation,
painting, and adaptation for use by the handicapped. These
programs would affect approximately U450 homes per year at
projected funding levels.

Rehabilitation programs are available throughout 211 CDB3
target areas. Participation is completely at the discretion
of applicants so it is 1mpossible to predict the locatiorn

and degree of concentration of structures involved. A tyri-
cal project would involve a single structure. Rehabilitation
would be in accordance with all applicable City codes and
plans.

Rehabilitation programs are administered by the Sacramento
Housing and Redevelopment Agency (SHRA) in accordance with
guidelines adopted by the City Council. Approval of the

CDBG application would have the effect of providing additional
funds for expenditure coexisting on previously approved pro-
grams.

3) Land Acquisition Projects - The Scattered Residential Site

' Ecquisition Program 1s proposed for CD target areas in
accordance with the Housing Assistance Plan and adopted
redevelopment plans. Land will be purchased and, if neces-
sary, cleared to make way for new residential development.
Plans for redevelopment of land to be acquired have not yet
been formulated.

B. The Housing Action Program

The Housing Action Program shall describe a program of actions to carry
out each year's increment in order to achieve the three-year housing

goal. The annual action program shall: 1) Specify, by tenure type,
household type, and housing type, a realistic annual goal for the

number of dwelling units or persons to be assisted, including the re-
lative proportion of new, rehabilitated, and existing units best suited
to the needs of lower-income persons identified by the City of Sacramento;
and 2) set forth specific action, if any, to be undertaken during the
program year to assure the implementation of the three-year housing
assistance plan.

III. Environmental Review of the CDBG Program

The subject of this initial study is submission of the CDBG application
to HUD. Upon approval by HUD, the City would be authorized to exrend
its annual entitlement of federal funds on the activities identified in
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"the CD Activities Program (see Appendix 1). The inclusion of & specific
project in the CDBG Program, however, does not constitute an irrevercsible
commitment to carry out that project. Flexibility exists under federzl
regulations to add or delete specific projects at anytime provided thzt
consistency with overall program objectives 1s maintained. Specific
provisions exist to redirect funds to another activity if a perticuler
project is determined to be unsuitable on environmental ground:z. The

net effect of submission of the CDBG application then is that it enablec
the City to lay claim to its full entitlement of federal funds. Frogran
changes can, and in the past, have been made.

The purpose of this initial study is to assess the cumulative impacts

of the CDBG Program with emphasis on program objectives, the tyres of
projects proposed and thelr general locations. Federal regulations
require that, with the exception of planning and management furction,
each project be assessed in accordance with federal environmentzl review
procedures described in 24 CFR Part 58 and in the HUD handbook entitled
'Environmental Reviews at the Community Level" prior to submitting =
request for release of federal funds. VWhere required, the approrriate
environmental documentation for each separate project under the Czlifor-
nia Environmental Quality Act is prepsred at this time. In the case of
continuous projects such as rehabilitation activities undertaken by the
Sacramento Housing and Redevelopment Agency, a separate environmental
determination for each annual appropriation is not required under state
or federal law unless there has been a significant change in the project.

In 1979, an initial study was performed on the three-year 1979-82 Community
Development Block Grant Program. It was determined that the prorosed
three-year projects had no significant impact, therefore, a Negative
Declaration was filed. This year's projects, 1980-81, were included in

the three-year assessment with the exception of the following new projects:
Fair Housing Program, Meadowview Service Center, SB 966 Administration, and
Home Ownership/Home Improvement (HOHI). These projects are exempt. This
initial study specifically addresses the 1980-81 CDBG projects which zare
consistent with the three-year Community Development goals, objectives and
policies, proposed for implementation with this year's entitlement of $5.0
million in federal CDBG funds.

The chart on the following page contains a listing of projects to be
implemented with the 1980-81 federal entitlement that are subject to
individual environmental assessment together with the current environ-
mental status of each.



APPENDIX 1

1980-81 COMMUNITY DEVELOPMEKNT PRGGT.M ACTIVITIES SUBJECT TO INDIVIDULL
ENVIRONMENTEYL, ASSESSMENT.

Activities proposed to be carried out with CDBG funds are described ir
Attachment A. With the exception of continuing staff activities which
are not subject to environmental review, these activities are listed
below together with a preliminary environment determination for each.

PRELIMINARY REMARKS/PEFEPENCE

ACTIVITY DETERMINATION TO CEQA GUIDELIKES
Sacramento Neighborhood Assistance

Frogram (SKAF) Exempt Sec. 151C1
Housing Opprortunity Program for

the Emergency (HOPE) Exempt Sec. 15101
Retrofit Grants for Handicapped

Housing Exempt Sec. 15101
Painting/Beautification Program Exemrt ' Sec. 15101
Relocation Assistance Exempt Sec. 15060
Home Ownership/Home Improvement (HOHI) Exempt Sec. 15060
Federal Section 312 Exempt Sec. 15060
Community Development Rehabilitation

Grant Program Exempt Sec. 151C1
Scattered Residential Site Acquisition Exempt Sec. 15103
Fair Housing Program Exempt Sec. 15103
Grand Avenue Street Lighting Assess-

ment District (A/D) Assessment
Del Paso Heights Street Improvements

A/D #4B Assessment
Del Paso Heights Street Improvements

A/D #5 Assessment
Del Paso Heights Street Improvements

A/D #6 Assessment
Oak Grove Street Lighting A/D Assessment
Oak Park Complex Phase II Exempt Sec. 15001 (e)

Sacramento Boulevard Street Widening Assessment



PRELIMINATY REMAKKS/KEFERELCE
. ACTIVITY DETERMINATION TO CE” £ GUIDELINES
Oak Park Street Lighting A/D Assessment
Meadowview Service Center Exempt Sec. 15072
Woodbine Street Improvements
A/D #1 Assessment
Woodbine Street Improvements
A/D #2 Assessment
East Del Paso Heights Street
Improvements A/D #1 Assessment

Heckes and Trainor Street Lighting
A/D Assessment



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 corporatior,
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:

1980-81 Community Development Block Grant (CDB5) Arrlication -
The application includes a Houslng Actlon Frogram ard Community
Development Program describing the specific projfects rrogosed
for implementation with this year's entitlement of

$5.0 million in federal CDBG funds.

2. Location of Project: CDBG funded activities will take rlace ir
the following designated Community Develormert target areas:
Central City, Alkali Flat, Oak Park,Del Paso Heights, Gler.
Elder, Strawberry Manor, Gardenland/liorthgate, MNeadowview,
Woodbine, Freeport Manor, East Del Faso Helghts, Fobla & City
Farms. A map depicting these areas is attached ir the study.

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 1in the
project to avoid any potentially significant effects iden-
tified in the initial study.

5. The Initial Study was Prepared by Thomas V. Lee, Associate Flarre

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

PROVED

‘L\EY THE CITY COUNCI-

1aN 151979

E
£ICE OF TH
OFCr\TY CLERK

Environmental Coordinator of
the City of Sacramento,
California, a municipal

DATED: 12-19-79

ENDORSED:

Filed
DEC 2 ¢ 1979
JA. Sunee. . ERY
BY AL WOODS

CepuTY,

P Rk .- e s . mar e
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c.c.t
CITY OF SACRAMENTO

INITIAL STUDY

References are to California Administrative Code, Title 14, Divisfon 6, Chapter 3,
Article 7, Section 15080.

1. Title and Description of Proiect (15000(c)(1))
1980-81 Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) Application

See Attachment A

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

The map included in Attachment A depicts target areas where activities
carried out with CDBG funds will take place. These areas have been
fully committed to urban development by past development patternsz,
existing plans, existing and projected public improvements, etc. The
basic municipal service Infrastructure necessary to service existing
and planned development presently exists.

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

4. Mitiocation Mcasures - Attached 1ist of mitiqation measures must be completed by
person conducting fnitial study (15080(c)(4)).

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

A1l physical development projects to be carried out with CDBG funds
are in conformance with the City General Plan, adopted comrunity plans
and, where applicable, Redevelopment Plans for their respective target
areas.

Planning activities and related studies financed through the program
may result in recommendations for amendments to these plans. In this
case, amendments would be pursued through normal City procedures.

’

Date_ 12-19-79

7" (signature)
Title,Associate Flanner
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CI1TY OF SACRAMINTD
INITIAL STUDY
ENVIRONMENTAL CMECKLIST FORM

BACKGROUND

€.C. wo.

Bete:_12-19-79Q

1. Meme of Project_ CDBG Program Application to the U.S. Dept. of Houcire and
Urban Development for FY 1980-81 entitlement funds

2. City Department Inftiating Project_ City Manager's Office

3. Mame of Indivicus) Preparing Checkiist Thomas V. Lee, Planning Departmernt
4. 13 Checklist Being Prepared for CEQA X or MEPA ?

5. Source of Funding of Project Title T U.S. Housing & Community Development ict

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

of 1977

(Explanations of a1l "yes® and “maybe® snswers are required under Item 111.)

1. Earth. Will the proposa) result in:

8.
b.
C.

a.

f.

2. Mr.

8.
b.

C.

Unstable earth conditfons or in changes in geologic substructures?
Disruptions, displacements, compaction or overcovering of the sofl1?
Change in topography or ground surface reltef features?

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

Any increase in wind or water erosion of sofls, either on or of f the site?
Changes in deposition or erosion of beach sands, or changes
in siltation, deposition or erosfon which may modify the
channel of a river or stream or the bed of the ocean or
any bay, fnlet or lake?
txposufe of people or property to geologic hazards such as earthquakes,
lands)ides, mudslides, ground faflure, or similar hazards?
W11l the proposal result in:
Substantial afr emissfons or deterforation of ambient air Quality?
The creation of objectfonadble odors?

Alteration of atr movement, mofsture or temperature, or any change in
climate, efther Yocally or regionally?

3. MWater. Will the proposal result in:

b.

f.

h.

Changes fn currents, or the course or direction of water movements, 1n
either marine or fresh waters?

Changes n absorption rates, drafnage patterns, or the rate and amount
of surface water runoff?

Alterations to the course or fiow of flood waters?

Change §n the smount of surface water in any water body?

Discharge into surface waters, or fn any alteration of surface water
quality, fncluding but not Yimfted to tomperature, dissolved oxygen

or turdbidity?

Alteration of the directfon or rate of flow of ground waters.

Change fn the quantity of ground waters, efther through direct additfons
or u?thdraua\s. or through fnterception of an aquifer by cuts or
excavations?

Substantia) reduction fn the amount of water otherwise availadle for
public water supplies?
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10.

n.

12.

13.

1‘.

1. Exposure of people or property to water related Mzards such os flooding
or tida)l wave?

Plant Life. Will the proposal result in:

8. Change fn the diversity of species, or mumber of any species of
plants (including trees, shrudbs, grass, crops, sicroflors and
squatic plants)?

b. Reauction of the numbers of sny wnique, rare or endangered species
of plants?

¢. Introduction of new species of plants Into an ares, or in g barrier
to the normal replenistment of exfsting species?

6. Reduction in acresge of any agricultural crop?

Anima) Life. Will the proposs) result in:

a. Change in the diversity of species, or numders of any species of animals
(birds, Yand snimals including reptiles, fish and shellffish, benthic
organisms, fnsects or microfaunsa)?

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

¢. Introduction of new species of animals into an grea, or result in
a barrier to the sigration or movement of animals?

d. Deterioration to exfsting fish or wildl{fe haditat?

Noise. Will the proposal result in:

8. Increase in existing nofse levels?

b. Exposure of people to severe noise levels?

Light and Glare. Will the proposs) produce new 1ight or glare?

Land Use. Will the proposal result fn & substantial alteration of the
present or planned vse of an srea?

Natural Resources. W{ll the proposal result {n:

8. Increase in the rate of use of any natural resources?
b. Substantial depletion of any nonrenewable natural resource?

Risk of Upset. Does the proposal fnvolve & risk of an explosion or the
release of hazardous substances (including, but not Vimited to, of},
pesticides, chemicals or radiation) {n the event of an accident or
upset conditions?

Population. W{11 the proposal alter the location, distridbution, density, or
growth rate of the human population of an area?

Housing. Wil) the proposal affect existing housing, or Creste & Geasnd for
#dditional housing?

Transportation/Circulation. Wi1) the proposal result f{n:

8. Generation of substantial additions) vehicular moveament?
b. Effects on existing parking facilities, or demand for new parking?
c. Substantial fmpact upon existing transportation systems?

d. Alteratfons to present patterns of circulation or movement of people
and/or goods?

e. Alterations to waterborne, ratl or atr traffic?

f. Increase fn trafffc hazards to motor vehicles, bicyclists or pedestriang?

Public Services. Wil1 the proposal have an effect upon, or result in & nced for

ncw or altered governmenta) services {n any of the following aress:
a. Fire protection?

b. Police protection?
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15,

6.

7.

18.

19.

21,

d. Parts or other recreational facilitties?

¢. Maintensnce of publifc factlities, Including rosds?
f. Other goverrmentsl gervices?

Energy. W11 the proposal result in:

8. Use of substantia) smounts of fuel or energy?

b. Sudbstantial fncresse {n demand upon exfsting sources of ;nerny. or
require the development Of new sources of energy?

Utilitfes. Wi11 the proposal result fn & need for new systems, or sudstantia)
alterations to the following utflftfes:

8. Power or natura) gas?

d. Communications systems?

c. ¥ater?

d. Sewer or septic tanks?

e. Storm water drainage?

f. Solid waste and disposal?

Human Health. W11 the proposal result in:

8. Creation of any health hazard or potentis) health hazard (excluding
mental health)?

. Exposure of people to potential health hazards?

Aesthetics. Wil the proposal result in the obstruction of any scentic
vista or view open to the public, or will the proposal result tn the
creation of an aesthetically offensive site open to pudlic view?

Recreatfon. Will the proposal result in an impact vpon the quality
or quantity of existing recreational opportunities?

Archeological /Historical. Wi{l1 the proposal result in an alteration
of a significent archeologfcal or historical site, structure, object
or building?

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 3 fish or wildlife population to
drop below self sustaining levels, threaten to elfminate &
plant or animal community, reduce the number or restrict
the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal or eliminate
fmportant examples of the major periods of California history
or prehistory?

b. DOoes the project have the potentfal to achieve short-term, to
the disadvantage of long-term, environmental goals? (A short-
term impact on the environment s one which occurs n a
retatively dbrief, definftive perfod of time while long-term fmpacts
will endure well into the future.)

¢. Does the project have tmpacts which are individually 1iaited, dut
cumylatively consfderable? (A project may {mpact on two or more
separate resources where the impact on each resource {s relatively
small, dbut where the effect of the total of those fmpacts on the
environment i3 significant. .

d. Does the project have environmental effects which-will cause
substantial adverse effects on human defngs, efther directly
or {ndirectly?
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I11.

DISCUSSION OF ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION (Explanation of "Yes' or
"Maybe' answers above. Numbers correspond to headings on the
preceeding checklist.)

1.

Earth

b & ¢. Construction activities will result in minor changes

in topography and soil characteristics. Due to the lack
of unique land features in CDBG Target areas and the
dispersed locations and small scale of individual pro-
jects, these impacts are not potentially significant.
Projects will be individually assessed in relation to
this factor.

(Geologic Hazard) - Because the entire state is considered
to be seismically active the risk of earthquake damage
exists to some degree. However since no active faults are
known to exist and building code provisions provide pro-
tection against seismic risk, this factor is not considered
potentially significant.

Water

b.

(Drainage) - All construction will take place within
developed areas serviced by municipal water and drainage
systems, Individual projects will alter and probably
increase surface water runoff through, for example, increased
paving. Projects will be individually assessed in relation
to this factor.

Plant Life

a.

(Trees & Shrubs) - Individual projects particularly street
improvement projects, may result in the removal of existing
trees and shrubs. the importance of existing flora will be
assessed with respect to each project and, where feasible,
existing features will be retained. Where trees and shrubs
are removed, these will be replaced at a ratio of one to one
or better.

Noise

Some areas within the City (e.g. near airports and other

major transportation corridors) experience higher levels of
noise than is normally acceptable within a residential
environment. Where such conditions exist, mitigation measures
must be considered at the project level, according to Federal
regulations. While the effects of noise may be significant in
the case of a single project mitigation uf ncise impacts at
the program level is not considered feasible since this is
only one of many factors that must be weighed in relation to

a given project,



7. Light & Glare

The installation of street lights.'and perhaps other
activities, will produce increased amounts of light and

glare. Effects will be evaluated in relation to individual
projects.

11 & 12. Population/Housing

The program is designed to have a positive effect on
population and housing. ‘

However, a potentially significant impact could result from
the displacement of low and moderate income families as an
indirect result of neighborhood upgrading. Displacement
impacts are mitigated by relocation procedures and the over-
all program orientation towards providing housing assistance
to disadvantaged households. See Item 1V for further infor-
mation.

14, Public Service

Individual activities will alter demands for municpal services
in an undeterminable way depending on size, location, and
purpose of a particular project. These effects will not be
cumulatively significant because the basic capital facilities

" necessary to provide service exist, and because the rate of
neighborhood change resulting from CDBG activities is expected
to be gradual. Public services impacts will be individually
assessed in relation to each project.

19. Recreation

Park improvement projects carried out with CDBG funds will
improve the quality of existing recreational opportunities.

20. & 21. Archaeological/Historical

a. Individual activities may impact historic/archaeological values
through destruction of significant objects or the introduction
of incompatible land use patterns. The historic preservation
program and Federal guidelines for historic preservation will
assure that adequate weight is given to preservation issues
through the project level decision-making process. See Item
IV for further information.



VI.

Mitigation measures proposed to minimize environmental impacts for
the project as identified above.

Implementation of the CDBG program as 8 whole may have & signif-
icant comulative impact in two areas, population/housing and historic
resources. With respect to these factors it is determined that CDBG
program regulations contain adaquate provisions to assure that the
cumulative environmental effects will not be significant.

In additon individual projects may involve one or more environ-
mental impacts which are individually or cumulatively significant.
The individual assessment of CDBG projects is determined to provide
adaquate protection against significant environment impact in this
case.

The following is a further discussion of mitigation measures
incorporated into the CDBG program:

Relocation/Housing Assistance

Two basic types of displacement may occur as a result of the community
development program. One is displacement due to government acquisition
of private property. The other occurs as an indirect result of property
value increases resulting in part from CDBG activities.

Because of the rehabilitiation emphasis of the CDBG program, the number
of residents subject to this first category of displacement is minimal.
Households that are displaced will be relocated in accordance with
provisions of Federal and State relocation laws which basically provide
that displaced owners and renters be compensated for the full direct
and indirect cost of relocating to comparable housing.

Secondary relocation effects resulting from a general neighborhood
upgrading could be substantial in the case of low and moderate income
residents who are generally less able to express market preference for
housing. These impacts will be mitigated directly through housing-
related programs carried out with CDBG funds which are specifically
oriented towards low and moderate income groups. For example, the

HOPE program provides direct grants to the elderly for essential home
repairs. The SNAP program provides rehabilitation assistance and
incorporates upper income eligibility limits. These measures will have
the affect of limiting the number of disadvantaged households displaced
directly or indirectly as a result of the program activities.

Historic Preservation

Program activities could adversely affect historic values, particularly
in the downtown area, either directly through the destruction of historic
structures or indirectly by altering the pattern of development in the
vicinity of significant structures or districts. Program activities will
also have indirect market effects which may alter, and perhaps improve,
private incentives for historic preservation.




To assure that historic values are given adequate weight in the
decision-making process, the following provisions have been incor-
porated into the CDBG program. By adoption of Chapter 32 of the

City Code, a preservation program was formally established to

identify and preserve significant structures and districts within

the "Central City" area. A full-time Preservation Director administers
the program which is supported primarily by CDBG funds. A nine-
member preservation board was established to review requests for
demolition of significant structures identified through a consultant's
study and local efforts. The Preservation Board may suspend demolition
of a significant structure for a period of up to six months or longer
while options for preservation are explored. A Preservation Board
Trust Fund has been established to assist in financing preservation
projects.

In addition to the Preservation Program administered at the local
level, the City must also comply with Federal historic preservation
requirements where the potential for disruption of historic values
due to CDBG activities may exist. Under the National Historic Pre-
servation Act of 1966 (16 USC 470), the City is required to assess
the affect of a project on any structure or district which is listed
or eligible for listing on the "national Register of Historic Places”
maintained by the National Park Service of the U.S. Department of

the Interior. Procedures for accomplishing this have been established
by the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, a national group
constituted to assess the affects of Federally-funded projects.

Individaul Environmental Assessment of Projects Carried Out With CDBG
Funds Which Could Have a Significant Impact on the Environment '

Except for activities identified in Attachment A, the CDBG program is
general in nature and does not identify (a) specific sites; (b) extent
of projects; (c) quantity of work to be accomplished; (d) location of,
or specifics regarding, housing units to be developed; or (e) other
such information necessary to make a determination that an individual
project may have a significant environmental impact. Many of the
activities proposed for funding with the 1980-81 Federal entitlement
are similarly lacking in sufficient detail to permit a final deter-
mination as to their environmental significance. The purpose of
environmental review at this stage is to assess the overall impact of
the CDBG program including the cumulative impacts of physical develop-
ment projects carried out with CDBG funds. In conducting this review,
the following factors were taken into account: '

- The City Council's approval for filing of the three-year program,
including the HAP, does not constitute irrevocable approval of
specific projects, including those which will be individually
assessed.

- The City Council's approval for filing of the three-year progran
including HAP, does not waive or grant any required permits or
legislative actions necessary to carry out specific activities
when identified.



- In subsequent years, specific projects, sites, and activities
are to be identified in the H/CD application submitted for the
program year. The specific activities, when identified, will
be subject to environmental assessment.

- In the HAP, regardless of the number of housing units requested
by a community, the number of units allocated to a community is
dependent upon the housing assistance resources available to HUD
Field Office jurisdictions.

- After HUD approval of the HAP, the Federal regulations indicate
that all applications for development of specific housing pro-
jects within a community shall be referred to the local legis-
lative body for review and recommendation prior to HUD action on
such application.

HUD regulations for environmental review of the CDBG program (24 CFR
part 58) specify that each separate activity funded be subject to a
project level environmental review to assure, among other things, that
applicable Federal standards in such areas as historic preservation,
noise, plant and animal life, water and air quality are met. The
Federal environmental review process, like CEQA, provides an opportunity
for public review and comment. Funds will not be released for a par-
ticular activity until an environmental determination has been made.
Funds may be redirected to another activity under Federal regula tions
if a particular project is found to be environmentally unsuitable.

For the above reasons, environmental determinations on individual pro-
jects included in the CDBG program, where applicable, will not be made
until prior to a request to the Federal government for release of funds

for the specific project under consideration. The individual environmental
assessment of these projects under CEQA will be conducted in conjunction
with the environmental review required under Federal Guidelines. A

listing of CDBG grogram activities which have or will be subject to
individual environmental assessment togeter with a preliminary determin-
ation for each is included in Attachment A.
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Alternatives to the project which would produce Yess of an adverse fmpact on the environment

(Yower density, less intense land use, Bove building on site, mo project, @t ceters)

No Project - By not submitting a CDBG application prior to the
established Federal deadline, the City would not be eligible to
receive Federal funds under the Housing and Community Develop-
ment Act of 1977 and none of the projects identified in the
application would take place. Such an action is clearly
unreasonable and will not be further discussed.

Modification of the CDBG Program - The CDBG Program is a con-
tinuous process through which Federal funds are allocated to
various Community Development projects in accordance with
priorities established at the local level. Federal regulations
specifically permit modifications for the purpose of avoiding
environmental effects. Such modifications can end, in the past,
have been made subsequent to submission of the annual CD33
application to reflect new environmental information developed
during the process.

DETERMINATION

On the basis of this inftial study:

[ ) 1 find the proposed project COULD NOT have & significant effect on the environment, and 8
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

- [%] 1 find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environ-

" Date

fgation measures
ment, there will not be & significant effect 1n this case because the mitig

desc;tbed in 1V above have been added to the project or the possidility of a significant
effect on the environment s 3o remote as to be tnsignificant.

{ ) 1 find the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an
ENVIRONMINTAL IMPACT REPORT 1S REQUIRED.

12-19-79 /JWA)

Thomas V. Lee
(STgnature)

Title Assocliate Planne;



Alkali Flat
Del Paso Heights
Oak Park

Central City

NEIGHBORHOOD IMPROVEMENT AREAS

13.

Glen Elder
Meadowview
Strawdberry Manor
Northgate/Gardenland
Woodbine

Freeport Manor

East Del Paso Heights
Robla

City Farms




"Attachment A"

PROJECT DESCRIPTION,
THE COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANT PROGRAM

I. The Federal Perspective

The U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) provides funds
for nieghborhood revitalization through the Community Development Block
Grant (CDBG) program is put forward in Title I of the Housing and Community
Development Act of 1977. The primary prupose of the CDEG program under
Federal law is the development of the viable urban communities, including
decent housing, a suitable living environment, and expanded econorcic
opportunities, principally for persons of low and moderate income.
Financial assistance is provided for activities initiated at the 1loczl
level which are intended to achieve the following objectives:

1) Prevention and elimination of slums and blight.

2) Elimination of conditions detrimental to public health,
safety, and general welfare,

3' Conservation and expansion of the City's housing stock.

L) Expansion and improvement of the quantity and quality of
community services.

5) The more rational utilization of urban land and other
resources, including support of economic development
activities specifically intended to improve a community's
tax base,

6) Reduction of the isolation of income groups through
spatial deconcentration of housing opportunities for
lower income groups and through activities intended to
attract higher income residents to lower income neighborhoods.

7) Restoration and preservation of historic, architectural -
or aesthetic values.

8) The provision of expanded employment opportunities
for low and moderate income persons.,

Recipients of CDBG funds have broad discretion to structure a local
program consistant with the above objectives and local priorities and
preferences.

The CDBG Program is administered at the national level by HUD and at the
local level by the City through various departments and agencies. The
City Manager has overall responsibility for program administration at
the local level.

Funding for the CDBG Program is through an annual appropriation by Congress
which is apportioned among eligible jurisdictions on the basis of a
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formula which takes into account such factors as population, degree of
poverty, and degree of housing overcrowding. According to thics formula
the City's entitlement for the 1980-81 fiscal year is §5.0 million.

To receive 1its entitlement of federal CDBG funds, the City must prepnare
and implement a local Community Development Program consistent with the
above objectives and numerous other federal laws and directives. EAmorg
them is the requirement to assume environmental review responsibilities
assigned to HUD under the National Environmental Protection Act (NEPL).
Federal environmental review regulations are contained in Chapter 2L
Part 580 of the Codified Federal Regulations (24 CFR Part 58). These
and other materials pertinent to the CDBG Frogram are avallable for
examination and copying at the Sacramento City Planning Department,

915 I Street, Room 308 upon request.

II. The 1980-81 Community Development Block Grant Application

The CDBG application consists of two basic elements: A Community Develor-
ment Activities Program describing the specific projects proposed for
implementation and a Housing Action Program. The documents themselves

are available at the City Planning Department. A map depicting the CD
areas are 1dentified on the following page.

A. The Community Development Activities Program

This section describes specific projects to be implemented with CDB3 funds
during fiscal year 1980-81. Activities to take place within CD target
areas are described together with a proposed one year funding level for
each. The purpose of the Activities Program is to detail how the City
intends to spend its 1980-81 federal entitlement of $5.0 million. Activ-
ities and funding levels projected for subsequent years may be subject

to change contingent on such factors as changing priorities at the local
level and the availabllity of federal funds. '

Projects funded through the CDBG Program can be generally described under
three main headings, public improvements, rehabilitation, and land acqui-
sition. A complete listing of projects 1is included as Appendix 1. The
following is a brief description of the types of projects proposed:

1) Public Improvements Projects - These are intended to upgrade
exlsting neighborhood facilities to contemporary standards.
Most projects within this category involve residential street
improvements such as curbs, gutters, sidewalks, street lights,
repaving or some combination of these. A typical street im-
provement project would encompass a four to six block area
which is for the most part fully developed. Existing street
patterns and capacities would remain unchanged.

The remaining projects within this category involve improve-
ments to existing City parks, the largest single project

being the staged development of the Oak Park Community Center.
An EI? covering this project has previously been prepared and
ratified.
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2) Rehabilitation Activities - These are intended to provide
houslng asslstance to lower income families and to upgrade
neighborhood conditions through improvements to existirg
structures. The largest single program in terms of fundirg
is the Sacramento Neighborhood Assistance Program (SNAF)
which provides low interest loans .for major rehabilitatior.
It 1s expected that between fifty and sixty dwelling units
per year will be rehabilitated at projected funding levelcs.
Other programs provide grants to lower income families for
minor home improvements or repairs such as insulation,
painting, and adaptation for use by the handicapped. These
programs would affect approximately 450 homes per year at
projected funding levels. '

Rehabilitation programs are available throughout 211 CDB3
target areas. Participation is completely at the discretion
of applicants so it is impossible to predict the locatior

and degree of concentration of structures involved. A tyri-
cal project would involve a single structure. Rehabilitztion
would be in accordance with all applicable City codes and
plans.

Rehabilitation programs are administered by the Sacraments
Housing and Redevelopment Agency (SHRA) in accordance with
guidelines adopted by the City Council. Approval of the

CDBG application would have the effect of providing additional
funds for expenditure coexisting on previously approved pro-
grams.

3) Land Acquisition Projects - The Scattered Residential Site
Acquisition Program 1s proposed for CD target areas in
accordance with the Housing Assistance Plan and adopted
redevelopment plans. Land will be purchased and, if neces- -
sary, cleared to make way for new residential development.
Plans for redevelopment of land to be acgquired have not yet
been formulated.

B. The Housing Action Program

The Housing Action Program shall describe a program of actions to carry
out each year's increment in order to achieve the three-year housing
"goal. The annual action program shall: 1) Specify, by tenure type,
household type, and housing type, a realistic annual goal for the

number of dwelling units or persons to be assisted, including the re-
lative proportion of new, rehabilitated, and existing units best suited

to the needs of lower-income persons identified by the City of Sacramento;
and 2) set forth specific action, 1f any, to be undertaken during the
program year to assure the implementation of the three-year housing
assistance plan.

III. Environmental Review of the CDBG Program

The subject of this initial study is submission of the CDBG application
to HUD. Upon approval by HUD, the City would be authorized to exrend
its annual entitlement of federal funds on the activities identified in
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“the CD Activities Program (see Appendix 1). The inclusion of a specific
project in the CDBG Program, however, does not constitute an irrevercible
commitment to carry out that project. Flexibility exists under federzl
regulations to add or delete specific projects at anytime provided that
consistency with overall program objectives 1s maintained. Specific
provisions exist to redirect funds to another activity if a particuler
project 1s determined to be unsuitable on environmental groundz. The

net effect of submission of the CDBG application then 1s that it enablecs
the City to lay claim to its full entitlement of federal funds. Frogram
changes can, and in the past, have been made.

The purpose of this initial study is to assess the cumulative impacts

of the CDBG Program with emphasis on program objectives, the types of
projects proposed and thelr general locations. Federal reguletions
require that, with the exception of planning and manazgement furction,
each project be assessed in accordance with federal environmental review
Procedures described in 24 CFR Part 58 and in the HUD handbool entitled
'Environmental Reviews at the Community Level" prior to submitting =
request for release of federal funds. VWhere required, the approrrizte
environmental documentation for each separate project under the Celifor-
nia Environmental Quality Act 1s prepzred at this time. In the case of
continuous projects such as rehabilitation activities undertaken by the
Sacramento Housing and Redevelopment Agency, a separate environmental
determination for each annual appropriation 1s not required under state
or federal law unless there has been a significant change in the project.

In 1979, an initial study was performed on the three-year 1979-82 Community
Development Block Grant Program. It was determined that the proposed
three-year projects had no significant impact, therefore, a Negative
Declaration was filed. This year's projects, 1980-81, were included in

the three-year assessment with the excention of the following new rrojects:
Fair Housing Program, Meadowview Service Center, SB 966 Administration, and
Home Ownership/Home Improvement (HOHI). These projects are exemrt. Tnis
initial study specifically addresses the 1980-81 CDBG projects which are
consistent with the three-year Community Development goals, objectives and
policies, proposed for implementation with this year's entitlement of $5.G
million in federal CDBG funds.

The chart on the followlng page contains a listing of projects to be
implemented with the 1980-81 federal entitlement that are subject to
individual environmental assessment together with the current environ-
mental status of each.



APPENDIX 1

1980-81 COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT PRGGR,. ACTIVITIES SUBJECT TO INDIVIDUZL
ENVIRONMERTEL ASSESSMENT.

Activities proposed to be carried out with CDBG funds are described ir
Attachment A. With the exception of continuing staff activities which
are not subject to environmental review, these activities are listed
below together with a preliminary environment determination for each.

PRELIMINARY REMAPKS/PEFEPENCE
ACTIVITY DETERMINATION TO CEQA GUIDELIKES
Sacramento Neighborhood Assistance :

Frogram (SKATF) Exempt Sec. 1£51Cl
Housing Opportunity Program for .

the Emergency (HOPE) Exempt Sec. 15101
Retrofit Grants for Handlcapped -

Housing Exempt Sec. 15101
Painting/Beautification Program Exempt Sec. 15101
Relocation Assistance Exempt Sec. 15060
Home Ownership/Home Improvement (HOHI)  Exempt Sec. 15060
Federal Section 312 Exempt Sec. 15060
‘Community Development Rehabilitation

Grant Program Exempt Sec. 15101
Scattered Residential Site Acquisition Exémpt Sec. 15103
Fair Housing Program Exempt Sec. 15103
Grand Avenue Street Lighting Assess-

ment District (A/D) Assessment
Del Paso Heights Street Improvements

A/D #U4B Assessment
Del Paso Helights Street Improvements

" A/D #5 Assessment
Del Paso Heights Street Improvements

A/D #6 Assessment
Oak Grove Street Lighting A/D Assessment
Oak Park Complex Phase II Exempt Sec. 15061 (e)

Sacramento Boulevard Street Widening Assessment
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PRELIMIKNATY REMARK.S/REFERELCE

*ACTIVITY DETERMINATION TO CE”t GUIDELINES
Oak Park Street Lighting A/D Assessment
Meadowview Service Center Exempt Sec. 15072
Woodbine Street Improvements

A/D #1 : Assessment
Woodbine Street Improvements

A/D #2 Assessment
East Del Paso Helghts Street

Imerovements A/D #1 Assessment

Heckes and Trainor Street Lighting
A/D Assessment

I T L




CITY OF SACRAMENTO

DEPARTMENT OF ENGINEERING ‘ : ‘ R. H. PARKER

915 | STREET SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 95814 CITY ENGINEER
CITY HALL ROOM 207 TELEPHONE (916) 449.5281 ’ J. F. VAROZZA

ASSISTANT CITY ENGINEER

January 7, 1980

MEMORANDUM

TO: L.orraine Magana; City Clerk
FROM: R. H. Parker, City Engineer

SUBJECT: Item No. 11, Council Agenda for January 8, 1980

Please continue the subject. item until January 15, 1980.
We would like to present this item to the City Council
at the same time that the Planning Department presents
the City's Community Development Block Grant program,
which will be January 8th.

QA

R. H. PARKER
City Engineer

RHP/1c
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