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SUMMARY

The attached report includes a review and evaluation of the CEQA process as it
currently exists in the City of Sacramento and makes recommendations for changes
to thati orocess. “

BACKGROUND

Last year staff initiated a review and evaiuation of the existing CEQA process
within the City to determine whether improvements in that process could be
achieved. A steering committee comprised of several depariment neads and City
Manager office representatives provided oversight and direction for the study.
Thre results of this year long effort are detailed in the attached report titied
"Review and Hvaiuvation of the CEOQA Process".

The conclusions reacined by the steering commitiee can be summarized as follows:
* The current environmentai review process. which includes separate
environmental coordinators for public and private vrojects. has

resulted in inconsistent environmental review standards and practices

within City Departments.

suring CEQA

* In some linstances. City staff responsible for as
~compiiance are unfamiliar with or  inadeguately +irained in the
nrocedural requirements of CEQA. : i
* The environmental review process generally takes too much time and
i i resources: new state laws and court decisions threaten o

add even more time and costs.

* ixtraordinary efforts. including repetitive work, has been required
in order to insure tre production of technicallyv and lesally adequate
gocuments. This results in increased time and cost to the citv and

the nrivate secior.
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* The City is not recovering the full cost of environmental review for
private projects.
* There is a serious 1lack of consisten effective 1interna

. coordination among City departments related to environmental process
an procedures.

As a result of these concliusions, the steering commitiee is recommending several
actions which are summarized below.

FINANCIAL INFORMATION

The full implementation of an Environmental Services Division will reguire the

addition of five positions for the 1989-90 fiscal vear.

i- Environmenitai Coordinator - To manage division activities.
2 - Typist Clerk II's - To handle the additional clerical workload.

i- Administrative Assistant II - To perform contract administration ang
project accounting activities.

- Assistant/Associate Planner - To handie increased workioad in
performing other departments Environmental Determinations.

The expanded activities of the Division will require a projecticd additional
vearly appropriation of $224,000 with one-time expenditures totaling $146.000
for an anticipated budget increase of approximateiy $370.0CC for 1889-9C.

it is anticipated that these costs can be offset by revenue generated by ful
cost recovery fees and from the CIP oroject hudgetis. if the City Counci
approves the conceot of the Environmentai Services Division. staff w"'

pudget and revenue resolutions to be considered oy the City Councii p
July 1. 1989 start-up date. :

1~» et

POLICY MATTERS

No specific City Council policies wiil be directiy affectea 1f the
recommendations below are approved.

MBE/WBE

Consoiidated ucmln‘s~"°t1on of the CEOA process sfniould pernmit greater attention
to. and specific accountability for meeting MBE/WBE goals in this service area.

RECOMMENDATION

It is recommended that the Jjoint Committees recommend tn

n

the City Councili:
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Jus
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Authorize consolidation of the City's Environmental Services progran
as a new division of the City's Planning and Development Department
effective July i, 1989 (a 3 to 6 month phase in-period is expected).

Authorize the new division to conduct environmental reviews pursqant
to CEQA for ail nublic and private proiects.

Direct the staff to report back to the City Council, through the
3udget and Finance Committee, with fee and expense resoiutions
designed to achieve full cost recovery and  augment staffingi as
reguired to implement the oprogram. ' :

As part of the consolidation effort direct the staff to:

a. Improve cost accounting procedures to assume full cost recovery
of services.

. Establish the clearinghouse committee comprised of City
department representatives to coordinate major public and
private. environmental projects, and assess environmental
studies done oy other agencies.

c. Betermine the feasibiiity and cost of concducting traffic
analyses and traffic modeling within the Department of Public
Works. ‘

Respectfuily submitted,
MICHAEL M. DAVIS, Director’
Planning and Development

Recommencdation Approved:

-
uty City Manager

Contact Person 1o Answer Questions:
Jim Harnisn

Acting Environmental Coordinator
449-2037, Zxt. 46

May 2, 1?89
Ail Districts



RESOLUTION No.
Adopted by The Sacramento City Council on date of
RESOLUTION CONSOLIDATING THE ENVIRONMENTAL

REVIEW PROCESS AND CREATING AN ENVIRONMENTAL
SERVICES DIVISION.

BE IT RESOLVED BY THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SACRAMENTO THAT:

The concept of consolidation of the City's environmental services is approved
and that an Environmental Services Division be created in the Department of
Planning and Development effective July 1, 1989. This Division will be
authorized to conduct environmental reviews pursuant to CEQA and applicable

federal regulations for all public and private projects.
directed to:

ATTEST:

Report back to the City Council, through the Budget and
Finance Committee, with fee and budget resolutions de-
signed to achieve full cost recovery and augment staff-
ing and the budget as required to implement the program.

Improve cost accounting procedures to assume full cost
recovery of services. :

Establish a clearinghouse committee comprised of City
department representatives to coordinate major public
and private environmental projects, and assess environ-
mental studies performed by other agencies.

Determine the feasibility and cost of conducting traffic
analyses and traffic modeling within the Department of
Public Works.

Staff is further

MAYOR

CITY CLERK

C:RESENVIR. 489
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EXZECUTIVE SUMMARY

This report reflects the analysis of and recommendations for
changes to the Citv of Sacramento's CEQA process. Problems and
deficiencies effecting the current bprocedqures are evaluated.
Modifications to the current procedures which might eliiminate
those problems and deficiencies are recommended. The following is
a summarv of the major conclusions and recommendations of the
report.

FINDINGS

[PY ]

* The current environmental review process, which includes
separate environmental coordinators for public and.
private - projects, has resulted in inconsistent
environmental review standards and practices within Citv
Departments.

* In some instances, Citv staff responsibie for assuring
CEQA compliance are unfamiliar with or inadeqguately
trained in the procedural requirements of CEQA.

* The environmental review process generallyv takes to.
much time and financial resource; new-state laws and
court decisions threaten to add even more time and costs
to the process.

* EZxtraordinary efforts, including repetitive work, nas
been reguired in order to insure, 6 the production of
technicallv and legallv adeguate documents. This results
in increased time and cost to the City and the private

sector.

* The Citv is not recovering the full cost of environmental
review for private projects.

® There is a serious lack of consistent, effective internal
coordination among Citv departments related to

environmental process and procedures.




RECOMMENDATIONS

Designate a single environmental coordinator to head a
new Environmental Services Division within the Planning
and Development Department to be responsibie for all
environmental reviews for both public and private
projects in the Cityv. (See pages 30-33)

Create an environmental "clearinghouse committee"
comprised of representatives of all appropriate Citvy
departments (inciuding Public Works, Parks and Community
Services, General Services and Law) to review and comment
on environmental documents, solve difficult environmental
issues, and coordinate environmental issues within all
Citv departments. (See pages 27-28) ‘

Improve cost accounting procedures to assure full cost
recovery for all environmental review services performed
bv the Environmental Division. (See pages 22-26)

the new Environmental Services Division with 11

Staf
F.T.E. positions. (See pages 24-25)

b
.T.E

1

Create "Project Deliverv Teams" for all public projects
which require EIR's or complex negative declarations.
These teams, headed bv a department project manager, will
assure the integration of environmental review within the
overall project design and implementation. (See page 32)

Continue to relv on the use of consultants for the
preparation of EIRS and related special studies at least
for the time being. Re—-evaluate this practice after a
vear of operation under tne new program.

{See page 28-29)

Increase staff as necessary within tne Department of

Public Works to provide traffic modeling and analvsis -

capabilities for both environmental analysis and general

research. This action will reduce actual Citvy .and
project applicant costs. Increase reliabilitv and
decrease environmental review time. (See pages 29)

&K%
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I. BSACKGROUND AND PURPOSE

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) regquires all
local governments to conduct an environmental analysis of nrOJects
for which they exercise discretionarv approval. In response to
CEQA, the Sacramento City Council, in 1978, adopted Resolution: No.
78-172 which contains the Citv of Sacramento Znvironmental
Procedures. These regulations, along with several amendments,
establish the detailed administrative and review standards for
environmental analvsis within the Citv. P

As pvpresentlv structured, the formal respvonsibilities for
environmental review are divided between the City Engineer, who ‘s
designated Environmental Coordinator for public projects and the
Planning Director, who is designated Environmental Coordinator for
private projects. In practice, each Citv department assumes
responsibility for conducting the environmental review of projects,
public or private. Presently, four Citv departments (Planning and
Development, Public Works, General Services and Parks and Community
Services) conduct their own administrative environmental reviews.
The City Council has formal certification authority for
environmental documents in all public and many private projects.
The Planning Commission and the Design Review and Preservation
Board have final authoritv on some private projects and act in ‘an
advisory capacity to the City Council on other private projects.

u

A number of the City's formal rules and bprocedures are
outdated and inadeguate. Environmental review standards are not
always consistent between City departments. Current staff levels
are insufficient to respond to the increasing legal and orocedurax
demands of CEQA statutes and court decisions. There is a clear
need to modifv the City's present environmental review nractlces
and procedures.

The purpose of this study is to consider whether the Citv
should modifyv its current environmental review procedures, First,
those procedures are summarized. The issues and concerns regarding
those procedures are identified. The number, type and extent of
environmental review activities are also summarized and evaluated
from a fiscal persvective. This revort then provides a detailed
overview of some general considerations which will effect decisions
regarding the environmental review procedures. Finailvy,
recommendations for changes to the environmental review program are
discussed in detail. i



It should Dbe noted that the Sacramento Housing an.
Redevelopment Agency (SHRA) is not included in the scope of this
studv. The SHRA occupies a unigue relationship to the City of
Sacramento administrative organization. SHRA is an autonomous
"agency for which the City Council sits as the Governing Board of
Directors. The SHRA maintains a separate environmental review
process governed bv its own adopted procedures. The Agency must
conduct a review process which satisfies federal as well as state
standards. Tne SHRA relies on City and Countv environmental staff
for both formal and informal advice and staff services related to
environmental review. However, for purposes of this studv and the
consideration of changes to the Citv's formal review procedures,
SHRA is not included.



II. EXISTING CITY ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW PROCESS

The 'City is responsibile for conducting or ratifving

environmental reviews of discretionary projects for which it has

approval authority. Before any changes in the current process
are considered, it is appropriate to describe, in some detail, the

mechanics of the current process. The following discussion is
divided into two sub sections: public projects and private

projects. Some generalizations have been made in order to make
this discussion clear and concise.

A public project is defined for the purpose of this studyv as
anvy project, such as road construction, park development or
construction of a parking lot, wnich is to be carried out bv the
City of Sacramento. A private project is any development activity
proposed Dv a private individual or firm which reguires
discretionary approval by the City of Sacramento.

Public Projects

The Public Works Department and its several divisions are
responsible for the majority of public projects in the Citv.
Other Citv departments which act as lead departments for public
projects in the City are Parks and Community Services, General
Services, and Planning and Development. As noted earlier, current
City procedures establish the Public Works Director as the
Environmental Coordinator for all public projects except those
public projects for which the Planning Division is responsible
(e.g., General Plans and Community Pilans). This means that
formally, the Public Works Department should be responsible for
conducting environmental determinations and reviews on General
Services and Parks and Community Services projects. In practice,
however, each department carries out environmental determinations
and reviews of public projects for which thev are responsible. The
outline belilow is an abbreviated summary of the steps in the Citv's
current environmental process for public projects.

1. Staff Determination to Initiate a Project: Once a department
budget is approved, staff makes an administrative determination:to
consider initiating projects authorized in the budget. This
determination triggers the CEQA process. The environmental review
process takes place Dbetween this point and the Citv Council's
certification of an environmental document.

2. Does CEQA Appliv? CEQA appiies only to discretionary projects.
Certain activities undertaken by the City are not discretionarv
projects as defined in CEQA. If the provosed action in guestion
does not fall within that definition, CEQA does not applv.
Examples include activities specifically exempted bv state law;
administrative and maintenance activities; and general policy
making.




3. Is the Project Categoricallv Exempt? If the proposed activit
is a project as defined bv CEQA, it still mav be exempt fro
further environmental review if it falls within one of several™
categories of exempt projects listed in CEQA or in the City's
environmental review procedures. Common examples of exempt public
projects are: the operation, maintenance or repair of existing
public structures, facilities (including streets) and egquipment;
information collection; protection of natural resources or the
environment; inspections; and sale of surplus propertyv. If the
project clearlv falls within one of the numerous categories of
exemptions, a statement to that effect, referencing the specific
categorv of exemption in CEQA or City procedures, is inciuded in
the project description. This determination can be appealed to the
City Councili.

4. Initial Studv: If the project is not categorically exempt,
the staff would next conduct an initial study unless it is clear
an EIR is required. (If an EIR is clearly required, staff mav
prepare a scope of work and reguest for proposals from private
consultants to prepare the EIR--Step #7 below). An initial study
is prepvared which represents a brief, comprehensive consideration
of all potential environmental impacts as welil as an examination
of the existing environmental setting of the project and its
consistencv with existing plans and policies. If potential impacts
are identified, the specifics of those impacts and mitigation
measures are discussed. If the prepvarer of the initial study‘

concludes that there could be no significant environmental impact
resulting from the project, a negative declaration must be
prepared. If potential impacts are identified, but mitigation
measures would reduce the impact below a level of significance, a
negative declaration with mandatorvy mitigation measures |is
prepared. If neither of these circumstances exists, the staff must
initiate the preparation of an EIR.

5. Environmental Determination: The initial study process
descrived above results in an administrative determination of
potential environmental effects. This determination is preliminary
in that it must be ultimatelv ratified bv the appropriate decision-
marking bodyv. Therefore, the staffi determination should reflect,
as much as possible, the policv direction of the decision making
podv within the parameters set by CEQA. This activitv is most
susceptible to subjective opinion. It is a sensitive and sometimes
controversial step in the CEQA process.

6. Negative Declaration: If no significant impact is anti-
cipated as a result of the project (either as proposed or modified
by mitigation measures), a negative declaration is prepared and
circulated for publiic review. The contents of a negative
decliaration include: the initial study; the project location and
description; a statement of project consistency with adopted plans;
the provosed findings:; and the availability of the document. The I~

8




- Negative declaration must be posted in the City Clerk's office at
least ten working days prior to anv action approving the project.
If no persuasive protest is received and the Council agrees with
the staff recommendation and certifies the negative declaration,
a Notice of Determination to carry out the project is filed and a
30-day time period begins within which a lawsuit mav be filed.

7. EIR: If staff determines that there could be one or more
significant environmental impacts resulting from a proposed public
project for which effective mitigation measures cannot be clearly
identified, a consultant or consultants are retained to prepare lan
EIR to evaluate those potential impacts, appropriate mitigation
measures, and feasible alternatives. This process takes 6 to 12
months. Public hearings are held on the adeguacy of the ZIR and
the merits of the proposed project. Once the ZIR is certified and
the City Council makes a decision regarding the project, a Notice
of Determination is filed which, as with a negative decliaration,
starts a 30-dav time period within which a lawsuit mayv be filed.

Private Projects : ’

The Planning and Development Department is the only department 'in
the City which processes applications for private projects subject
to CEQA review. The steps in the environmental review of private
Drogec;s are described below:

. Appiication Received- An apvlication for private nrogects ls
received bv Planning Division staff.

2. Initial Studv: Within 3 working davs of the close of the
application period, one of four staff in the Environmental Section
reviews the application for completeness. If the project 'is
exempt, the appropriate CEQA reference is cited. If the project
is not exempt, an initial study, described above (step 4, pubilic
projects) is prepared unless it is clear an EIR is reqgquired.

. Group Review of Applications: Every other Tuesdav, the
nvironmental Section staff meet with staff from the Current and
Advance Planning sections to review initial staff determinations
regarding each project. (Occasionally, when necessarv, staff from
other departments . are requested to participate on particulariv
difficult determinations.) The groun reaches consensus on each
application. One of five determinations is made for each
application: ‘categorical exemption; negative declaration;
negative declaration with mitigation measures; EIR; or that more
information is needed.

3
E

a. Categoricail Exemption: If a project is determined to
be categorically exempt, the appropriate exemption |is
referenced and the application is processed by Current
BPlanning Section staff with no further involvement bv the
Environmental staff.

i
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b. Negative Declaration/No Mitigation Measures’

Environmental staff prepares and posts the negativ
declaration in the Cityv Clerk's 0Office ten davys prior to a
City Planning Commission or Design Review and Preservation
Board meeting.

c. Negative Declaration with Mitigation Measures: If the
staff review identifies potential significant effects
resulting from a project, but can also identify mitigation
measures which will avoid those impacts, environmental staff
will prepare a letter to the applicant which identifies those
measures. The applicant must then agree to those measures in
writing prior to the application being processed further. If
agreement is not obtained, then an EIR must be prepared to
analvze the potential significant impacts of the project.
Once the applicant agrees to the mitigation measures, modifies
the project accordingly, or an EIR is completed, current
planning staff begin processing the application for action bv
the Citv Planning Commission or Design Review and Preservation
Board. Environmental staff post the negative declaration with
mitigation measures in the City Clerk's Office ten davs prior
to the public hearing on the project.

d. EIR: If an EIR is required, the Environmental staff
initiates a consultant selection and EIR preparation process
which takes six to twelve months. A standard work schedule‘

used for the preparation of EIR's by the Planning Division is
inciuded in the Appendix of this report.

e, Need More Information: Occasionaliv, environmental
staff cannot make an environmental determination based on the
information received in a project application. One of several
actions is taken under those circumstances:

1. The project site is visited to confirm whether
sensitive environmental concerns exist (e.g., trees,
vernal pools, etc.,):

2. City staff in other departments are consulted to
‘resolve questions, or obtain additional information;

3. A letter is sent to apvlicant requesting additional
information;
4. The initial study is circulated to other agencies

and organizations to determine whether there are
potential significant impacts; or

5. A consultant is retained to vrepare additional
information (most commonly traffic and noise studies). ‘

10




Processing of the application in any of the above
circumstances is suspended until the additional information is

"obtaineqd. In some cases, no delay in application processing

occurs. In other cases, it will take several davs to several weeks
to obtain the necessarv information. In a few cases, it will take
several months to obtain all necessarv information. Once the
information is obtained and an environmental determination is made,
the appliication nroces51ng resumes under one of the scenarios
described above.

[o=)
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III. ISSUES AND CONCERNS .

Consistency of Review Standards

While the final judgment on all environmental determinations
rests with the appointed or elected body (e.g., Citv Council,
Planning Commission, Design Review and Preservation Board) making
a final decision on a project, that decision is, for the most part,
a ratification of staff judgment. City staff are responsible for
exercising a substantial amount of independent judgment on both
public and private projects regarding the applicabilitv of CEQA,
the potential for significant environmental effects and the
effectiveness of mitigation measures. That staff judgment {(and
‘its ultimate ratification) is guided bv both CEQA and the Citv
Environmental Procedures. Under the Citv's current arrangements,
four separate depvartments exercise their judgment regarding
environmental determinations: Planning and Development, Public
Works, General Services, and Parks and Community Services. This
decentralized decision-making process has raised concerns as to the
‘consistency of staff analvsis and conclusions. Given the variety
of background, training and understanding of responsible staff, the
votential 1is hnigh for inconsistent appiication of the same
standards.

While staff do communicate amongst themselves, there is no
formal requirement for staff to agree on detailed review standards.
There is no central "clearinghouse" to insure consistencv of
determinations, although the Environmental Coordinator in the
Planning Division is fregquentlv a focal point for informallv
assisting in the resolution of difficult environmental issues.

Opsectivitv

The environmental review process is intended to be an
objective, full disclosure, information gathering process.
Generalilly, staff responsible for conducting environmental reviews
determine whether a project may have a significant effect on the
environment. Such determination, while always reliving to a degree
on subjective judgment, must ultimately be as objective as
vossible. If staff responsivlie for those determinations have some
stake in the outcome of the environmental determination, the
likelinood of objectivity in that determination decreases (or, at
ieast, is perceived to decrease.)

Under the present decentralized environmental review process,
the department responsible for undertaking public projects (e.g.,
streets, parks, communitv plans) is also responsible for preparing
the environmental determinations for those projects. In most
circumstances, department staff have a good idea apout their
preferred project design. Under such circumstances, the potential
exists for staff to be less objective regarding environmental

12



determinations of their preferred projects. The more issues raised
the greater the cost and time for implementation for the project.
The potential exists under these circumstances for the staff to
cast their project in a more favorapble light.

Commitment to the Intent of CEQA

The environmental review process created bv CEQA is intended
to be an objective, analytical process which provides decision-
makers a clear understanding of the probable impacts of proposed
projects. In circumstances where potential impacts may be .
significant, the CEQA process affords an opportunitv to consider
realistic alternatives and compare probable impacts of those
alternatives to the proposed project. The environmental review
process is intended to augment and support the policv. decision-
making process as an objective, factual source of information; is
not intended to supplant subjective policy decisions. CEQA does
not requir that policv decisions mitigate all envi ronmental
impacts; onlv that those impacts be identified and considered as
part of the decision-making process. However, CEQA compliance  is
sometimes considered to be just so much red tape inhibiting a
timelv and economical decision-making process. The result is a
tendency to not give renvironmental Iissues meaningful consi-
deration. CEQA compliance, at times, can become an afterthought
rather than an earlv information gathering and objective analvtlcal
process.

Legal Adeguacy

Defective CEQA compliance is probablv the most common basis
upon which 1litigation challenging local government land use

-decisions is based. The combination of complex statutoryv standards

and frequent interpretation bv court decisions has created a
circumstance where manv environmental documents are fatallv flawéd.
This situation can be exacerbated when staff charged with
administering CEQA compliance are not fullv trained in CEQA
administration and are not aware of changes in the law and
procedure. The resulit is that the City can be left open to
successful legal challenge of its discretionarv decisions, not
because the decisions were faultv, but because the environmental
documents were inadequate. ‘

A legallv sound environmental review process is an essential
element of the Citv's policy and decision-making process. The Citv
nas peen subjected to an increasing number of CEZQA-based lawsuits.
This is very costly to all parties involved, in terms of dolliars,
time, and reputation. Most of the litigation is instituted because

of a disagreement over policv. Nevertheless, litigation :is
successiul most often because the technical reguirements of CEQA
were not met. A legally sound CEQA process in the Citv would

eliminate most or all successful CEQA-based lawsuits. 1

i13



Cost

review process in the City. First, there is the cost of staff to
administer the process. There are, in addition to the 5 full-time
environmental staff in the Planning and Development Department, at
least 6 staff in the other 3 departments devoting some time
"conducting project environmental reviews. Second, when
additional studies or EIRs are reguired, private consulting firms
are retained to conduct those studies. The cost for those
consultants is borne by the City on public projects and bV
applicants on private projects. These costs fluctuate widely
depending upon the number of major develooment applications and
public projects proposed.

Several cost-related . issues are apparent. first, the
decentralized review bprocess raises the question of efficiencv.
The numerous staff performing part-time environmental functions in
several departments mav not be cost effective. The same functions
mav be conducted more efficiently by one or two full-time staff and
at lesser cost. Second, the cost of outside consultants is
substantial. It mav be more efficient for the City staff to
perform some or all of the environmental analysis services, at a
reduced cost to private applicants. '

Qualitv and Accuracv

Qualiitv and accuracy of environmental reviews can be
compromised due to limited staff and short application review
periods. The volume of complex applications for private
development proposals has increased substantially in the past vear.
Growing development activity has resulted in manv requests for
special permits, rezonings, and other major changes in land use and
zoning entitlements. A direct effect of this activitv is the
substantial increase in environmental determinations and staff work
load. Environmental staff often are unable to perform important
work such as inter—-departmental and interagency review and
coordination. Limited staff resources can also result in a less
than thorough analysis of applications prior to an environmental
determination.

The Puplic Works Department has assigned staff who regularly

process environmental determinations on a part-time basis. The
General Services and Parks and Community Services departments
assign staff on an as-needed basis to environmental reviews. All

three departments occasionallvy consult with the Pianning
Environmental Coordinator; however, none of the three departments
nave staff formailv trained in CEQA compliance and environmental
analvsis. None have full-time staff who are continualily included
in the process and maintain up-to-date knowledge of the changing
state of technical reguirements of CEQA. The result is an

14
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There are a number of costs associated with the environmental.
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unpredictable process which mav or mav not be legally or
technically adeguate.

Increased Environmental Review Reguirements

Since the City's environmental review procedures and staff
organization was established in 1978, the procedural and
substantive requirements for environmental review have expanded
greatly. Over the last 10 years, the result of that expansion has
been a substantial increase in cost, time, and energy for vroject
applicants, City staff and the public. Some examples of recent
changes are provided below to illustrate whv the environmental
review process sometimes becomes the information tail wagging the
public decision-making process.

Every project subject to CEQA which is not exempt is first
evaluated with the familiar initial studv checklist (see appendix
for example). This 1list includes four pages listing numerous
subjects for which a project mav have significant environmental
impact. Most projects will have all or aimost all of the subjects
checked as "no" to indicate no potentialilv significant impact.
Traditionally, those subjects noted as "ves" or ‘'"maybe" are
explained 1n attached discussions. However, recent cases have
indicated that every subject area determination whether "ves'",
"mayoe”, or "no", must be accompanied bv an explanation as.to the
rational and information sources relied upon by the Dreoarer‘xo
arrive at those concliusions. That means that where most initial
studies took a guarter to a half hour to complete in vears past,
eaci now takes at least one to two hours and in some instances
many more hours. The resulting increase in City and annllcant
costs and time is obvious.

A second example relates to mitigation measures associated
with negative declarations, the most common environmental document.
In the past, simple mitigation measures were treated as conditions
of approval, incorporated into staff reports and presented to the
City Planning Commission (or Citv Council) for action. However,
according to case law and revised CEQA guidelines, everv mitigation
measure inciuded in a negative declaration must be agreed to !ov
the apwlicant prior to posting and circulating the negative
declaration for review. The rule is that if the mitigation
measures are not incorporated as a part of the project, potential
significant impacts will exist and an ZIR should be required. The
result of this requirement is additional staff time (including
letters, pnone calls, and meetings with applicants), increased
processing time and increased cost to applicants.

A third example is the ever-increasing scope and content of

ZIR's as prescribed bv numerous court decisions. Everv EIR must
consider a bpbroad geodgraphic area in assessing cumulative traffic
and air quality impacts effected bv individual projects. Most

ZIR's must include a range of alternatives to the proposed project
- - - Jh
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including: no project; build out under existing zoning: and, under;
certain circumstances, building the project at another location.
In short, to assure legal adequacy, EIR's are becoming increasingly
costly, lengthv, and take more time to prepare.

A final example is the recent state legislation (AB 3180)
requiring every local government to establish a mitigation measure
monitoring and reporting program as of January 1, 1989. The City
is now regquired to have a procedure assuring that someone will
monitor every project apvroved with mitigation measures and report
to the environmental coordinator as to whether the measures are
being impliemented. This means increased staff time, consultant
costs, and applicant costs. How mucn those increases will be has
not been determined; however, the clear result is ever-increasing
time and costs.

The net result of the changes in CEQA reguirements, as
iliustrated by the examples above, is that the Cityv staff are

spending much more time on each project appliication. Applicants
spend a lot more monev. The application processing, review, and
decision-making process has become much longer, and verv few people
are happv about that. While it is unlikely that the City of

Sacramento can change the legally-mandated CEQA regquirements, some
improvements to tne current procedures could result in reduced
costs and processing time. Such changes should also result in a
more effective, useful environmental review program which conforms .
to the original intent of CEQA: to provide decision-makers and
the general public with a clear, concise evaluation of the™
potential environmental impacts of proposed projects leading to
objective, responsive, informed decision-making.

ey
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IV. FISCAL CONSIDERATIONS

The purpose of the fiscal section of this report is to review
bast environmental activities undertaken by the City, determine the
level of staffing and funding committed to these past activities
and to project future staffing and funding needs for citv- W1de
env1ronmental review activities,.

Data Collection

In order to make the final recommendations contained in this
report, a thorough review of past and present financial data was
conducted for citv-wide environmental activities beginning with
fiscal vear 1986/87 and ending with fiscal vear 1988/89. Actual
figures were used for the first six months of 1988/89 and then
projections were made for the remainder of the fiscal vear.

The following data was collected anéd is presented !in
consecutive order in the charts below: 1) number of environmental
reviews conducted each fiscal vear; 2) costs expended each fiscal
vear; and 3) costs incurred by the different funds. Fiscal vear
1989/90 has been 1included as the last column on the charts,
althougn this column represents projections as compared to the
historicai data presented in the first three columns.

. Chart 1 ’ ﬁ
Numbeér of Environmental Reviews

1986/87 1987/88 1988/89 1989/90
ZIR's
Planning 3 i1 8 4
Public Works 0 7 6 4
GCeneral Services 0 3 (0] 0
Parks 1 i 2 1
Negative Decilarations
Planning 207 164 226 270
Public Works 26 35 22 ‘ 53
Ceneral Services 3 1 0 2
Parks 0 14 0 9
Categorical Exemption ‘ ‘
Planning - 289 213 238 283 ;
Public Works 1 55 48 6
General Services 0 0 0 o
Parks 0 0 12 2 !
TOTALS 590 509 562 634



Chart 2
Total Costs

1986/87 1987/88 1988/89 1989/90
Planning $161,908 S 166,814 S 126,854 $466,176
Public Works 190,497 427,708 149,380 322,580
Gen. Ser (1) _
Parks(2) 62,400 62,400 62,400 62,400
Private 938,848 440,847 553,690 616,254

TOTALS $1,353,653 $1,097,769 $§892,324 $1,467,410

Chart 3
- Costs by Fund

1986/87 1987/88 1988/89 1989/90
General $ 611,908 $ 166,814 $126,854 S 285,343
Fund
Enterprise 252,397 490,108 211,780 384,980
Funds/CIP
Private 433,848 440,847 553,690 616,254
Funds mmmm—m———|| eememome——e | mmm————— = ————-
TOTALS $1,353,653 $1,097,769 $892,324 S$1,467,410
(1.) General Services has been combined with Puplic Works due to

shared responsibilities.

({2.) Parks and Communitv Services costs are estimated since this
Department does not presentlyv track environmental review staff
e¥penditures.

Findings

i. Level of Activitv: Using the charts apbove, a comparison of
tne number of environmental reviews by fiscal vear shows that there
is no consistent "trend” in the level of environmental activitv.
For instance, the numbers do not allow projections to be made based
on a 1i2% annual increase in the level of activityv. Instead the
numbers respond to the economic cvcles that drive construction

i8
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projects and may, therefore, be high one vear and low the next
vear. This fliuctuation makes it difficult to project future
staffing reguirements since environmental review needs change
significantly from vear to vear. On an average basis, however, the
Citv has completed approximatelv 574 environmental assessments in
eacnh of the last four vyears.

2. Citvwide Costs: The costs incurred by the Citv to conduct
environmental review show fluctuations similar to those seen with
the number of environmental reviews. A comparison of the numbers
in Charts 1 and 2 illustrates that there is no direct correlation
between the number of reviews and the cost to conduct reviews.
Because of the varied nature of individual environmental reviews,
they cannot be costed out on a per unit basis. For instance, in
fiscal vear 1987/88 fewer reviews were conducted than in 1988/89,
but on a pver unit basis costs are higher in 1987/88 for fewer
reviews.

Projections

i
1. Methodologv Used in Making Projections: Since the historical
data collected does not provide a sound foundation on which to make
projections for future environmental review needs, staff has used
a combination of resources to make projections. These resources
are described below. The projections identify the probable number
of reviews, the cost to conduct these reviews, and the staffﬂng

level required to carrv out the workload.

. |
a. The Five Year CIP: The Citv's Five Year Capital
Improvement Program {(CIP) budget was analvzed to determine
wnich projects would likely require environmental review
during the 1989/90 fiscal vear. Once this was determined, the
level of review (EIR, negative declaration, or categorical
exemption) was determined. Staff then applied hourly costs
to these established needs to project staffing regquirements
and costs. It shouid be siressed that the hourly costs are
assumptions based on the informed estimates of staff working
with environmental review on a dailv basis. Twentv percent
of eacnhn staff person's time is dedicated to non-project
specific activities. ' !

D. Private Projects: Since private projects presentilvy
comprise the majoritv of environmental review conducted bv the
City, it is critical that estimates on the level of upconing -
private sector activity be included in anv projections. [To
make tnese projections, staff has reviewed the DRI Economic
Forecast in the context of specific development activity that
is occurring within the Cityv limits. Also considered were
projects already being reviewed that will extend into the next
fiscali vear.




2. Future Environmental Review Regquirements: Relving upon the
methodologvy described above, a projection of probable
environmental review requirements for FY 1989-90 has been made and
is summarized in Chart 4 below. Chart 4 also indicates the
probable cost of those reviews ($1,467,410) and required fulltime
staff (5) to support that level of activitiv.

Chart 4
Projected Future Environmental Review Reguirements
1989/90
EIRs:
Planning 4
Public Works 4
GCGeneral Ser. i 0
Parks 1
Negative Declilaration
Planning : 270
Public wWorks 53
General Ser. 2
Parks 9
Categorical Exemptions
Planning 283
Public Works 6
General Services 0
Parks 2
TOTALS 634
PROJECTED COSTS . $1,467,410

FTE 5.
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. Funding

1. Regquirements: Chart 4 above identifies the projected
funding and staffing levels necessary to conduct the 1989/90
environmental review activities. The chart below transiates these
total needs into the funds that would typically support
environmental review. For instance, an EIR on a water treatment
plant expansion would typically be supported by an enterprise fund
whereas environmental review on construction of a new animal
control shelter or a General Plan Update would be supported by the
General Fund.

Chart 5
Future Costs by Fund
1988/89

General Fund S 285,343
Enterprise Funds/CIP S 565,813
Private Funds S 616,254

TOTALS $1,467,410

2, Funding Resources: = Environmental review, by its very natu%e,
is associated with specific projects. Those projects are either
‘ Citv-funded publiic projects or private sector projects considered
by the Citv as a part of the ' development application review
process. In both cases, specific funds are set aside for these
projects. In the case of public projects, the annual CIP Budget
appropriates funding for the projects. In the case of the private
projects, the applicants pay the full cost for the environmental
review. !

There is, however, a certain amount of time that is jnot
project-specific. This time is spent, primarily bv the Planning
Department, providing general information, recordkeeping, internal
administration, and continuing education. It is estimated that
twentv percent of a Planner's time is spent on such general
activities. This time is supported by the General Fund. There
appears to pe a minimal amount of general environmental time spent
by staff on public projects that are supported by the CIP.

Because the majoritv of environmental review work is related
to specific projects, there should pbe an identifiable appropriation
(CIP) or fee revenue (private project) to pay for that work.j To
determine 1f the Citv was achieving full cost recovery for
environmental review activities, an analvsis was conducted of, the
costs expended each vear for environmental review compared to the
funds/revenue set aside to offset the costs. Chart 6 Dbelow
. illustrates the results of that comparison. :
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Chart 6
Cost Recovery
YEAR FUNDS SPENT OFFSET
Public Private CIP Budget ’?rivate

1986/87 $252,897 $1,100,756 $252,857 $573,764
1987/88 490,108 607,661 490,108 385,003
1988/89 211,780 680,544 211,780 624,094
TOTALS  $954,785 $2,388,961  $954,745  $1,582,861

The results of this cost recovery analvsis show that whiie
CI?P environmental review is fully recovering its costs, private

project environmental review is not. The end result is that the
General Fund picks up those costs incurred but not offset by
private project revenues. The following discussion highliights

those areas of both the CIP and private project environmental
review which require some revisions in order to provide a full cost
recovery. RE

a. Public Projects: Public projects should contain line
item budgets as a part of the CIP which provide a detailed
cost plan for that particular project. 1In the past this line
item detail has not always been achieved. This appears to be
especially true of environmental review. Because past
projects generallvy did not contain the 1line item detail
necessaryv to determine if funds were adeguately budgeted for
environmental review, it is impossible to determine when a
public project exceeds its pbudget, whether this cost overrun
is due to environmental review or anv number of other line
‘items that should be budgeted in the project. This inability
to reconstruct vast costs incurred compared to costs budgeted
leads to the recommendation that consistent and detailed
recordkeeping occur using job numbers and line item budgeting
to track costs incurred and expenditures on CIP.

b. Private Projects: In concent, the fee/deposit system
used by the Department of Planning and Development is designed
to achieve full cost recoverv. However, achieving this cost
recoverv depends on an accurate correlation between cost and

fees. . ‘
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i.) Categorical Exemptions: ‘Until its recent fee
revision, the Planning and Development Department was
charging $25 per categorical exemption. This fee has
been increased to$42 per exemption. The following
Chart 7 illustrates that, based on the assumptions used
in the chart 4, full cost recovery has not been
achieved for categorical exemptions.

Chart 7
Cost to Prepare Categorical Exemptions

1986/87 1987/88 .1988/89 1989}90
Number of Reviews 2389 218 238 283
@ 1 hour ea. '
Cost per Review
@ S42 $12,138 $9,156 89,996 w
@ s70 $19,810
Cost Recovery ‘
@ 825 $ 7,225 $5,450 85,590
@ $42 $11,886
2.) Negative Declarations: Until the recent fee
revision, the City charged $90 per negative
declaration. That fee has now been increased to $i50
per negative declaration. The following chart

illustrates the funding gap that has existed between
City costs to conduct negative declarations and
revenues received to offset those costs.

Chart 8

Costs to Prepare Negative Declaration

1986/87 1987/88 1988/89 1989/90
Number of

reviews :

@ 8 nhrs.ea. - 207 : 164 - 226 - 270
Cost per Review f
@ $42 $69,552 $55,104 837,968 $151,200
@ s70 ‘ $63,280 :
Cost Recovery

@ $90 $18,630 $1i4,760 $10,170

@ $150 ' $16,950 $40,500

This analysis shows that, based on the assumptions
in the amount of time it takes to conduct reviews, -the
General Fund is absorbing the gap Dbetween revenues
collected and actual costs incurred to conduct negatﬁve
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declarations. To achieve full cost recovery fo
negative declarations, fees would have to be raise
substantially. There are a number of variables that =
could be applied to the assumptions which would result
in wvarving figures for full cost recovery. Some
negative declarations are relatively simple and require
only 4 to 8 hours as compared to the 16 hour estimate
used above. Some negative declarations require well
over 100 hours of staff time. Because this fluctuation
exists with the time required to conduct environmental
review, it is recommended that the new fee structure

be established. This new fee structure would set
minimum fees for both categorical exemptions and
negative declarations. Applicants would be billed .

additional costs if the review exceeded these minimums.
In addition, detailed and consistent record keeping
should track costs and revenues to determine if further
fee revision is required to offset costs.

If the projections are correct for 1983/89, then
the Planning and Development Department mav be as close
to full-cost recoverv as is possible given time on
non-project related environmental work. Verification
of these projections at the end of fiscal year 1989/90
and tracking for 1989/90 will give us more data upon
which to base a decision on the adeguacy of the new fee
structure. The numbers do suggest, however, that in ths‘
past full cost recoverv has not been achieved.

3.) Environmental Impact Reports: When it
is determined that an environmental impact report is
required for a private project, the Planning Department
estimates the number of hours required on the part of
City staff and of City retained consultants to prepare
an EIR. The private project appliicant deposits this sum
in a Citv trust account and the review is conducted.
If the review exceeds the estimated costs, the City
requires additional deposits from the applicant. This
svstem is structured on a full cost recovery basis.
Even though the system 1is structured to achieve
full cost recoverv, there is the possibiiity that not
all staff costs are recovered. Therefore, the sanme
recommendation made for tracking the costs on negative
declarations is made for EIRs.

Staffing

As noted above, both the number of environmental reviews ana
the cost of those reviews has fluctuated from vear to vear. This
fiuctuation makes it difficult to predict staffing levels over an
extended time frame. It is this difficultv in projecting staffin .
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requirements that argues against establishing a staff level on a
permanent basis to prepare all environmental documents including
EIR's. Instead, the environmental review program and budget should
be based on a full-cost recovery which could not be guaranteed if
-the City staffed up and then there was a drop in the level of
environmental reviews. Such fluctuation could result in periods
when staff would not be fullvy utilized. Therefore, the
recommendation is to staff at a baseline level and to contract out
as required. This system will allow the Planning and Development
Department to achieve full-cost recoverv and to provide its
services in a timely manner. This approach is consistent with that
used by other City departments whose workload is driven bv
fluctuations in demand. It is also consistent with the approach
by the Building Division for plan check work. o

Since 1986-87 the Department of Public Works (and later also
General Services) have committed a small portion of staff time to
environmental activities. This percentage of time varies betwéen
.25 FTE and 1.00 FTE. :

The organizational structure of the Planning and Development
Department has a specific environmental unit which currently
emplovs 7.50 FTE. Of these 7.50 positions, 3.50 are presently
carried in the indirect rate.

Bv adding the FTE used for environmental review in the Public
Works Department, General Services Department and the Planning and
Development Department, the total City FTE is 8.50 FTE of which
3.50 FTE are included within the indirect rate. The projec-
tions for the 1989-30 fiscal vear show a total need for 5.0 FTE
to staff the overall City environmental review process, assuming
the continued use of consultants and no change in review proce-
dures. This is in addition to the 3.50 FTE presentlv carried.
Therefore, total FTE for future environmental review based on the
fiscal analysis above is projected to be 8.50 FTE. This matches
the existing staffing level. However, other considerations
discussed below indicate minimum staffing requirements bevond 8.5
FTE, ;

One of the kev recommendations of the report is %o centraliize
the environmental review function within one department, that the
an initial recommendation of the evaluation team was 1.0 FTE in
Public Works be moved to the Planning and Development Department.
Moving this 1.0 FTE would be difficult due to the manner in which
Public Works environmental review is conducted. The department
does not have one person who conducts onlv environmental review.
The activity is performed by numerous individuals when the projects
they manage require environmental work. Thus environmental review
becomes one small portion of their overall management of the CIP.
It would pe difficult to extricate all of these parts in the form
of one FTE. Therefore, it is recommended one FTE be added to
Planning and Development to replace the aggregate FTE in Public
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Works. This will leave Public Works staff with more time t
commit to public projects (although their technical expertise wil‘
be required at various stages of the environmental review). The™
end result of the removal of the majority of environmental activity
from Public Works is that CIP dollars should be spent faster
pecause staff will be abie to commit more time to other aspects of
the CIP.

Summarv
As a result of this fiscal analvsis, at a minimum, the
following actions are recommended:

1. Institute a fee change for categorical exemptions and
negative declarations conducted for the private sector.

2. Hire 1.0 new FTE in Planning and Development
Environment to bring total staffing to 8§.50.

3. Institute a detailed cost recovery tracking svstem to
allow vearly program audits.

4. Work with all departments submitting CIP requests to
adequately budget for environmental review on a line

item basis. .
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V. GENERAL CONSIDERATIONS

It is recommended that the following procedures be
incorporated into anvy final action on the environmental process
reorganization regardless of the ultimate decision on staffing and
organization.

Environmental Clearinghouse

All staff involved in this studv of the Cityv's environmentail
review process agreed that one of the most important changes needed
is to improve communication and consistencv among staff involved
in the environmental review process that need preparation and
review of Citv environmental documents as well as documents
submitted by outside agencies for review and comment.

It 1is recommended that an "environmental clearinghouse
function" be established to resolve this critical concern. This
clearinghouse should include representatives from all City
departments and divisions directly involved in the environmental
review process.  The committee should meet at a regularly scheduled

_ time and place. Agendas should be published and distributed to ail

staff in advance. - The meetings should be internal, administrative
staff meetings not open to the public. The committee shouild
provide comprehensive coordinated staff input on all environmental
matters. The committee should review and comment on environmental
documents from other agencies. The committee should provide
comment and advice at critical voints in the Citv's environmental
review process. Responsibilities of the committee should include
the resolution of complex or difficult environmental
determinations; review and comment on NOPs, RFPs, administrative
draft and final EIRs; assisting in consultant selection; and
coordination of staff. The following is a summary of the proposed
committee composition and responsibilities.

1. Composition: A 9-member staff committee should institute the
clearinghouse. Representatives from the foliowing departments or
divisions shoulid be members of the committee. ZFinal details of the
committee structure, composition, and responsibilities and
opveration should be developed as a part of the start up of the new
process. s

a. Citv Environmental Coordinator (Chair)

b. Planning Division, including representatives from:
* Advance Planning
*  Current Planning

c. Public Works Department, incliuding representatives
from:
* Utilitv Services



%&

* Engineering Services
¥ Field Services
d. Parks and Community Services
e, - General Services
£. City Attornevy
g. SHRA Environmental Coordinator (ex-officio)
2. Organization: Regularly scheduled meetings (twice monthly to
weeklvy) ; published agendas; no public notice (internal,
administrative meetings); agendas. distributed to all City

departments and division heads.

3. Responsibilities: While the environmental coordinator will
pe ultimately responsible for all environmental determinations,
the committee should provide review and advice to assist the
coordinator in his or her duties. The range of knowledge and
expertise represented on the committee would provide valuable,
essential information to the environmental coordinator and staff.
The following are examples of those responsibilities.

a. Review administrative draft and final EIR's;

b. Advise on difficult environmental determinations;

c. Coordinate review of external environmental documents;

d. Assist in project or document scoping, consultant
selection, difficult project management issues; and .

e. Advise on changes to environmental review procedures.

EZnvironmental Review Procedures

The City's adopted environmental review procedures are out of
date. Changes to the organization and function of the process wiilil
make those procedures further outdated. A comprehensive revision
of the procedures is anticipated following a final decision on the
reorganization. The revision of the procedures will also include
administrative rules under which the staff will operate. Those
rules will address consultant selection and contracting procedures,
general standards for staff review and conduct, and internail
working pvolicies.

Use of Consulitants

The Citv relies substantially on private consultants for
special studies and EIR's. While consideration was given to
increasing the number and tvpe of environmental staff to a lievel
sufficient to perform most of the environmental work in-house, this
step is not recommended at this time with the one exception

discussed below. The use of consultants fluctuates greatly,
devending largeliv on the number of private development
applications. It is the uncertainty of the voiume of private

applications bv which the evaluation team recommends continued
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reliance on consultants. If staff levels were increased to meet
todav's .very high workiocad, a substantial drop in private
development activity would leave those staff with little to do.
More importantly, revenues to support that staff would drop and
would have to be augmented by the General Fund.

The problems associated with continued reliance on consultants
are several. Consultants will generally cost more than public
sector staff given, if nothing else, the private sector profit
requirements. Second, it is more difficult to control consultants
(as opposed to staff) in terms of cost, time, and gqualitv of work.
Consultants generally are 1less accessible and responsive than
staff. Technical assumptions made bv consultants can often be
difficult to clearly establish. This sometimes leads to difficultv
in wverifving the accuracy of consultant = generated  data
(particuliarly traffic analysis). ‘

On the other nand, consultants provide a dgreat wealth of
specialized talent which is available on an as needed basis. This
avoids the need to retain highlv specialized staff whose services
may be essential but reguired only periodically (e.g., noise
analysis).

As noted eariier, there 1is at least one exception to this
general circumstance. There is an increasing need for regular and

reiiable "traffic modeling"” for environmental review, staff
analysis and program planning. Traffic studies are required for
many projects to determine appropriate mitigation measures. The

Public Works Department relies on traffic studies for projecting
facility improvement needs and prioritization of projects.
However, both planning and public works staff have become
increasingly concerned about the gquality, time, and cost of traffic

studies performed by private consultants. Assumptions made bv
consultants are not always clear. Accuracy of the work is
sometimes difficult to establish. The City project review and

processing time is frequently slowed due to consultant response
time. The cost of traffic studies is frequently high despite the
fact that the information contained in the studies is often very
similar to previous studies. Consideration should be given to
establishing traffic modeling capabilities within either the
environmental or Public Works staff.

29



VI ORGANIZATIONAL RECOMMENDATIONS ‘

The conclusions and recommendations contained in this report

are based on a number of factors which include: existing
department needs; ease of administration; existing staff skills and
training:; consistency of environmental review; long—-term

organizational requirements; legal adequacy; and cost.

Two basic organizational alternatives were initially
considered: (1) modifv and retain the existing dual environmental
coordinator process; or (2) establish a single, Citv-wide
environmental coordinator position and necessarv staff. The second
alternative of a single environmental coordinator is clearly the
best choice for a number of reasons. The only apparent rationaile
for maintaining dual coordinator functions would be to minimize the
potential for the environmental review of public projects being
slowed by the demands for speedvy review of private project
applications. There are adeguate safeguards bpuilt into the
recommended structure to avoid this potential situation. The dual
coordinator arrangement has a significant potential for increased
costs, decreased consistency and a general perpetuation of the
existing internal coordination problems. The folilowing
organization and staffing arrangements for environmental review

activities in the City are therefore recommended. '

1. Establish a Single Environmental Impact Review Unit Within
the City. This unit would be resvonsible for alil environmental
determinations and review for both public and private projects.
Individual departments would be responsible for preparing project
descriptions and, if thevy choose, making initial environmental
determinations (that is most appropriate for categorical exemptions
and simple negative declarations) In such cases, the initial
determinations would be reviewed and approved by the environmental
staff who will be responsible for all reguired notices, posting and

public review requirements.

2. Create An Environmental Division In The Department of Planning
And Development. The present Environmental Section of the Planning
Division should be re-established as a new environmental services
division within the Department of Plianning and Development. 3oth
planning staff and other City departments have expressed concern
that a revised environmental review process would result in less
service to either private or public projects. This change is
intended to insure that environmental review of public and private
projects will be accorded "egqual processing priority". The City's
Environmental Coordinator would report directlyv to the Director of
Planning and Development. All sponsors of private and public
projects would have equal access to the environmental staff. The

projects (the Planning Division) would continue to serve as overall

sponsors of public projects (other City departments) and private‘

project managers for their respective projects.
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3. Staffing: The fiscal analysis found in Section IV above,
indicated that, based upon existing and projected workload, the
environmental project could be fullv staffed by 8.5 . FTE. However,
there are several important considerations’ bevond that fiscal
analysis which effect the recommendations for staffing an
Environmental Services Division.

First, it is clear that the environmental review process has
- not Dbeen sufficient to assure full legal adeguacy of alil
environmental reviews. Increased staff time is necessary for each
environmental review to provide such assurances. Second, new
statutory requirements and court decisions require more time and
effort for each environmental review than has been required in the
vast. These new demands translate into either increased processing
time with existing staff or more staff to maintain or dec*ease
individual project processing time. :

Third, the staff project applicants and City Council are
becoming increasingly frustrated with the length of time necessarvy
to provide legallv sound environmental review. An increased number
of environmental staff should result in more timely, efficient
environmental review,. Fourth, the organization of a separate
division of environmental services will require increased support
staff to provide effective receptionist, telephone answering,
filing, and other clerical services which are currently subnllea
bv the Planning Division clerical pooil.

Finally, given the need to assure  timely and effective

processing of both private and public project environmental review,
appropriate separate management staff are appropriate to separately
oversee, the processing of public and private project reviews.
The recommended staff organization reflects that need. The result
of these several considerations is that an initial staffing level
of 11 1is recommended to assure adegquate timelv and effective
environmental review services within the Citv. This initial
staffing should
wnether additional changes in the staff level or organization are
necessarv.

It is recommended that the initial staff organization incliude
the following positions:

Environmental Coordinator (Division nead)
Principal Planner

Senior Plianner.

. Administrative Assistant

Clerk Tvpist (2)

. Assistant/Associate Planners (5)

.
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A staff organization chart is found on the next page. The

following is a brief description of the duties and responsibilities

. of the proposed staff.

.
WY

be reviewed at the end of FY 90 to determine’
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a. Environmental Coordinator: Overalill management of the.

division including: budgets; personnel; projects

coordination with outside agencies and other City departments;
development of environmental procedures; consultant
selection; serves as chair of the environmental clearinghouse
committee. Trouble shoots most difficult projects and policy
issues. Reports to the Director of Planning and Development.

b. Principal Planner: Serves as Acting Environmental
Coordinator in the absence of the division head; oversees the
environmental review of all private projects; coordinates with
- other Citv departments, assists the Environmental Coordinator
in the development of policy and procedures. Reports to the
Environmental Coordinator.

c. Senior Planner: Responsible for dav-to-day project
supervision; assist in consultant selection, and coordination
with other agencies and Citv depvartments; directly supervises
staff and consultants; and assists Coordinator in development

of environmental procedures and policy recommendation.
Reports to the Environmental Coordinator.

d. Administrative Assistant: Responsible for contract
management; general administrative analvsis; project
scheduling and status reporting. Reports to the Environmentail .
Coordinator. ’ ‘
e. Assistant/Associate Planners (5): Serve as individual
project supervisors and environmental analyst;. perform
environmental analvtical work involving initial studies:
environmental determinations; and mitigation measures

monitoring. Reports to either the Senior Planner or Principal
Planner depending upon assignment.

f. Clerical(5): Word processing; receptionist;
telephone answering; posting of notices; f£filing; Ilibrarv
maintenance, and related work. Reports to either the

Environmental Coordinator or the Administrative Assistant
depending upon assignment.

4., Project Deliverv Teams: Environmental reviews for public
projects which involve EZIR's or complex negative declarations ail
include a "project deliverv team" comprised of the Environmental
Services Division assigned to the project, the manager responsiplie
for the project design and implementation, other staff as
necessarv, and consultants. This team will assure integration of
the environmental review process with the other aspects of the
publiic project. The intent of the project deliverv teams is to
avoid delays in project impiementation and emphasize internal I

coordination and cooperation.

32



PROPOSIEID

ORGAN IZATION OF THE

ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES DIVISION
DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT

DIRECTOR

Planning and Development Department

LEGAL
SUPPORT

City
Attorney's
Office

MANAGEMENT
AND SUPPORT

Environmental
Coordinator (1)

Administrative
Assistant (1)

Clerk Typist (2)

ENVIRONMENTAL
CLEARINGHOUSE

Inter-Departmental

Committee (9 Members):\ :

.Public Works (3)
Planning (2)
.Environmental (1)
JLegal (1)
Parks (1)

.General Services (1)

SHRA (Ex Officio-1)

*PUBLIC (CIP)
PROJECTS

Senior Planner (1)

Assistant/Associate
Planner (2)

ENVIRONMENTAL
ASSESSMENT
TEAMS

[

*PRIVATE
PROJECTS

Principal Planner (1)

Assistant/Associate
Planner (3)

|

CONSULTANT SUPPORT

Specialized consultants selected as required

* Staff to be shared on public and private projects as required to meet work load demand
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Revised Environmental Review Process .

Section II of this report summarizes the processes currently
used to conduct the environmental reviews for both public and
private projects. One result of the consolidation of those
separate processes, if accepted and approved by the steering
committee and City Council, will be a single environmental review
process for both public and private projects. The following is a
brief summary of the anticipated changes from the existing process.

1. Budgeting and funding environmental reviews: Staff
responsible for managing Public Works projects as a part of the
City's capitol improvement program (CIP) will estimate the

provaple level of environmental review required at the time the
project is proposed for inclusion in the CIP. This estimate should
be done in consultation with the environmental coordinator. Each
project in the CIP will, among other things, include sufficient
lead time and funding for that environmental review.

Private projects will continue to be funded bv applicants.
The revised process will provide for full cost recovery of staff
time and expenses on all environmental determinations including
negative declarations, EIRs and mitigation measure monitoring.

2. Environmental ‘Determinations: Private project
applications will continue to be processed in a fashion guite
similar to that described in Section II. Public projects will be

included in that process in an orderly, timelv manner. City staff
responsible for projects requiring environmental determinations
will transmit, at a minimum, a complete project description and
supporting documents. The environmental staff responsible for
public projects will complete the determination and initial study,
if necessary, at weekly intervals (this step will probably be
merged with the group review of private project applications and
that review changed to be a weeklv occurrence). Categorical
exemptions and simpie negative declarations would be completed and
returned to the project manager within 1 to 2 days resulting in
a processing time for the simplest determinations of no more than
10 days. Processin time for the remaining more complex
determinations is not possible to estimate at this time.

3. Negative Declarations with Mitigation Measures ang
TIRs: The more complex environmental documents will be prepared
by the environmental division in consultation with responsible
departmental staff. The preparation of mitigation measures or the
selection of consultants will closelyv involve project staff at each

important step in the decision-making process staff. The
environmental cliearinghouse will also be included in periodic
review at designated steps in the process. Project deiivery teams

comprised of environmental staff, the sponsoring department project
staff and consultants mav be estapiished for complex negative
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declarations to assure integration consistency with the overall
project objectives.

4. Certification of the Environmental Document:
Environmental staff will be present at everv Design Review nd
Preservation Board, Citv Planning Commission, Citv Council, or
other reqguired public meetings where the presentation of or
questions about an environmental document is necessarv.
Environmental staff will be fully responsible for the completeness
and adeguacv of all environmental documents for both public and
prlvate projects. Environmental staff will also be responsible for
all legal advertisements, posting of documents and the flllng of
necessary forms and notices.

5. Legal Adeguacyv: The environmental staff will aiso pe
responsible for assuring that adequate findings of fact and
statement of overriding considerations, if necessary are prepared
to the satisfaction of the City Attornevy's Qffice. The
environmental staff will serve as the principal coordinator between
the City Attorney's Office and the project environmental matters
onlv. It is anticipated that dav-to-day coordination petween the
City Attornevy's Office and the project on other matters will
continue to be handlied bv the departmental project staff.
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CITY OF SACRAMENTO

INITIAL STUDY

itial Study has been required and prepared by the Department of Planning and Development, Planm'ng
Environmental Section, 1231 I Street, Suite 300, Sacramento, CA 95814, (916)449-2037, purswant to
delines Section 15063 (August 1, 1983).

- File No. and/or Project Name:
Applicant - Name:
Address:

Answer the following questions to detemme if the pmposed pmJect may have potentially adverse 51gmf1mnt
impacts on the environment.
/ Yes ior No
1. Earth. Will the proposal result in: ‘
Unstable earth conditions or in changes in geologic substructures?
Disruptions, displacements, compaction or overcovering of the s0il?
Change in topography or ground surface relief features?
The destruction, covering or modification of any unique geoiogic or physical features?
"Any increase in wind or water erosion of soils, either on or off the site?
Changes in deposition or erosion of beach sands, or changes in siltation, deposition or
erosion which may modify the channel of a river, stream, bay, inlet or lake?
Exposure of people or property to geologic hazards such as earthquakes, ground
failure, or similar hazards? ‘

meROoow

Q

2. Air. Will the proposal result in:
a. Substantial air emissions or deterioration of ambient air quaiity?
The creation of objectionable odors?
Alteration of air movement, moisture or temperature, ‘or any change in climate,
either locally or regionally?

3. . Water. Will the proposal result in:
a. Changes in currents, or the course of direction movenents in either marine or fresh
waters?
Changes in absorption rates, drainage patterns, or the rate and amount of surface runoff?
Alterations to the course of flow of flood waters?
Change in the amount of surface water in any water body? :
Discharge into surface waters, or in any alteration of surface water quality, including
but not limited to temperature, dissolved axygen or turbidity?
Alteration of the direction or rate of flow of ground waters?
g. Change in the quantity of ground waters, either through direct additions or w1th:1ras«als.
or through interception of an aquifer by cuts or excavations?
~h. Substantial reduction in the amount of water otherwise available for public water supplies?
i. Exposure of people or property to water related hazards such as flooding?

rn 0 pooT

4. Plant Life. Will the proposal result in:
a. Change in the diversity of species, or number of amy species of plamts?
b. Reduction of the numbers of any unique, rare or endangered species of plants?
c. Introduction of new species of piants. into an area, or in a barrier to the normal
repienisiment of existing species?
d. Reduction in acreage of any agriculitural crop?

5. Life. Will the proposal result in:
Change' in the diversity of species, or number of any species of animals?
Reduction of the nmumbers of any unique, rare or endangered species of animais?
c. Introduction of new species of animais into an area, or result in-a barrier to the
migration or movement of animals?
d. Deterioration of existing fish or wildlife habitat?

1



10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

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

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

Land Use. Will the 'pmposal result in a substantial aiteration of the present or plarned
land use of an area?

Natural Resources. Will the proposal result in:
a. Increase in the rate of use of any natural rescurces?
b. Substantial depietion of any nonrenewable natural resource?

Risk of Upset. Does the proposal involve:
a. A risk of an explosion or the release of hazardous substances (inciuding, but not

limited to, oil, pesticides, chemicals or radiation) in the event of an accident
or upset conditions?
b. Possible interference with an emergency response plan or an emergency evacuation pian?

ngatim; Will the proposal alter the location, distribution, density, or growth rate of
the mman population of an area?

Housing. Will the proposal affect existing housing, or create a demand for additiaonal

Transportation/Circulation. Will the proposal result in:

Generation of substantial additional vehicular movement?

Effects on existing parking facilities, or demand for new pariung’

Substantial impact upon éxisting transportation systems?

Alterations to present patterns of circulation or movement of people and/or goods”
Alterations to waterborne, rail or air traffic?

Increase in traffic hazards to motor vehicles, bicyclists or pedestrians?

mo oo o

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

Fire protection?

Police protection?

Schools?

Parks or other recreational facilities?

-‘Maintenance of public facilities, including roads?

Other govermmental services?

mo a0 op

Energy. Will the proposal result in:

a. Use of substantial amounts of fuel or energy?

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

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

. Power or naturai gas?

Commmications systems?

Water?

Sewer or septic tanks?

Storm water drainage?

Solid waste and disposal?

o oo o

Yes or No

A N A A AT R e R T
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17. Health. Will the proposal result in:
Creation of any health hazard or potential health hazard (excluding mental health)?
b. Exposure of people to potential health hazards?

18. Aesthetics. Will the proposal result in the obstruction of any scenic or view open to the
public, or will the proposal result in the creation of an aesﬂletimlly offensive site
open to public v1ew>

19. Recreation. Will the proposal result in an impact upon the quaiity.or quantlty of existing
recreational opportunities?

20. Cultural Resources.
a. Will the proposal result in the alteration or destruction of a prehistoric or historic
‘ archaeological site?
b. Will the proposal result in adverse physical or aesthetic effects to a prehistoric or
historic building, structure or object?
. ¢. Does the proposal have the potential to cause a physical change wmcn would affect
unique ethnic cultural values?
d. Will the proposal restrict existing religious or sacred uses within the potential
impact area?

21. Mandatory Findings of Significance.

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

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

c. Does the project have impacts which are individuaily limited, but cumiiatively

‘ considerable? (A project may impact on two or more separate resources where the
impact on each resource is relatively small, but where the effect of the total of -

. those impacts on the enviromment is significant.)

d. Does the project have enviromment effects which will cause substantiai adverse: erfects
on numan beings, either directly or indirectly?

MITIGATION MEASURES

Yes or No

The following mitigation measures shall become conditions of approval for the subject prdposal:



OONCLUSION

The proposed project will not have a significant adverse effect on the enviromment for the following re
1. Will have only temporary or short-term construction impacts such as dust and equipment emissions, noise
and truck traffic.
Will not generate a significant amount of additional vehicles, noise or emission levels.
Will not affect rare or endangered species of animal or plant, or habitat of such species.
Will not eliminate important examples of major periods of California history or prehistory.
Will not result in a significant effect on air, water quality or ambient noise levels for adjoining areas.
Will not be subjected to floodplains or major geologic hazards. -
Will not have a substantiai aesthetic affect.
Will not breach any published national, State or local standards relating to solid waste.
Will not involve the possibility of contaminating public water supply or adversely affect groundwater.
Will not resuit in or add to a violation of the waste discharge requirements applicable to local sewer
systems as prescribed by California Regional Water Quality Control Board.
11. Will not occur to the disadvantage of long-term envirommental goals.
12, Will not resuit in the adverse cumulative impacts.
13. Will not result in adverse growth inducing impacts.
14. Will not result in substantial adverse effects on huran beings either directly or indirectly.
15. Will not be in conflict with the City's General and Community Plans. '

.

fory
Sowaparwm

REFERENCES
Sacramento City General Plan and EIR, 1988 Sacramento City Zoning Ordinance, July 1987
South Sacramento Community Plan and EIR, 1986 Renaissance Tower EIR, 1986
North Natomas Community Plan and EIR, 1986 Laguna Creek Floodplain Study and EIR, 1985
South Natomas Community Plan and EIR, 1987 Creekside Oaks and Gateway Centre EIR, 1984 gan.
Airport-Meadowview Community Plan and EIR, 1984 Delta Shores Village PUD EIR, 1983 ‘
North Sacramento Community Plan and EIR, 1984 Greenhaven Executive Office Park EIR, 1982

Sacramento South Pocket Specific Plan & EIR, 1977 Executive Airport Master Plan and EIR, 1981
Sacto. Central City Comprehensive Plan & EIR, 1977 Sacto. City Amer River Pkwy Plan & Neg. Dec. 1985

Downtown Redevelopment Plan Update & EIR,1985 Northgate Station EIR, 1986
Willow Creek EIR, 1985

o At the Crossroads, A Report on California Endangered and Rare Fish and Wilgiife. California Resources
Agency and Department of Fish and Game, 1972
Soils of Sacramento County, California. Walter Weir, Division of Soils, U.C. Berkeley, 1930

o}

o  Fifteenth Progress Report on Trip Ends Generation Research Counts. CalTrans 1983.

0  Native Oaks: Our Valley Heritage, Sacramento County Office of Education, 1976.

0 The appiicant's envirommermtal questionnaire and submitted plans are considered part of this Initiai Study.
DETERMINATICON

On the basis of this initial evaluation:

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

I find that aithough the proposed project could have a significant effect on the enviromment, there
will not be a significant effect on this case because the mitigation measures described in this
Initial Study has been added to the project. A NEGATIVE DECLARATION WILL BE PREPARED.

I find the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the enviromment, and an ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT REPCRT is required.

DATE: SIGNATURE: L ‘

PREPARED BY: PHONE :

Revised 12/2/87 HT:jg



Counztl
1r/pe/3/19/88 .
TEXTATIVE PROJECT PROCESSING TINE SCEEDULX

PROCZDOURE

. Propenent Subaits Application :
s City Deternines If ADDlicatlon'ls Complete
Informal or Pormal Barly Consultation
If not Compleste - Request for Additicnal Informaticn in ¥rliting

[ not Suppllied in 30 Days, Application Deemed W{thdrawn
1f Coaplete Starts Time Reguiresment '

Comglete Application: Starts 8 Month Negative Declaratliaon or 1
Yesr EIR Time Limit

City azkes Zanvironmental]l Deterxination (30 days®)
Prepare Initial Study Elther Negative Declaration or £IR
1 Negative Declaration - C!ity Preparss in 105 days and Aczion
withino 8 Xonths
12 2IR - Ci{ty Sends Letter Regquiring ZiR:-
Applicant Appeals EIR Determinztion or Deposits ZIR Consultant
‘Seleczion Fee or Applicazion Desaed Withdrawn

-
(3]
i
("]

2!ty Sands Notlice of Intesrsst for Consulzant Serv
Zity Prepares and Diatributes RFP
Clty Conducts Briefing Seszsifon
Clty Distributes Notice of Pr=psration (30 days®) (Malling, Newspaper)
Pisaning Commiszsafon Review NOP within 30 Day Comment P=riod
Nezice of D'cparat‘on Public Review P2riod Clozes
.P‘.:nninz Cc:nluion Reviews Consultant Selection Process
City Council]l Reviewsz Consultant Selection Process
Consultants Prepare Proposals - Due

Tnterview/Selection of Consultant - Completsd

Clzy Dezarxines EIR Cost and Regquest Deposzit

I¢ Monesy Deposited, Council Amends Department 3udget

Clty Prepares and Processes Contract

Conaultant Prepares Ad=mi{nistrative ZIR

City Reviews Adminiztrative EIR

Consultizat Makes Revisions

City Review Revisions

City Publishes and Di:tributc; Draft EIR

Cizy ?{les Notice of Coapleticn and Ten Draft £IRS wi{th OPR Whlch Starts

Dr=ft 2ZIR Public Review Pariod
.igy Advertlse (Malling, Posting, Newspaper) Avallabllity of Drarft EIR

City Publishes Notlce of CPC.Draft EIR Hearing

CPC Hearing to Receive Comments wiilin Review Perlod

Draft ZIR Public Review Papjod Closes

Cl{*Y Prarmeami{iraea o)) Wrire.o o  ~re 0 CArmen] dcwe

20 days®

10

—

10

45

weeks

says*®

week
week
weecks

weaky



Council
1r/pc/3/19/886
. TENTATIVE PROCESSING TIME SCHEDULE
COHIINUED
PROCEDURE

Consultant Prepares Adminlstrative Pilnal EIR
City Review of Administrative Z?inal EIR
Consultant Makes Revisions

City Publishes and Of{stributes Final EIR
Planning Request City Clerk Reserve Hearing Date
Pinal EIR Public Review Perilod (7 days®) Starts
Pinal EIR Publ!lc Review Pecrlod Closes

Receive Comments and Prepare Staff{ Report

Planning Sends Public Notice 10 days Before CPC Hearing (Mail., Post,
Newspaper) ) .

Planning Commission Hearing on ?inal EIR and Project (Recommendation)
Planning Request City Clerk Set Hearing Date Next Day After CPC Action

City Clerk Sends Public Notice 10 Days Before Hearing (Hail. Poating,.
Newspaper) '

Planning Porwards Staff Report on Final EIR and Project on Wednesday to
City Manager and then to Clty Clerk for the Tuesday Hesaring

Council Hearing on Final EIR and Project Pinal Action

Determine Actual Cost (Bill {f Necessary)

City Pileg Notice of Determination within 5 days® After Action with
County Clerk and State

* Mandatory Tiae Frame

TIME
3 weeks
2 week;
1 week

1 week

2 weeks

2 weeks

3 weeks

49 weeks



