
COUNCIL COMMITTEE MINUTES 
Concurrent Special Committee Meetings of the Sacramento City 
Council, Redevelopment Agency of the City of Sacramento, Hous-
ing Authority of the City of Sacramento and the Parking Authority 
of the City of Sacramento. 

Transportation and Community 
Development Committee 

COMMITTEE NAME: 	  

MEETING DATE. 	August 26, 1992  

MEETING TIME: 	3 : 00 pm  

LOCATION: 915 I STREET, 2ND FLOOR, COUNCIL CHAMBER 

VOTING RECORD LEGEND 
MOV: MOVED 
SEC: SECOND 
M - MAYOR RUDIN 
Dl- FARGO 
D2 - FERRIS 
D3 - PANE 
D4 - CHINN 

ABST: ABSTAIN 
ABS: ABSENT 
D5 - SERNA 
D6 - MUELLER 
D7 - KASTANIS 
D8 - ROB1E 

I HEREBY CALL Special Meetings of the Sacramento City Council, Redevelopment Agency of the City of Sacramento, 
Housing Authority of the City of Sacramento, and Parking Authority of the City of Sacramento to be conducted 
concurrently with the Council committee meetings listed below, which are incorporated herein by reference. The Special 
Meetings are called to permit Members who are not on the listed committees to attend the meetings and participate in 
the discussions. In the event five (5) or more members of the City Council are present at a Committee meeting, only 
those items listed on the agenda can be acted on or discussed. 

The meeting was called to order at 3:06 p.m. by Chair Joe Serna. No roll was called. 

MEMBERS PRESENT: 

MEMBERS ABSENT: 

ALSO PRESENT: 

Serna (Chair), Kastanis, Fargo, Pane 

None 

None 

Agreement with Kosmont and Associates to Prepare Proposal to State for Office Building Joint Venture 
on City Property (Parking Lot B) 

RECOMMENDATION OF STAFF: 	ADOPT ATTACHED RESOLUTION 

COMMITTEE ACTION: 	 FORWARD TO COUNCIL - AUGUST 31ST (EVENING) 

REPORT(S) BACK: 	 NONE 

VOTING RECORD: 	 MOVED D7, SECOND D1 
UNANIMOUS 

MINUTES:  

Robert P. Thomas, Deputy City Manager, presented an overview of the agenda and proposed that certain 
items be taken out of order. There was no opposition from the Committee. 
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Robert Thomas requested that Item #5 be heard first. 

Betty Masuoka, Director, Department of Finance, presented the item to Committee by updating the members 
on what has occurred since May 5, 1992, when the City Council authorized City staff to pursue discussions 
with the State on a possible office building partnership on Lot B. Ms. Masuoka indicated that overtures to 
the State were on hold pending settlement of their budget; however, staff is hesitant on waiting any longer 
and would like the Committee to adopt the Resolution to recommend the City Council authorize the City 
Manager to execute an agreement with Kosmont and Associates for real estate consulting services. The 
contract calls for an expenditure of $55,000 to prepare a 'white paper' and facilitate discussions with the 
Chamber of Commerce. 

Committee member Serna inquired if Sacramento Unified School District had been contacted regarding the 
site, or if this partnership was limited to the State. 

Ms. Masuoka responded that the school district had not been contacted; but, at this point, the negotiations 
are flexible. There are no specifics for the property. 

Committee member Serna encouraged staff to talk to Sacramento Unified School District. 

Committee member Kastanis inquired as to the time line for the 'white paper'. 

Ms. Masuoka responded that the 'white paper' should be completed within a three month period and the 
working group established in a six month period. Ms. Masuoka also informed the Committee that in this 
same three month timeline it was expected the Asset Management Consultant would be hired and would 
be available to help in this project. 

Committee member Kastanis inquired if the private sector would be included in discussion. 

Robert Thomas suggested that the 'white paper' be completed first. 

Committee member Kastanis commented that he liked the idea of working with the Chamber of Commerce. 
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2. Report Back on Request for Selected City Fees and Taxes to be Waived for River City Co-Housing Project 

NOT AUTHORIZE THE ELIMINATION OF SELECTED FEES AND 
TAXES FOR PROJECT; THAT THE APPLICANT WORK WITH 
SHRA; THAT THE CITY MANAGER'S OFFICE BE DIRECTED 
TO PROVIDE A REPORT ON INFILL POLICIES 

RECOMMENDATION OF STAFF: 

COMMITTEE ACTION: 

REPORT(S) BACK: 	 REPORT BACK WITHIN 90 DAYS WITH COMPREHENSIVE 
INFILL POLICY 

VOTING RECORD: 	 UNANIMOUS 

MINUTES:  

Robert Thomas presented this item by first informing the Committee that, although this item requests staff 
to waive fees, staff would prefer that a comprehensive policy be developed. Staff opinion is to not take the 
request out of the context it is being reviewed in; but to extensively review previous policy and alternatives 
regarding waiver of fees and to establish a policy on this matter. This topic can be brought back to Council 
or to Committee. 

Committee member Serna inquired if 90 days would be sufficient to come back with an infill policy. He also 
advised staff and the Committee that 'waive' is a misnomer. The City does not waive anything; it is 
absorbed by the General Fund. He cited his experience with the Salvation Army in Oak Park where he was 
successful in getting them to absorb some costs. He requested some further information on how the 
Quimby Act fees impact this situation. 

Mr. Thomas added that in terms of the process, service fees; staff supported a reduction. Mr. Thomas then 
introduced Mr. David J. Mogavero, Mogavero and Associates, architects for the River City Cohousing 
Project. Mr. Mogavero distributed a hand-out entitled "Memorandum Re: Construction Excise Tax and 
Residential Construction Tax Waiver". 

Mr. Mogavero discussed the project, emphasizing its benefit to downtown (walking distance from largest 
job center; low or moderate income households) and advised the Committee that the park fee (previously 
requested to be waived) had been worked through on an agreement. He is also in concurrence with having 
an infill policy. He does not want a waiver because it would be inappropriate. His question is on the plan 
check fee required by the Department of Public Works (which he just found out about last week). These 
are fees for staff time to check plans for improvements at a cost of $12,500. Although he has found City 
employees to be the finest people and the fees typically moderate, this Public Works Plan Check fee, 
according to Mogavero, is "way out of hand". Mr. Mogavero pointed out on page 1 of his handout that the 
$13,335.00 Construction Excise Tax for streets is a mystery, since they will be using the existing streets. 
Mr. Mogavero emphasized that they managed to decrease the fees from $73,000 to $21,863. He is willing 
to compromise. If there must be a policy, he would like it to be retroactive to this project, in light of the 
unexpected fee. 

Transportation and Community Development 
August 26, 1992 
Page 3 



Committee member Serna wanted to know more about the $12,000 plan check fee, and wanted everyone 
to know that he was absolutely, positively AGAINST anything that would have a negative impact on the 
General Fund. He asked if waiving the fee would negatively impact the General Fund. 

Mr. Thomas said he did not know what the impact to the General Fund might be. 

Council member Fargo left at 3:16 pm, returned at 3:17 pm. 

Committee member Fargo said that Mr. Mogavero had answered most of her questions but wanted to know 
if a precedent was set with their agreement on the park fee matter and what exactly do the taxes go for? 

Committee member Fargo said that only some of the units are low income. Does that imply they get a 
kinder and more gentle treatment? 

Mr. Thomas said that is why a comprehensive policy is needed. There could be some danger of doing 
waivers on an individual basis. Staff can come back in 60 to 90 days with a comprehensive policy. 

Committee member Fargo said the report should come to the City Council. Will the City Attorney be 
involved in this matter? Will the policy be applied retroactively? 

Committee member Pane arrived at 3:20 pm. 

Committee member Kastanis inquired if the SHRA had 'maxed out' at a quarter million contribution to the 
project. 

Committee member Kastanis said that Mr. Mogavero should be talking to SHRA for more money. 

Mr. Thomas indicated that is also what staff suggests. 

Mr. Mogavero explained the technical points of the land purchase and how the height of the "R" Street 
speculation drove up the values. 

Mr. Thomas reiterated that the low income units also benefitted Mr. Mogavero in that the City and SHRA 
had invested. 

Committee member Serna stated, using the example of the Salvation Army, that he convinced them to 
reduce the fees; but, again, emphasized that he will not support any reduction to the General Fund. 

Mr. .Mogavero explained that he is billing his time at cost or below cost and that he did obtain other 
reductions in fees/costs. 

Committee member Serna declared that 1) in 90 days staff would come back with a comprehensive infill 
policy; and 2) someone needs to inform him (and Committee) about the purpose of the major street and 
construction taxes. He further stated he did not want to get into the issue of any kind of retroactivity here, 
but taxes probably don't need to be there. 

Committee member Pane asked why we don't know where these taxes go. 
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Mr. Thomas advised that the information was not available. 

Committee member Pane asked if that was the purpose for the action being on the agenda? 

Mr. Thomas said that we were here to address the questions in the Staff Report. 

Mr. Mogavero inquired if the policy would be specific or general and wanted to know if they could get help 
from staff on the plan check fees at this time. 

Committee member Serna wanted to know what fees and taxes have negative impact on infill. Also what 
impact from school fees? 

Mr. Mogavero said that some of the fees were justified and they had no quarrel; however some of the items 
have no correlation to services. 

Mr. Thomas clarified that this matter would be brought back in 60-90 days with an infill policy and that the 
$12,000 fee will be reviewed. He requested that the Committee not take any action until the policy was 
returned. 

Committee member Serna again mentioned that he would not vote for any action that would negatively 
impact the General Fund. 

Committee member Fargo asked if the matter could just be continued for 90 days and asked if the policy 
would be specific or general. 

Committee member Pane said this matter should go before the entire Council. 

Committee member said staff to return to Committee within 90 days. 
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3. Federal Courthouse Proposal - Proposed Revisions to Approved Business Points 

RECOMMEND APPROVAL OF THE PROPOSED REVISIONS TO 
THE APPROVED BUSINESS POINTS 

RECOMMENDATION OF STAFF: 

COMMITTEE ACTION: 

REPORT(S) BACK: 

VOTING RECORD: 

MINUTES: 

FORWARD TO CITY COUNCIL 

MOVED D3, SECOND D1 
UNANIMOUS 

Robert Thomas presented this item and introduced William C. Farley, Sr. Management Analyst, and Roy 
Brewer, Southern Pacific. Mr. Thomas reminded the Committee that at the June 6th meeting, Council 
approved a proposal to the US Government to locate the Federal Courthouse on City and Southern Pacific 
owned property at 5th and "I" Streets. This project would have 500 construction jobs, would create 1600 
new positions and would be the anchor tenant in the Southern Pacific Project. City support is important. 
Since the June 6th meeting the Federal Government has submitted it's RFP to hire architects (the list is 
down to three). There have been numerous meetings with the GSA on the infrastructure costs, and letters 
have been sent to Congressman Matsui and Congressman Austin. The funds scheduled for the Moss 
Building have been tagged for this project. However, the GSA has legal restrictions which prohibit the use 
of money for off-site improvements. The amended 'Business Points' have the City offering to sell the 
property at the discounted price with the City using the money to build the off-site improvements with ,a 
reversionary clause that if the courthouse is not built by a certain date, the City gets the money back. The 
second major change is that the engineer's report revealed that there are no railroad tracks under the street; 
therefore, that expense is not expected. Also, there is a reduction of the expenses because of the terminal 
demolition; however, the City will be responsible for all toxics removal. The new cost estimate is $3.3 
million, which includes the J Street improvements. This will be a CTC priority, high on the Council's list. 
Mr. Thomas called attention to page 7 of the Staff Report, which is a copy of the most recent letter from 
the GSA accepting the package, with a specific schedule on page 8. Construction is expected to start in 
June 1994 (which is good because the substation will be complete and the black and whites which are 
currently on the lot will be relocated). Completion is expected in 1997 or, perhaps, December 1998. Mr. 
Thomas then discussed pages 9 and 10 of the Staff Report, which shows the original Business Points; the 
strikeovers being the items that have changed. Mr. Thomas added that both the GSA and the City will be 
able to select the architects. Page 11 was then discussed, which shows the original cost estimates 
approved in June, and the revisions. Mr. Thomas believes, timing wise, and providing the Committee is in 
concurrence, that this matter can come to Council on September 1, 1992. 

Committee member Kastanis quipped that Mr. Thomas was good at creative financing and compared him 
to Mr. Farmer. He further inquired if this was a "done deal" or if it will be in November? 

Mr. Thomas answered that this matter can move right along. 

Committee member Serna inquired if the block would be assembled. 
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Mr. Thomas answered that yes, the block would be put together; and, if this courthouse doesn't happen, 
the City and Southern Pacific would work in partnership. 

Committee member Kastanis said that was good news. 

Committee member Kastanis asked if the construction would be completely done by the government. 

Mr. Thomas said that there has been no specifics from the GSA; but, in the past, they have worked closely 
with the local associations. Mr. Farley added that he was not aware of any agreements but that on projects 
of this magnitude the GSA has met with the Chamber of Commerce and other interested agencies in 
community meetings. 

Maurice Reed, representing building and trade labor, from the audience reaffirmed that his organization fully 
supports the project. 

Committee member Serna asked if there was any other public testimony. 

David Taylor, Chair of the Economic Development Committee, Chamber of Commerce, addressed the 
Committee. He indicated that his office had heard from the US Marshall's Office that they wished a 
detaining facility for federal offenders close to this project with a tunnel connecting to the federal 
courthouse. 

Committee member Serna inquired if discussions had been held with the US Marshall and the County. He 
further asked about the Rancho Seco location. 

Committee member Serna indicated for the record that this is the kind of action he likes to see, the City and 
the Chamber working together. 

4. Status of Veterans' Administration Hospital Site Selection 

RECOMMENDATION OF STAFF: 	COMMITTEE INFORMATION ONLY 

COMMITTEE ACTION: 

REPORT(S) BACK: 

VOTING RECORD: 

MINUTES:  

Tim Johnson, Economic Development Coordinator, presented this item to update the Committee on the 
City's efforts to attract the Veterans' Hospital to the UCD Medical Center. Mr. Johnson introduced Marge 
Dickinson of UC Davis. Ms. Dickinson then addressed the Committee advising that the Chancellor of UC 
Davis (Mr. Hullar) had been back East to visit with the leadership of the Veterans' Administration. The 
choice for the site appears to be narrowed to UC Davis Medical Center and Travis AFB, and a letter was sent 
to the Veterans' Administration yesterday informing them that the Sacramento option provides substantial 
benefits over the Travis location. Ms. Dickinson was not sure when the VA would make their final decision. 
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Committee member Fargo inquired if there was anything more the City could do. 

Committee member Pane left the room at 3:45 pm. 

Ms. Dickinson said that she would stay in touch with the VA and the City and that right now, with the high 
level of generality, it was more a "wait and see". 

Committee member Pane returned at 3:46 pm. 

Committee member Serna wanted to clarify the reasons the Travis site was being considered - land costs? 

Ms. Dickinson answered that it was due both to land costs and construction costs. The capital costs were 
comparable. 

Committee member Serna inquired if the Martinez site was definitely out of the picture. 

Ms. Dickinson answered in the affirmative and then discussed the differences between the Sacramento 
location and Travis. 

Committee member Serna added that the UC Davis Medical Center site was better. 

Ms. Dickinson agreed that UC Davis provides more academically and for research. 

Committee member Serna reminded Ms. Dickinson to advise him of any news, this is in his District. He also 
inquired if it would help to talk to the Congressman. 

Ms. Dickinson acknowledged appreciation for the offer of help but indicated that discussion had been held 
with both Congressmen from the area. 

Committee member Serna verified with the Committee that there had already been a motion by Council 
approving this matter. 

5. Status of Sacramento's Proposal to the Department of Defense Finance and Accounting System Center 

RECOMMENDATION OF STAFF: 

COMMITTEE ACTION: 

REPORT(S) BACK: 

VOTING RECORD: 

MINUTES: 

COMMITTEE INFORMATION ONLY 

Tim Johnson, Economic Development Coordinator, presented this item held out of sequence, by updating 
the Committee on Sacramento's proposal to the Department of Defense (DOD) for their Finance and 
Accounting Center. The proposal, which was submitted in June, is one of seven from the State (only Texas 
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had more submittals than California). Mr. Johnson pointed out Attachment A to the Staff Report, which 
was the most recent letter received from the DOD and Attachment B, which was a copy of an article which 
appeared in City and State Magazine  regarding this matter. The status is that within 30-60 days, the DOD 
will come up with a short list and, in March 1993, will complete the final negotiations. 

Robert Thomas added that if the City is on the short list, it will be necessary to make a legally binding offer. 

Committee member Serna inquired if there were any questions. There were none. 

Committee member Kastanis left the room at 3:50 pm and returned at 3:51 pm. 

6. Status of State of California DMV and CHP Operations 

RECOMMENDATION OF STAFF: 

COMMITTEE ACTION: 

REPORT(S) BACK: 

VOTING RECORD: 

MINUTES: 

COMMITTEE INFORMATION ONLY 

Tim Johnson, Economic Development Coordinator, presented this item as follow-up information. After State 
planners pursued this matter and completed the EIR, the $300 million price tag was too much for this.year's 
budget. The State Department of General Services will be resubmitting for next year's State budget. Mr. 
Johnson further advised the Committee that DMV has relocated the public counter from their office on 
Broadway to a new location on Stockton and Broadway. This will result in some reduction of traffic. 

Committee member Serna clarified that it was just the public counter that they moved. It could be 
problematic. 

Mr. Johnson advised the Committee that staff was not informed of the contents of the State's EIR on this 
action. 

Committee member Kastanis inquired about the Meadowview Road location, West Sacramento. 

Mr. Johnson advised that they were two separate operations. 

Committee member Kastanis inquired if the City could interest them in staying in the central core, maybe 
adding stories to the Lot B project. 

Mr. Johnson said they were receptive to ideas. 

Committee member Fargo suggested that the move of the public counter be thought through. 

Transportation and Community Development 
August 26, 1992 
Page 9 

l'r 



Secretary 

Committee member Kastanis added that DMV is decentralizing over several facilities leaving holes in the 
central core. 

Committee member Serna said it would take a sizeable building. He inquired about questions. 

Committee member Pane left the room at 4:02 pm. 

REPORTS BACK 

Robert Thomas reiterated that Agenda Items #2 (listed in the minutes as Item #3) and #5 (listed in the 
minutes as Item #1) will be forwarded to City Council. Item #1 (listed in the minutes as Item #2) will be 
brought back to the Committee within 90 days. 

Committee member Pane returned at 4:04 pm. 

The meeting was adjourned 4:05 p.m. 
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