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DEPARTMENT OF ENGINEERING
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R. H. PARKER
CITY ENGINEER

J. F. VAROZZA
ASSISTANT CITY ENGINEER

January 12, 1982
City Council APPROVED

. s BY THE CITY COUNCIL
Sacramento, California

Honorable Mearbers in Session: JAN 201992

: OFFICE OF THE
SUBJECT: Resolution Approving Negative Declaration fesYI98RR83 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 enviromment and
therefore recommerds that the project and a Negative Declaration be approved by
the City Council.

BACKGROUND :

In accordance with State E.I.R. Guidelines for Implementation of the California
Environmental Quality Act of 1970, dated December 1976, an Initial Study was
performed. As a result of this study, it was determined that the 1982-83
Cammunity Development Block Grant (CDBG) Application would not have a signifi-
cant adverse effect on the physical envirorment and a draft Negative Declaration
was prepared. On January 7, 1982 the Negative Declaration was filed with the
County Clerk. On Jamuary 9, 1982 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 camments regarding the Negative
Declaration, with no caments having been received.

RECOMMENDATION:

The Envirommental Coordinator recaomends that the attached resolution be passed
which will:

1. Determine that the proposed project will not have a significant effect
on the envirorment.

2. Approve the Negative Declaration.

3. Approve the project
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City Council -2~ Janvary 12, 1982

4. Authorize the Environmental Coordinator to file a Notice of Determination
with the County Clerk.

Respectfully submitted,

R. H. PARKER
City Engineer

Recammerdation Approved:

1)l ) Q...

Walter J. Slipé(/city Manader

14-E-040-15-0

January 19, 1982
All Districts
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RESOLUTION NO. X;W‘”

ADOPTED BY THE SACRAMENTO CITY COUNCIL ON DATE OF

Jamuary 19, 1982 '
RESOLUTION APPROVING NEGATIVE DECILARATION F&Ypﬂg BTQ:XNEQP

1982-83 Cammnity Development Block Grant (CDBAN 2 N 0w

Application OFFICE OF THE
: —~SHY CLERK

WHEREAS, on January 7, 1982 , R. H. Parker, the Envirommen—

tal Coordinator of the City of Sacramento, filed a Negative Declaration with the
County Clerk of Sacramento County for the following proposed City initiated pro—

ject: 1982-83 Cammunity Development Block Grant (CDBG) Application

WHEREAS, the prescribed time for receiving appeals has elapsed ard no appeals
were received.
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE QOUNCIL OF THE CITY COF SACRAMENTO:

1. That the proposed project 1982-83 Community Development Block Grant

(CDBG) Application will not have a significant effect

on the environment.

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

3. That the above-described project is hereby approved for the purpose of
Planning/Management activities, Housing Rehabilitation programs, Capital Improversont
projects, Economic Development activities, Land Acquisition, and a contingency

budget. Each catetory contains specific projects proposed for implementation witi
the anticipated entitlement of $4.5 million in federal CDBG funds.

4, That the Enviromental Coordinator is authorized to file with the County

Clerk a Notice of Determination for said project.

ATTEST:

MAYOR

CITY CLERK
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NEGATIVE DECLARATION

::'
L L A st sleesy e -

Pursuant to D1v1510n 6, Title 14, Chapter 3, Artlcle 7 Section

i15683 ‘of the California Admlnlstratlve Code and pursuant to the Pro-

cedures 'and Guidelines for preparation and processing of Envirenmental
Impact Reports (Resolution 78- 172) .adopted by the City of Sacramento,

pursuant to Sacramento City Code’ Chapter 63, the Environmental Coor-

dlnator of the City of Sacramento, California, a municipal corporation,
Hoes ‘prepare, -make, declare, publish, and cause to be filed with the
County Clerk of Sacramento County, State of California this Negatlve
Declaration regarding the project described as follows: ... &

1. " ‘“Titie and Short Description of Project: 1982-83 ‘
.. -~ Cammunity Development Block Grant (CDBG) application. R
The application includes Planning/Management activities,
'Housing Rehabilitation programs, Capital Improvement Projects,
;.- . Econamic Development activities, Land Acquisition, and a
contingency budget. Each category contains specific projects
v - " proposed for implementation with the anticipated entitlement

g. A

17 ws - ,o0f $4.5-million in federal CDBG funds.

2. Locatlon of Project: CDBG funded activities will take place

" in the following designated Community Development target areas:
Central City, Alkali Flat, Oak Park, Del Paso Heights, Glen Elder,

v. “ - Strawberry Manor, Gardenland/Northgate, Meadowview, Woodbine,

N . Freeport Manor, East Del Paso Heights, Robla and City Farms. A

o .7, map depi€ting these .areas is. attached.in the study. '

¢~ 3. " The Proponent of the Proyect. Clty of Sacramento - <

?*4. -'It is - found that the pro;ect w1ll not have a significant
effect on the environment. A copy of the initial study
ah A 'is attached which documents™ the reasons supporting the
ﬁ:~_above flndlng and any mitigation measures included in- the .
project to avoid any potentially slgnlflcant effects iden-

2n 7tified in ‘the ' initial study.
g.‘n:- Pat ot foeads th o i
5. The In1t1a1 Study was Prepared'hy J M. Horizumi, Assistant
R 3 T PIlanner
6, A copy of the Inltlal Study and this Negative Declaration
}g; may be obtained ‘at.915 ~ I Street, Room 207, Sacramento,

Callfornla 95814, * e ;

L ey
e Lt e VS c by

Environmental Coordinator of

DATED:., , . :
et begcte T s e b st T the City of Sacramento,
evt v sJANF1RE2 Callfornla, a municipal
d, Douy the _-= R TURTNE T B o - S SE N Poariouis e e B 2
suh <“am : ,~. -3 Gl -.(\s.r"f],-\, L3, .,,'{;‘* 33, €Vth 2 Ulied
01 Sudd /" ""-." . i WL ’—I"\ [

'uy PVl k
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R. H. PARKER City Engineer
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References are to Callfornla Admlnlstratlve Code, Tltle 14 DlVlSlon 6,
Chapter '3, Artrcle 7, Sectlon 15080a. RSN g’x. oy

1. Tltle and Descrlptlon of Progect (15080(c)(1))

1982 83 Communlty Development Block Grant Appllcatlon o

A.‘ The Federal Perspectlve

i

The U. S Department of Hou51ng and Urban Development (HUD)
prov1des funds for neighborhood- revitalization through the
Communlty Development Block Grant (CDBG) program which is put

i

'forward in Tltle I of the Housing and Community Development
gAct of 1977.. .The primary purpose of the CDBG program under

federal law 1s the development of the viable urban community,
.. including decent housing, a suitable living environment, and

expanded economic opportunltres, pr1nc1pally for persons of

low and moderate income. Flnanc1al assistance is provided

for aCtIV}tlES»lnltlated at the local level which are intended

to achieve the followrng objectlves.

1)
2)

1:3)
~4)

'-e‘,

j‘s)ﬂ

R FEE,
E §

::“,(_7) (9
. . . Or aesthetlc values. . . o
T 8)

\/\

S tax base. .. . -
6)

Preventlon and ellmlnatlon of slums and bllght.

Elimination of conditions detrimental to publi¢ "
‘health, safety and general welfare.

Conservation and expansion of the City's housing stock.

Expansion ‘and lmprovement of the quantlty and quallty v
of communlty services.’ v T AR

The more ratlonal utilization of urban land and other‘

’ resources, 1nclud1ng support of economic development

act1v1t1es spec1f1cally 1ntended to .improve a communlty”s

. DY S | - ety .

- Reduction of the isolation of incomé groups through
spatual deconcentratlon of housing opportunltles for
.. lower income 'groups and through' activities intended to

attract higher 1ncome re51dents to 1ower income

‘nelghborhoods. T fhm= oo . S

.

Restoratlon and preservatlon of hlstorlc, archltectural
:G. ‘

' The prov151on of: expanded employment opportunltles

‘for: low and moderate income: persons.-

oty et RS S KA S BRLEEEE Ty : P

Recrplents of CDBG funds have' broad dlscretlon to structure a local
program consistent.with'ithe above objectives and docal priorities
and preferencesi e iy AbLoeTew i




B.

4

-2-

=5 JThe 'CDBG:'Program- ¥ 'administéred at.the national level by HUD

'and” at the.local: level by the 'City-through various. departmerits
-and ‘agenciesv’ The City Manager ‘has overall responsibility for
program administration at the local level.

n‘,.

e L)

Fundlng for the CDBG Program is through an annual appropriation
by Congress-‘which1is apportloned among ellglble jurisdictions on
the basis of’:a formula’which takes ‘into'account such factors as
populatlon,'degree of poverty,-and ‘degree 6f -housing overcrowd-
ing.
ment for the 1982~ 83 flscal year is- approxlmately $4 5 mllllon.

According to“this formula,fthe City's -preliminary entitle-

FE RN

To receive its: entltlement of federal CDBG™ funds, the C1ty must
prepare and’implement a local Community Development Program con-
sistent with the above objectives and numerous other federal
laws and.-directives. iiAmong them'is ithe .requirement to .assume
environmental ‘review responsibilities assigned.to HUD under the
National Environmental Protection .Act (NEPA). Federal environ-
mental review regulations are:contained’'in Chapter 24, Part 580
of the Codified Federal Reégulations {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, 927-10th Street, Suite 300, upon request.

Communlty Development Block Grant Act1v1t1es

(!’-.' i ).: . C s [T ':

The proposed Activities program for 1982 83 is presented ‘in

five major categor1e5° v B IS U D S A A A
EIR RRNPRE B A O Y Y VRS S P AP ’
I, Plannlng/Management j%;:fﬁ”$' ‘897,550 L (19.9%) L
II. Housing Programs’ e 1,650,800 0 00 (36.7%)
III. Capital Improvement 1,430,000 (31.8%)
~:. -Projects

"IV. Economic Development 50,000 (1.1%)

V. Land Acquisition. .. ., . 232,000 - (5.2%)
VI. Contlngency e ST 239,100 0 <t 1t (5.38%)

(Attachment.A llStS gpecific proiécté for'each subséction:)f

a.

~i
°

The Plannlng/Management Category addresses the Communlty
Development Plannlng staff Preservation Program staff, and
various osts . assoc1ated w1th admlnlstratlon and implemen-
tation of the CDBG programs ‘and activities. The level of
funding for these acrivities has increased over the adopted
1981-82 CDBG budget. This is due to the need for an
additional Qode Enforcement Offlcer, and new programs and
act1v1t1es proposed by the Clty s . Department of Fire,
Community Serv1ces, and the Sacramento Hou51ng and. Redevelop-
ment Agency‘(SHRA) : .
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3. “x? i' "‘"i’i‘ ;, T2 :i_
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b. The Housrng program totals are for complete progect
costs rpcludlng admlnlstratlon and 'technical’ costs.
These programs will be admlnlstered by the. Sacramento
Housing and Redevelopment Agency, ‘the 'Shared Housing and
‘Alkall Flat Relocatlon Assistance program are submitted
by SHRA. -

¢. The Capltal Improvement pro;ects are con51stent w1th the‘
City of Sacramento'’ s 1981-87 Capital Improvement program.

d. The EcOnomlc Development Act1v1t1es is a Busxness Rehablll—
tation Loan program which was approved in the 1981-82 CDBG
budget.“ "staff is proposing an add1t10nal amount be prov1ded
in order to 1ncrease the potentlal amount to $500 000

c. The recommended 1and acqulsltlon pro;ect is’ the Oak Park
Commerc1a1 Land AchISltlon as suggested by "the PAC and
Agency. ''‘This amount is for Phase I because SHRA has
determlned that additional funds will be needed in order
‘to acqulre Phase'I. This acquisition is consistent with
the Oak Park Redevelopment Plan, and the Economlc Market
Ana1y51s.. : \ ' o

£. The 1982 83 CDBG Contlngency 1s rather 10w in comparlson

to other years.' This is due to, the demand for fundlng

programs and act1v1t1es requested

L N

2. Environmental Settlng (15090(c)(2)) RN ., ‘:}:.. L e
The map included in Attachment B’ deplcts target areas where act1v1-
ties 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
serv1ce ex1st1ng and planned development presently ex1sts.i\

RN

S e

-

3. Environmental Bffects - Attached checklist must be completed by
person conductingrinitial study (15080(c) (3)).

4. Mitigation Measures -. Attached list of mltlgatlon measures must be
completed by person conductlng 1n1tlal’study (15080(c)(4))

5. Compatibility w1th Ex1st1ng Zonlng and Plans (15080(c)(5))

All phys1ca1 development progects to be ‘carried out w1th CDBG funds
are in conformance with' the !City’ General Plan, adopted communlty
plans and, where’ appllcable, Redevelopment Plans for thelr respec-
tive target areas. . , _

s U T‘ Forn Funenie Lisd oy e e
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 TANARY S, 1901 e, 74 }ﬂ(hﬁ—w—‘\

J. M. Horizumi
Title's Assistant Plahner




CITY OF SACRAMENTO
INITIAL STUDY
ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST FORM

' €.C. No.
1%, MR ) e ASTRES
/ ' + &S Date:
I. BACKGROUND i L o LT TRl oAy, o : P :
. mmeoanuut CDBG program applmcatuon to the U. S Department of
Hou51ng and Urban Development for FY 1982 -83 entltlement funds.
2. City Department lnrj iating Project CltY Manager s office ' - K
3. uame of Individual Preparing Checklist J. M. Horlzum, Planmj Department
& Is Checklist Being Prepared for' CEOA X’ or NEPA 7 S IR
5. Sodrce of Funding of Project Title I U.S.: Housing & Community Development Act
A -0of 1977
I1. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS . .
- (Explanations of all yes and maybe ans-ers are required under Itan ‘111, ) -
o i Lo (:.“,".\_‘ TR ,I'. :’.‘-'-.'u-.. o :; o i,’,j4 Y_es_ . ‘HGZDQ !2
1. Earth. Hill:the proposal result in; won :”“'ﬂu‘;“; i B K
. i) [a Y2 W al A SN 12 et ‘
a. Unstaole earth condi tions or in changes in geologic substructures? - — X_
b. Disruptions. displacements compaction or overcovering of the soil7 - i ij{_
C R .. F P . - -
c. Change in topography .or ground surface relfef; features? ; - ’F.EE_" - _—
I .
d. The destruction. covering or modification of any unique geologic or physical -
features? = ' ' P X
el .,‘_A, v, » ‘)‘I,:. Y r\- . . \'f ‘—— —
e. Any increase in wind or water erosion of soils. either on or off the site? ‘;__ — EE_
f. Changes in deposition or “erosion of beach‘sands.’or Changes
fn siltation, deposition or erosion which may modify the
channel of a river.or stream or the bed.of theocean or - -
any bay, fnlet or lake? ) _ ) D X
g. Exposure of people or property to geologic hazards such -as earthouakes,, Lo ‘X
landslides, mudslides; .ground failure, or similar, hazards’ . D e il -
Y . 0 S Y Dby weas '_:. e i e PN ,
?. Air. Hill the proposal ‘result iaT i oCn iart oo .?l'f'. I oot
O A \; . -3
a. Substantial air emissions or deterioration of ambient air quality’ ) - — X
r EENIE PR v
b. The crea*ion of ob;ectvonable odprs’ 't iﬁ', - -Y.i': I — — X
c. Alteration of air movement moisture or temperature. orﬂany change in . . :
climate. either locally or regiondlly? '~ ' * T C ‘. X
aale T :)i.\.'.-ig‘l‘ Tiwii g Vi o, . - .
3. Mater. Hill the proposal result in.. ;ag“ T R R T .
a. Changes in currents. or the course or direction of uater movéments, in - .
either marine or.fresh waters? "1 'flif. — . X
b,  Changes fn absorption, rates drainage patterns, or the rate and amount
of surface water runoff? X — _—
‘¢. Alterations, to the course or flow of flood uaters? Yo, i . e ﬂ;, i — — X
d. Change in the amount of sur.ace uater}in any water body? Sl S 3
L Y\':! IS O SR N IR FETS ' O ot L .
e. Oischarge into surface naters. or in any alteration of surfaCe water oLt .
quality, including but not Jiaited to temperature, dissolved oxygen .
or turbidity? P ) v X
¢ Proreryacio. (R ATCR o bl - . -_— — —
f. Alteration of ‘the direction\on rate of flow of ground waters. _ X
g. Change in the quantity of ground watars, either through direct additions
or withdrawals, or through interception of an aquifer by cuts or
excavations? _ _ ).(_
h. Substantial reduction in the amount of water otherwise availadble for X

public water supplies?



7.

10.

1.

12.

3.

4.

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

Plant Life. Will the proposal result 1n
a. Change 1n‘tﬁe dwversity of spec1es,,or nunber<9f any species of. fi:;';;

plants (fncludfng trees,?snrubs; grass. crops. ohcroflora and T
aqoatic- plants)? ¢ SOTEVERA X A A

T

- o g
AT R H :

b. Reduct1on of the numbers of any unique. rare or endangered specmes

of . plants? L. ,q f
SR S

C. Introduct1on of new species of plants into an area or in a barr1er .

to the normal replenashment of exist1ng specmes’ -

T . . '

d. Reductfon 1n acreage of any agricultural crop? S

Animal Life. 'Hi11 the proposal result in:

8. Change 1n theidiversity.of species, or rumbers ‘of any species of animals

{birds, Tand.animals including reptiles, fish and shellfish, benthlc
organisms. insects or m1crofauna)’ ey ) e )

b. Reduction of’the numbers offany unique. rare or endangered species e
of animals? 2 o S Tre

c. Introduction of new species ‘of animals 1nto an area or result 1n' '
a barrier toxthe mlgration or movement of an1mals’ e

d. Deterioration to existnng fjsh or uildlife habitat’

Noise." H:ll the proposal result 1n. R

3.0t o -

Ls
a. Increase in existing noise Ievels?

vy YL L

b. Exposure of people -to severe noise levels? G il

cia .~
Light and Glare. Hi11 the proposal produce new light or glare’

“Land Use.- H111 the prc“osal resuIt in'a substantial alteration of the
,9resent or planned use of an area? Co 0
1 . |_4 . ) vy

‘Natural Resources. HiII the proposa1 result in:

ha: Increase -fn the rate of use~of any naturaT resources? B

o '

ib SubstantiaI dep1etion of any nonrenewable natural resource’ - \{,

.

1R1sk_of Upset.~ “Does the prooosal involve'a risk of .an explosien or the "

-release of .hazardous substances ({including, but not limited to, 0il,
sticices chemicals or radiatfon) in, the—event of an accident or
fupset ‘conditfons?

-Pogulation. :Will the proposal altef the locat1on. d1str1button. density, or

*groutn rate of the human populatxon of an; area?:

oo . - - . . vird

R
3

"Housing. Hil] the' proposal affect existing housing. or create 'a demand for :f"

@dd!tlonal housing? . RS .

Tran;gprtation/Circu!at1on. H111 tne probosaf resultifn: )

Generation of suostantial additional vehvcu1ar movement’

¢

}. .
% Effects on existing parking faci11t1es or demand for new parktng?
ol

.Ce Substant1al 1mpact upon existing transportation systems?

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

e. Alterations to waterborne, rail or air traffic?

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

Public Services. Will the proposa) have an efrfect upon, or result in a need for

few or altersd governmenta) services in any of the following areas:
a. Fire protaction? '
b. Police protection?

c. Schools?

'
1o

Yes

Maybe

|><

|> |

|

I |
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| < |
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d. Parks or other recreational facilities?
e. Maintenance of public facflities, including roads? ,
i, 'f.g:Othe;ﬁgoiecnmenta!;services?
15. Energy. Uill the proposal r!sult in;

Doride arpioid gendy s
a. Use of substantial amounts of fuel or energy?

Substantiaﬁ fﬂcrease 1n ‘demand up&n existing solices of éneHEy oF-- +Ld Dl A

requure tne~development of neu sources of energy? '3;:1’ - RS ] vk
v 1 . -‘.,‘- 2 -, Y P
16. Utilitaes. Hill the proposal resu1t tn’a need for new systems or substantial ,j? > N
aiteratuons to the - following util%tieS' e ,14. G
S VPSR R R VR sio i FEaas F"- PO CLoTin

a.»aPower ornnatutal ‘gas? .-, i‘"~ e ine "u}: BATED

db. Communications systems?

ale c. Hater’ s F',[ ) f}.,,'. o . R B o ——
d. Sewer or septic tanks? : T e e X —_
e. Storm water drainage? ' fyj'ti;;; S P
f. Solid waste and disposal? S » A‘:;_
17. Human Health. Will the proposal result {n: ' .

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

b. Exposure of people to potential health hazards?

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

19. Recreation. W{ll the proposal result in an {mpact upon the quality
or quantity of existing recreational opportunities?

20. Archeological/Historical. Wil1l the proposal result in an alteration
of a significant archeological or historical site, structure. object
or building?

21. Mandatory Findings of Significance. IDRET

a. Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality of
the environment, substantially reduce the hapitat of a fish
or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to
drop below self sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a
plant or animal community, reduce the number or restrict
the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal or eliminate
important examples of the major per1ods of California history
or prehistory? .

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

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

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

3
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DISCUSSION OF ENVIRONMENTAL ‘EVALUATION

A

f@verv1ew o€ Env1ronment Assessment

. -~ 7")
five F o7 g

¢ cOThe purposé:of env1ronmental review of the ‘CDBG program at the

1
a5

ar iy

Al)l

lappllcatzon stagellf to ‘assess the overall impact of the pro-
“posed activities, including the cumulative impacts of physical
development progects carried out with CDBG funds. The CDBG
sprogram is general in nature and, with few .exceptions,:does not
1dent1fy 1) specific sites; 2) extent of projects; 3) quantity

,“.of work ;to .be accomplished; 4) location of, or specifics regard-

ing hou51ng units to be developed, or 5) other such information

., hecessary to make a determination that an individual project

may have a significant environmental impact. Many of the
act1v1t1esiproposed for fundlng w1th the 1982-83 federal entitle-
ment are similarly lacking in sufficient detail to permit a

. final determination-as to their environmental 51gn1f1cance.

Therefore, in conducting this environmental rev1ew, the following

.- factors were taken into account: T R I B

.+ .+ .~ The City Council's approval for filing of the CDBG

application does not constitute irrevocable approval
1., ., of -specific projects, including those whoch will be
individually assessed.

" - The City Council's approval for filing of the applica-
...i = :tiom does not waive or grant any required permits or

legislative actions necessary, to carry out specific
»-.. . activities;when identified.

;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 particular activity until an
environmental determination has been made. Funds may be redirected
to another activity under federal regulations if a particular

v”prOJect is found to be environmentally unsuitable.

For the above reasons, environmental determinations on individual
projects included in the CDBG program, where applicable, will not
,be made until prior to a request to the federal government for

Hiitelease of funds for the specific project under consideration.

Wa".'
\

.The individual environmental assessment of these projects under
‘CEQA will be conducted in conjunction with' the environmental re-
view required under federal guidelines., A llstlng of CDBG program

-lactivities which have'or will be subject 'to individual environ-

mental assessment together with a preliminary determination for
each is included in Attachment A.




V.

V.

VI.

oYL,

Tt Dlscu551on of Individual Impacts (Explanation of "yes" or -

\t 5~ 'maybe” ‘answers,from preceeding checklist; numbers correspond
" 7 to the headlngs ‘from the checklist.)

Alhel L i Lion ASSIAFENCE UL Phage et

1. Earth
Sl 1yt |5 T TR R
Fha e Y onstruction activities will result in minor
changes in topography and soil characteristics.
CAP T e i1 maeDUe O the lack of unique land features in CDBG
- I Target areas -and the dispersed locations and
..small .scale of individual projects, these impacts
‘are not potentially 31gn1flcant. Projects will
be individually assesseéd in relation to this
factor. .
§."""(Geclogic Hazard) - Because the -éntire state is-
., considered to be seismically active, the risk
" of earthquake damage exists to some degree.
o el Lease 15w HOWEVer, since no active faults' are known to
o ‘exist and building code provisions provide pro-
.. .stection against seismic risk, this factor is

W I 0 b 3
" not considered potentlally significant.
ST TP AP S B S S SO ;
3. Water i
Faise X ! el ) [NV !

AR S R B SRR '

b. * (Drainage) =~ All construction will take place
within developed areas serviced by municipal water

e TENIVER R ..and drainage systems. Individual projects will

’ ' ‘alter and probably increase surface water runoff

+.+, i;.threugh, for example, increased paving.. Projects

o "will be individually assessed in relation to this
factor.

TOUT ST ey

4. Plant Life

Syt S0 o iit 7 R U I .

Pty a. (Trees and Shrubs) - Individual projects partic-
ularly street improvement projects, may result

G v i in the removal of existing trees and shrubs. The

importance of existing flora will be assessed with
respect to each project and, where feasible, exist-
ing features will be retained. Where trees and
shrubs are removed, these will be replaced at a
ratio of one to one or better.

7. Light and 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.
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f ! §§8. ; The Shopplng Center S1te Lapd.Acqulsltaon in ¢

\ ! b ! Qak.Park is jconsistent with the'Oak Park Ry

& f “; ; Redevelopment Plan although the Clty Zonlng .::&1~ .
;f@‘ﬂ(» . i Ordlnance 1nd1cates that much’ of ‘the proposed o

H ' N i§ s - ., .

e A : : qlte is'in: the ‘Single Qamlly R-l zone../ R ,wu-ﬁ

A, £ by : L he o ; ' o .‘ "_', e b ’

;%; :%Qﬁhull.&?gz. Populatlon/ﬂouSLng E.W”‘ig VV“W %-%d"{f??;ﬁﬁi jJ:J

', i : e 3 s
N { -~ The! program‘ls ‘designed: to have a pOs;tlve effect on .
’ j  on populatlon and houSLng. j}<QL:T - S

4{'However,*a potentlally 51gn1f1cant 1mpact ‘could '

-¥ ' result from the displacement of low and mdderate
‘!1ncome families as.an indirect result :of neighbor-

hood upgradlng Dlsplacement impacts are mitigated

. by relocation procedures and the over-all program

. - ~-or:.entatlon towards’ PI. v1d1ng'hou51ng a551stance

A% ; ;.to dlsadvantaged hous holds. See Item IV for 1f

-

o further anformatlon. L e . -

' - . i [ARAPR L V.. RASX

‘-“h Q Lo .' . X e o \:: - , Zih - :‘-‘;’-"4.{ ‘,;..‘ - "3_. ) : -

ﬂl4, Publlc Serv1ce; ;,-;,g]“b) v S U ;“ R a{‘ .

) . s - 'l. T 7 KA - ."‘. . ‘: :- ‘
; -f“;Ind1v1dual act1v1t1es w1ll alter demands for o

.- - " municipal services in an undetermlnable way
;:1 : ;ff‘dependlng on size, 1ocat10n, and purpose of a ;i ..
- ' particular project.- These .effects will not be ..~
o 7 ..cumulatively significant because the basic o K
.-+ _.,.capital facilities necessary to. prov1de service
'V'ex1st, -and because the rate of- nelghborhood L

., "“:change resulting from ‘CDBG activities is expected

s -« -. -»to’be gradual.  Public services impacts.will be
.g{*‘?'l‘lnd1v1dually assessed 1n relatlon to each progect.

. Sy o g
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»L.19., Recreatlon '.Q:fiﬂﬁef;f;. oo '

- : _ d S ey
NI X,f'Recreational programs. carried out with CDBG funds
'.ﬂ“,gj"w; Wwill Jimprove the, quallty of existing recreational

No o T Y opportunlt;es.az, SR
e L B R TP . LUEe L oo,
720 &:21. Hlstorlcal ceoL R TE i
R _W~;r RS S S 1 drEET
a. Ind1v1dual act1v1t1es may-lmpact hlstorlc/n e

":' archaeologlcal values through destruction. of
--significant objects. or the introduction. of - : -

"7 :v . incompatible .land: ‘use patterns. The historic
'7.1-,:¢~preservat10n program and Federal: Guidelines ..
.. AL for historic preservatlon will assure that
W adequate welght is glven to preservatlon issues
) ezn,,uthrough the project.level dec151on-making process.
; ids T T 'Seey Item IV for further informationii b s Mo
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Iv. MITIGATION MEASURES = 7
7“!1':,* e “’ Vis - f‘. _Lf‘ll ]’3 j: Attt K ,’T". R . T
J;(Implementatlon(of the CDBG-program (as.a whole, w111 have some
ce” minor rimpacts: of..a. less than ;significant level. ..Two proposals-
T within:the program which’ may have resulted in potentlally ;
por~slgn1f1cant impacts, populatlon/hou81ng displacement and loss.
Jdia.0f historic structures, .have .been suff1c1ently mltlgated through
a0 prevxous actlons. R R oS S Vo i .
(""",7.)‘ RS ’ a< Voo T U AR St .o v St :..,., . ’:"; S 14.: Eal

De Mltlgatlon meabures 1ncorporated -into .the CDBG program are:

l.:. Relocatlon/Hou51ng Assistance ,; . _]J. Lok
\1, i IALREES ff" A l'r.~Z." .{- te RO AR s
Two ba51c types of dlsplacement may occur as a result
of thé community idevelopment program.  One is displace-
meht due to .government adcguisition of private property.
The ‘0ther occurs- as-an. indirect result -of property wvalue
1ncreases resultlng in part’ from CDBG .activities.. -
. \« . N ‘1 "\:;-:}7\1; i
/. Because of the rehabilitation! empha51s 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 mccordance with
provisions of Federal dnd State relocation laws'which
basicdlly provide that displaced owneérs and renters be
i compensated .for the "full direct and indirect .cost of
relocatlng to comparable hou51ng
[ICSRR IR SOOI | ! |’..‘L‘_ O R PN | . - P
Secondary : relocatlon effects resultlng from a general
nelghborhood upgradlng could be substantial in the  case-
of "'low and moderate -income residents who are generally S
less. able ito 'express ;market preference for housing. ;
These impacts .will !'be mitigated directly through hou51ng-
related programs carried out with CDBG funds which are
5. specifically oriented towards low.and moderate incomé _
groups. For example, the Emergency Repair program pro-
n vides direct .granfs to low and moderate.income homeowners
for home repairs. ::The ‘Housing :Rehabilitation loans/grants
program priovides rehabilitation assistance and incorporates
upper income eligibility limits. These measures will have
the affect of limiting the number of disadvantaged house-
holds displaced directly or indirectly as a result of
the program activities.

AR

N

2. Historic Preservation

DA%ED:.  The proposed land acquisition in; the Oak-.Park ‘community..
has the potential to displace several iresidential-
structures of yet undetermined historic value.' A:Deter-
mination of Eligibility (for the .City's Official Register)
has been prepared by a consultant,through the'Clty s
Historic Preservation program whlch 1s ‘a component of
the CDBG program. : o

. e E .
T S T E A



The Determination of Eligibility is currently at the
review stage at the State Office of Historic
Preservation. Consideratioh of historic architectural
merits is governed by Chapter 32 of the Sacramento City
Code whlc calls for, a review of potentlally 31gn1f1cant

g;;;i:;'¥, Structures ‘prior “to’ any démolition aétion. '"The nine **7 "¢
. member Design Rev1ew/Preservat10n Board has the authority
L. it to suspend demolltlon of significant structures for up
“to six months 'whilé alternative preservation actions are
1950 con51dered.quﬁaﬁb T
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e In addition to the Preservatlon Program administered at
“‘the 'local levé&l, “the City must also comply with Federal
. historic preservatlon requirements.where the potential
for dlsruptlon of’ hlstorlc values due to CDBG act1v1t1es
5. may ex1st. .Undecr " ‘the Natlonal Historic Preservatlon Act
. of 1966 (16 USC 470), the Clty is requlred £o assess :
: the affect of a prOJect on'any structure or dlstrlct A
~g‘ Wthh is llsted ‘or ellglble for listing 'on the "Natlonal
Reglster of Hlstorlc ‘Places" malntalned ‘by the National"-
“‘Park Serv1ce of' the u.s. Department .of the' Interlor. ‘
‘Procedures for accompllshing this have been establlshed
rby the Adv1sory Counc1l on Hlstorlc Preservatlon, a ' A
{é natiodnal groug constituted to- assess the affects of = ' =
""" Federally-funded’ pro;ects. '

i

Alternatives to thé'projeCt’%hich'&ouidiﬁroduce‘less of an
adverse' impact on the environment -(lower density, less intense
land use, move-building:on . site, no prpject, et cetera).

No ' Project. "By not ‘submitting a CDBG application prior to the
established Federal deadline,:the City would not be ellglble to
receive Dederal funds under the Housing and Community Develop-
ment Act of 1977 and none of. the projects identified in the
appllcatlon would take place. ‘Such an action is clearly ‘un-
reasonable and w111 not be further dlscussed. s / i

[ Y AR AR . L I Y

Modlflcatlon ‘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, regulatlons
specifically permit modifications for the .purpose.- of avoiding
environmental leffects. Such modifications can and, in the past,
have been made. subsequent to submission of the annual CDBG

app 1cat10nhto reflect ‘new ‘enVironméntal information developed
during’'the process. e
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On, the ba51s of thls xpg Lal. study: Ll cegas ant. :

e, inratrat ion 34 hc\ Le.va?! !
I flnd that although the proposed pr03ect could have a

significant effecg on the . environment, there will. not be
a, 51gn1f1cant effect in thls case because the-mltlgatlon
measures descrlbed in IV have been added to” the progect

or . the p0551b111ty oﬁ a 51gn1f1cant effect on the env1ron-
ment is, .80 .remote as to be. 1n51gn1f1cant., FRERSE
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II.

Dite

ATTACHMENT A

1982-83 OCOMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANT ACTIVITIES SUBJECT TO INDIVIDUAL
ENVIMMAL ASSES&ENI’
1)()|.'.“.;i3" ;C'.\l"': i i [ e,

t‘ > '.l }l( C i .
The following® table' lists all 1982-83 CDBG program act.xv:.tles under each of the
five major categories. . The table indicates those activities which are s_tatutory
or categorical exenptlons under provisions ‘in the State EIR Guidelines (CEQA) ,
and those prOJects which will require: individual-envirommental;review: pnpr -0

actual implementation.
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Preservatior"l PrOgram staff ' . i S R Fota. _—
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P
Soee |( l"l Mt
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' Exembt Sec’ 15037(3)

R B ! Y i e . R 3
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Alkali Flat' Progect Area’ Cofmittee’

pel Paso ﬁeigﬁté Project Area ‘Committee

Oak Park Pro;ect Area Carm1ttee '{: o ; o '
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review of projects to be

- conducted prior to
" implementation

. Exempt Sec. 15101
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